Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Legislation Committee

Additional estimates 2001–2002: 20 February 2002

AusAID responses to questions on notice


Questions on notice from Senator John Faulkner

Question 1

Topic: PNG aid program ‘reprioritisation’.

Senate Hansard 20 February 2002, page 62

Senator Faulkner:

Asked AusAID to provide more detailed information on the reallocation of aid funds in the PNG program.
Answer:

To manage Australia’s aid program to PNG, funds are allocated on a sectoral basis at the beginning of the financial year. The sectoral targets are based on projected expenditure for existing activities and new projects that are due to commence during the year. Throughout the course of the financial year it is normal practice for funds to be reallocated, both for individual projects and for sectors, as project implementation speeds up or slows down and as priorities change. AusