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Question: 161

Topic: Community Broadcasting
Hansard Page: ECITA 104-105

Senator Lundy asked:

Do the Community Broadcasting Foundation funds as a component of [the] residual funding pool remain the same across the out years, or do you have a set of figures there that I could be given? ... Could you take that on notice and also expand those sources of funds for the Community Broadcasting Foundation – how they distribute it, both this year and across the out years?

Answer:

In 2003-04, the Community Broadcasting Foundation (CBF) received a total of $150,304 from the National Transmission Network Residual Funding Pool (NTNRFP) plus GST. These funds will be maintained in real terms across the out years - 2004-05, 2005-06, 
2006-07, and 2007-08. The precise figures will not be known until they are calculated each year using the Consumer Price Index.
In February 2004, the CBF’s allocation from the NTNRFP was increased by $62,554 plus GST, indexed, for three years. The ongoing need for these additional funds will be reviewed prior to 2006-07. A second grant round was held in 2003-04 to distribute the additional funds. 

In 2003-04, the CBF distributed $144,745 to eligible community radio stations and retained $7,515 for CBF secretariat administration expenses. These funds included $1,956 carried forward from 2002-03. The CBF has provided the following breakdown of grants: 

	Applicant
	Total in 2003-04

	1ART
	$  10,000

	1CMS
	$  10,000

	2FBI
	$  10,000

	2MAX
	$  10,000

	2MCE
	$    2,961

	2VOX
	$    5,651

	2XX
	$  10,000

	3MBS
	$    6,376

	3PBS
	$    6,269

	3RPC
	$    4,400

	3ZZZ
	$    6,945

	5DDD
	$    4,485

	5EBI
	$    8,286

	5FBI
	$    7,286

	5RAM
	$  10,000

	5THE
	$    1,961

	5UV
	$    7,154

	6EBA
	$  10,000

	7HFC
	$  10,000

	8CCC
	$    2,971

	Total
	$144,745


In 2003-04, a station could receive a maximum subsidy of $10,000 in the year.

The CBF will continue to distribute the funds to eligible community radio stations across the out years in accordance with the following process:

· the grant guidelines and application form approved by the CBF’s General Grants Advisory Committee (GGAC) are posted on the CBF website in June each year;

· subscribers to the monthly CBF Update (which includes at least one contact person from each licensed community radio station) are advised when the round opens;

· applications are invited from community radio stations that pay transmission site rental to Broadcast Australia (BA), or that have a contract to start paying transmission site rental to BA within the funding period, and are not receiving a transmission site subsidy from another source;

· where an applicant’s contract with BA is scheduled to expire within the funding period, the applicant must provide evidence that it has investigated the suitability of other sites not owned by BA;

· the application must include a copy of the most recent invoice and receipt for fees paid and a copy of the Schedule or Site Licence section of the contract with BA (if new or changed since the last application);

· the CBF contacts any station that it knows to be located on a BA site, if the station has not applied for a subsidy by the submission date; and

· GGAC then considers applications and makes recommendations to the CBF Board on subsidy allocations.
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Question:  162
Topic: Television Black Spots Program and Television Black Spots – Alternative 
Technical Solutions
Hansard Page: ECITA 105

Senator Lundy asked:

Just going back to the black spots program – to the television fund first – how many projects have missed out under that program?  How many applications have been rejected? ... If you could provide that, and just a summary of the reasons for their rejection, that would be helpful. 
Answer: 

Television Black Spots Program

As at 25 May 2004, a total of 150 projects were ineligible for funding under the Television Black Spots Program (TVBSP).  This includes 120 New Services projects, 4 Replacement of Obsolete Equipment projects and 26 projects which became candidates under the Alternative Technical Solutions program.  Please see below for the list of the communities that were ineligible for funding under the TVBSP.

The main reasons Coordinating Bodies (which could be either local government authorities or incorporated community organisations) did not receive funding were:

· the solution would cost more than the funding cap and the Coordinating Body was not prepared to cover the additional costs;

· the only solution involved provision of remote area broadcasting services and the Coordinating Body was not prepared to accept the provision of these services;

· the Coordinating Body was not prepared to agree to pay ongoing operation and maintenance costs for the facility;

· the relevant area was not an eligible black spot under the program guidelines because:

- there were less than 50 households; or

- signals in the area were of acceptable quality, but residents were using inadequate reception equipment.
	No.
	Coordinating Body (CB)
	Black Spot
	Funding Type
	Reason

	1
	Angler's Reach & Old Adaminaby
	Adaminaby & district
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to cover costs over funding cap

	2
	Aurora Kakadu Resort
	Kakadu Resort
	New Services
	Ineligible - application submitted by private company, not eligible under the program guidelines 

	3
	Avoca Royal George Community Committee
	Avoca St George St Pauls
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	4
	Banana Shire Council
	Banana
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	5
	Banana Shire Council
	Biloela
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	6
	Banana Shire Council
	Moura
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	7
	Banana Shire Council
	Theodore
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to cover costs over funding cap

	8
	Barunga Manyallaluk Community Government Council
	Beswick
	Obsolete
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	9
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Bemboka
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	10
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Brogo
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	11
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Cobargo & Yowrie
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	12
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Eden
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	13
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Mogareeka & Tathra
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	14
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Nethercote
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	15
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Pambula Beach
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	16
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Towamba Valley & Burragate
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	17
	Bega Valley Shire Council
	Wonboyn Lake
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	18
	Belyando Shire Council
	Clermont
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	19
	Bendoc Progress Association Inc
	Bendoc
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	20
	Bicheno Community Development Association
	Bicheno
	New Services
	Ineligible - incomplete submission

	21
	Blayney Shire Council
	Carcoar
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	22
	Boorowa Council
	Boorowa
	New Services
	Ineligible - did not meet Expression of Interest deadline

	23
	Bowen Shire Council
	Kings Beach
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	24
	Bowen Shire Council
	Port Denison
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	25
	Bowen Shire Council
	Queensbeach
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	26
	Bowen Shire Council
	Rose Bay
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	27
	Broadsound Shire Council
	Carmila
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	28
	Broome Aboriginal Media Association
	Balgo
	New Services
	Ineligible - sought reimbursement for previous expenditure

	29
	Burnett Shire Council
	South West Burnett
	New Services
	Ineligible - incomplete submission

	30
	Caboolture Shire Council
	Godwin Beach
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	31
	Cairns City Council
	Brinsmead
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	32
	Cairns City Council
	Clifton Beach
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	33
	Cairns City Council
	Trinity Beach
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	34
	Calliope Shire Council
	Boyne Island Township
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	35
	Calliope Shire Council
	Boyne Valley
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	36
	Calliope Shire Council
	Wurdong Heights
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	37
	Calliope Shire Council
	Yarwun, Targinnie
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	38
	Chinchilla Shire Council
	Chinchilla
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	39
	City of Salisbury
	Para Hills
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	40
	Cobar Shire Council
	Euabalong & Murrinbridge
	New Services
	Ineligible - did not meet Expression of Interest deadline

	41
	Community Centre Swifts Creek
	Omeo & Benambra
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	42
	Corangamite Shire
	Noorat
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	43
	Council of the Shire of Beaudesert
	North Tambourine
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	44
	Council of the Shire of Warwick
	Goomburra
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to cover costs over funding cap

	45
	Council of the Shire of Warwick
	Maryvale
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to cover costs over funding cap

	46
	Crookwell Shire Council 
	Crookwell
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	47
	Emerald Shire Council
	Comet
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	48
	Eurobodalla Shire Council
	Batehaven
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	49
	Eurobodalla Shire Council
	North Narooma
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	50
	Eurobodalla Shire Council
	South Durras
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	51
	Gelantipy Progress Association
	Suggan Buggan & Murrindal Valley
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	52
	Glendambo & District Progress Assoc. Inc.
	Glendambo
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	53
	Glenorchy City Council
	Collinsvale
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	54
	Herberton Shire Council
	Millstream Estates
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	55
	Herberton Shire Council
	Mt Garnet
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	56
	Hopetoun Progress & Development Group Inc
	Hopetoun
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	57
	Isisford Shire Council
	Isisford
	Obsolete
	Ineligible - did not meet Expression of Interest deadline

	58
	Isisford Shire Council
	Isisford and Yaraka
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	59
	King Island Council
	Currie
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	60
	King Island Council
	Naracoopa
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	61
	Kyogle Council
	Ettrick and Afterlee
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	62
	Kyogle Council
	Green Pidgeon
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	63
	Kyogle Council
	Grevilla
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	64
	Kyogle Council
	Kyogle (Highfield)
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	65
	Kyogle Council
	Malangalee
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	66
	Kyogle Council
	Old Bonalbo
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	67
	Kyogle Council
	Rukenvale & Grevillia
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	68
	Kyogle Council
	Tabulum
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	69
	Kyogle Council
	Woodenbong
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	70
	Lake MacQuarie City Council
	Martinsville
	New Services
	Ineligible - incomplete submission

	71
	Latrobe City Council
	Trafalgar, Moe etc
	New Services
	Ineligible - did not meet Expression of Interest deadline

	72
	Latrobe City Council
	Traralgon South-Callignee-Koornalla
	New Services
	Ineligible - did not meet Expression of Interest deadline

	73
	Magnetic Island Community and Commerce Association Inc.
	Picnic Bay & Arcadia
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	74
	Mareeba Shire Council
	Dimbulah
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	75
	Mareeba Shire Council
	Irvinebank
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	76
	Mareeba Shire Council
	Mt Molloy
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	77
	Mareeba Shire Council
	Watsonville
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	78
	Marla & Districts Progress Association
	Marla Township
	New Services
	Ineligible - sought reimbursement for previous expenditure

	79
	Maroochy Shire Council
	Eerwah Vale
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	80
	Maroochy Shire Council
	Mt Coolum
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	81
	Meeriwa Shire Council
	Cassilis
	New Services
	CB withdrew application to consider digital solution

	82
	Mid Murray Council
	Morgan
	New Services
	Ineligible - did not meet Expression of Interest deadline

	83
	Miriam Vale Shire Council
	Lowmead
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	84
	Miriam Vale Shire Council
	Turkey Beach
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	85
	Murrindindi Shire Council
	Eildon, Taylor Bay
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	86
	Murrindindi Shire Council
	Taggerty
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	87
	Omeo TV Committee Inc
	Omeo
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	88
	Peridon Management
	Peridon Village
	New Services
	Ineligible - application submitted by private company, not eligible under the program guidelines 

	89
	PY Media
	Finke
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	90
	PY Media
	Imanpa
	Obsolete
	Ineligible – sought reimbursement for previous expenditure

	91
	PY Media
	Kalka
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	92
	PY Media
	Kanpi
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	93
	PY Media
	Nyapari
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	94
	PY Media
	Pipalyatjara
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	95
	PY Media
	Watarru
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	96
	Ravenswood Restoration Preservation Association Inc.
	Ravenswood
	New Services
	Ineligible - incomplete submission

	97
	Rossville and District Citizens Ass Inc
	Rossville
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to cover costs over funding cap

	98
	Rylstone Shire Council
	Bylong Valley
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	99
	Rylstone Shire Council
	Glen Allice,Bogee
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	100
	Rylstone Shire Council
	Rylstone
	New Services
	Ineligible - incomplete submission

	101
	Rylstone Shire Council
	Sofala
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	102
	Scone Shire Council
	Bunnan
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to cover costs over funding cap

	103
	Shire of Cunderdin
	Cunderdin
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	104
	Shire of Cunderdin
	Meckering
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	105
	Shire of Jerramungup
	Fitzgerald River
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	106
	Shire of Kalamunda
	Kalamunda
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	107
	Shire of Katanning
	Katanning
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	108
	Shire of Murchison
	Murchison
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	109
	Shire of Tammin
	Tammin
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	110
	Shire of Yarra Ranges
	South Kalorama
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	111
	Shoalhaven City Council
	Burrill Lake, Termeil, Tabourie
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	112
	Surf Coast Shire Council
	Deans Marsh
	New Services
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	113
	Tatiara District Council
	Bordertown
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	114
	Tatiara District Council
	Keith
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	115
	Thuringowa City Council
	Balgal Beach
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	116
	Thuringowa City Council
	Bushland Beach
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	117
	Thuringowa City Council
	Rasmussen
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	118
	Thuringowa City Council
	Saunders
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	119
	Thuringowa City Council
	Toomulla
	New Services
	Residents existing receive equipment was inadequate

	120
	Uki Progress Association
	Uki
	New Services
	Ineligible - CB not prepared to pay operation and maintenance costs

	121
	Walgett Shire Council
	Carinda
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)

	122
	Waratah Bay Ratepayers & Progress Association Inc
	Waratah Bay
	New Services
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	123
	Wireless Institute of Australia Victorian Division
	Olinda
	Obsolete
	Ineligible - assessed as not a television black spot under the program guidelines

	124
	Wyndham Progress Association and School of the Arts Inc
	Wyndham and Rocky Hill transferred
	New Services
	CB did not want Remote Area Broadcasting Services (i.e. Imparja and Central Seven remote commercial services)


The following projects became candidates under the Alternative Technical Solutions (ATS) program.  Those candidates which will not receive funding under the ATS program are identified as ineligible.

	No.
	Coordinating Body (CB)
	Black Spot
	Funding Type
	Reason

	1
	Byron Shire Council
	Rosebank
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility could not cover at least 80% of the households in the area. 

	2
	Caboolture Shire Council
	Mt Delaney & Wamuran
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility could not cover at least 80% of the black spot. 

	3
	Cairns City Council
	Lake Placid
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available. 

	4
	Cairns City Council
	Crystal Brook
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available. 

	5
	Colac Otway Shire
	Lavers Hill
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility could not cover at least 80% of the area.

	6
	Gatton Shire Council
	Ma Ma Creek & Tenthill
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility would not cover at least 80% of the area.

	7
	Gold Coast City Council
	Tallebudgera
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	8
	Gold Coast City Council
	Tugun
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	9
	Gold Coast City Council
	Nerang
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	10
	Gold Coast City Council
	Helensvale & Oxenford
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	11
	Gold Coast City Council
	Bonogin, Mudgeeraba & Worongary
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	12
	Gold Coast City Council
	Parkwood
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available. 

	13
	Holbrook Shire Council
	Woomargama
	DTH Solution
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility could not cover at least 80% of the black spot.

	14
	Kiama Municipality
	Jamberoo and Kiama
	 
	Signal testing established good digital signals available.  No further solution required.

	15
	Mansfield Shire Council
	Kevington
	 
	Ineligible - less than 50 households in black spot

	16
	Mareeba Shire Council
	Kuranda
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	17
	Mooney Cheero Progress Association
	Lower Hawkesbury
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility could not cover at least 80% of the area.

	18
	Moorabool Shire Council
	Bacchus Marsh
	 
	Signal testing established good digital signals available.  No further solution required.

	19
	Oberon Council
	Edith
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility would not cover at least 80% of the area.

	20
	Port Stephens Council
	Salamander Bay, Corlette, Lemon Tree Passage, Nelson Bay, Shoal Bay and Fingal Bay
	 Digital retransmission
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility would not cover at least 80% of the households in the area.

	21
	Shelford Progress Association Inc
	Shelford
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility would not cover at least 80% of the area.

	22
	Shire of Yarra Ranges
	Tecoma and Belgrave
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	23
	South Woy Woy Progress Association Inc
	Woy Woy
	 
	Signal testing established good digital signals available.  No further solution required.

	24
	Tenterfield Shire Council
	Mingoola & Glenlyon
	DTH Solution
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because an analog retransmission facility would not cover at least 80% of the area.

	25
	Tweed Shire Council
	Banora Point
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.

	26
	Wisemans Ferry Chamber of Commerce Inc
	Wisemans Ferry
	 
	An analog solution was not viable under the TVBSP because analog frequencies were not available.
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Question: 163

Topic: Program Funding

Hansard Page: ECITA 105 

Senator Lundy asked:

Can you take on notice to provide me with a breakdown of the actual program funding and the funding for administering those programs within this output 3.2?  I asked some questions on notice last time in relation to NOIE programs with the same breakdown, and that was very helpful – just looking at the administered expenses and the associated departmental expense.  Could you do that for each of the programs administered under 3.2?
Answer: 

Output 3.2 Program Funding Allocation ($m)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07
	2007-08
	Total

	National Transmission Network Residual Funding Pool
	Departmental
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Administered
	0.681
	0.736
	0.791
	1.155
	1.138
	4.501

	
	Total
	0.681
	0.736
	0.791
	1.155
	1.138
	4.501

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ABC & SBS Digital Interference Scheme
	Departmental
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Administered
	0.446
	0.163
	0.100
	0.100
	1.259
	2.068

	
	Total
	0.446
	0.163
	0.100
	0.100
	1.259
	2.068

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regional Equalisation Plan
	Departmental
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Administered
	0.300
	0.300
	0.300
	0.300
	0.300
	1.500

	
	Total
	0.300
	0.300
	0.300
	0.300
	0.300
	1.500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Television Black Spots Program – Alternative Technical Solutions
	Departmental
	0.730
	0.420
	0
	0
	0
	1.150

	
	Administered
	3.345
	3.510
	4.073
	0
	0
	10.928

	
	Total
	4.075
	3.930
	4.073
	0
	0
	12.078

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Commercial Radio Blackspots Program
	Departmental
	0.540
	0.540
	0
	0
	0
	1.080

	
	Administered
	2.072
	1.475
	0
	0
	0
	3.547

	
	Total
	2.612
	2.015
	0
	0
	0
	4.627

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NetAlert Limited
	Departmental
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Administered
	0.572
	0.546
	0.546
	0.035
	0.024
	1.723

	
	Total
	0.572
	0.546
	0.546
	0.035
	0.024
	1.723

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07
	2007-08
	Total

	Television Fund (Special Account – includes interest revenue)
	Departmental
	0.430
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.430

	
	Administered
	12.598
	10.540
	0
	0
	0
	23.138

	
	Total
	13.028
	10.540
	0
	0
	0
	23.568

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Broadcasting Foundation
	Departmental
	5.224
	5.339
	5.446
	3.821
	3.909
	23.739

	
	Administered
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Total
	5.224
	5.339
	5.446
	3.821
	3.909
	23.739
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Question: 164

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Hansard Page: ECITA 105

Senator Lundy asked:

Can you tell me something specific about Roxby Downs?  It did not receive funding, nor did Ceduna, because the 8SAT submission was rejected.  What were the reasons for rejecting the 8SAT application for black spot funding?

Answer: 

The 8SAT submission for black spot funding (from Freshstream FM which broadcasts under the 8SAT callsign) was not rejected.  An invitation to commercial radio broadcasters to nominate further projects for consideration for funding assistance under the Commercial Radio Blackspots Program closed on 12 September 2003.  Freshstream FM’s submission included proposals for several communities, including Roxby Downs and Ceduna.  

Funding of $216,720 was approved on 15 April 2004 under Round 3 of the Program for Freshstream FM to provide commercial radio services to Bordertown, Ceduna, Coober Pedy, Kingston SE/Robe and Roxby Downs in South Australia, Marysville in Victoria, and Tennant Creek and Nhulunbuy in the Northern Territory.  Funding Agreements have been entered into and the first payment for the projects were made to Freshstream FM at the end of May 2004.

A further two projects from the 2003 Freshstream FM submission require planning approval from the Australian Broadcasting Authority before they can be considered for possible inclusion in a future funding round.
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Question: 165

Topic: Indigenous television review
Hansard Page: ECITA 109

Senator Lundy asked:

Can you provide the committee with the details of the schedule of [proposed meetings with Indigenous communities to discuss the Indigenous television review]?
Answer:

The schedule of meetings is as follows:

	Date


	Location

	7 June 2004
	Alice Springs

	28 June 2004
	Broome

	28 June 2004
	Brisbane

	29 June 2004
	Townsville

	30 June 2004
	Cairns

	13 July 2004
	Adelaide

	15 July 2004
	Melbourne

	15 July 2004
	Perth

	28 July 2004
	Sydney

	29 July 2004
	Darwin
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Question: 166

Topic: Indigenous television review
Hansard Page: ECITA 109

Senator Lundy asked:

How many physical copies [of the Indigenous television discussion paper] have been sent out to stakeholders?
Answer:

As of 30 June 2004 approximately 150 hard copies had been either mailed out or distributed at consultation sessions.
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Question: 167

Topic: Indigenous television review
Hansard Page: ECITA 110

Senator Lundy asked:

What budget have you put aside to fund this review and this consultation process?   How much money have you allocated?
Answer:

About $90,000 has initially been allocated to the review to cover such costs as consultancies, travel, venue hire, equipment and recording costs, and advertising.
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Question: 168

Topic: Online Content

Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

I note that the Department’s report Review of the Operation of Schedule 5 says that “take-up of the IIA’s family-friendly ISP program is low among ISPs, and many of the ISPs that provide information on filtering technologies do not give this information prominence on their homepages”.  I note that over two years only 11 of an estimated 563 ISPs – just under 2 per cent - have registered to use the IIA-endorsed family friendly ladybird logo on their site (page 21).
(a) It is ironic that the IIA statement news release issued on 14 May says that “Government has recognised the considerable efforts being made by industry to manage online content issues”.  Isn’t the IIA family friendly scheme an abject failure and doesn’t this in fact illustrate the lack of interest of both the IIA and its members in properly addressing this issue?  
(b) Why would the Department continue to try to interest the IIA in promoting filters after this lack of performance? What further action is the Government considering to ensure ISPs adopt family friendly policies for the protection of the general public?
(c) What further evidence does the Government need that the industry is not interested in this issue and that some regulatory muscle is needed?

Answer: 
(a) The operation of the Internet Industry Association’s (IIA) Family-Friendly ISP seal program is a matter for the IIA.  However, the IIA has recently advised that ISPs that are compliant with the Family-Friendly ISP seal program have a customer base which accounts for approximately 80 per cent of all subscribers.
(b) - (c)  It is a statutory requirement that the industry representative body, in this case IIA, develop an industry code that includes information about the availability, use and application of Internet content filtering technologies and provides for procedures to enable end-users to subscribe to a filtered Internet carriage service.  
In accordance with the findings of the statutory review of the Online Content 

Co-regulatory Scheme, the Minister for Communications, Information Technology and the Arts has requested that during the current review of the industry codes, consideration be given to more active promotion of filtering technologies by the Internet industry, and that further investigation be undertaken in relation to the costs associated with offering filters on an ‘opt out’ basis.

The IIA has announced that it intends to enhance its codes of practice to further promote awareness of available Internet filtering technologies.
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Question: 169

Topic: Online Content

Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

I notice the report does not attempt to quantify what is of most importance to the average person on the street, and that is the effectiveness of the scheme in limiting the impact of unwanted pornography on Internet users.  This could be accomplished by surveys and focus groups.  Why haven’t you attempted to quantify that?
Answer: 

The statutory review of the Online Content Co-regulatory Scheme examined a range of issues relevant to its continued effectiveness.  Specifically, subclause 95(2) of Schedule 5 to the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 requires the following matters to be taken into account in conducting a review of the Scheme:

· the general development of Internet content filtering technologies;
· whether Internet content filtering technologies have developed to a point where it would be feasible to filter R-rated information hosted overseas not subject to a restricted access system; and 

· any other matters relevant to Internet content regulation.
In addition, the then Minister requested the review to examine Commonwealth community education initiatives under the Scheme. 
A comprehensive consultation process was undertaken during the review.  Submissions were received from a range of organisations including industry players, government bodies, community organisations and individuals and further consultations were undertaken following receipt of submissions.   The majority of the 26 submissions received expressed clear support for the Scheme’s continued operation.      
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Question: 170

Topic: Online Content

Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

Has the Department made a recommendation to the Minister as to how best to approach the filter issue – whether to go for option 1 or option 2?  If not, when does the Department expect it will be in a position to advise the Minister?
Answer: 

The Online Content Scheme Review Report notes that findings in relation to filtering technologies should be addressed in the current review of the Internet industry codes of practice.

In accordance with the findings of the statutory review of the Online Content 

Co-regulatory Scheme, the Minister for Communications, Information Technology and the Arts has requested that during the current review of the industry codes, consideration be given to more active promotion of filtering technologies by the Internet industry, and that further investigation be undertaken in relation to the costs associated with offering filters on an ‘opt out’ basis.  The review of the industry codes is likely to be completed in the first half of 2005.
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Question: 171

Topic: Online Content

Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

I note in the report Review of the Operation of Schedule 5 (page 41) that audiovisual material that can be transmitted by multimedia messaging services or MMS are not covered by the Online Content Co-regulatory Scheme.  The Minister has proposed interim measures to cover MMS, but what would be involved in making these measures permanent as part of the 
Co-regulatory Scheme?

Answer: 

In response to Online Content Scheme Review Report’s findings, on 13 May 2004 Minister Williams asked the Department of Communications, Information Technology and the Arts to undertake a further review of the regulation of content delivered to convergent mobile communications devices.  This includes services currently covered by interim arrangements.  Whether additional or dedicated regulatory measures are required for these or other new and emerging services will be considered in the context of this review.
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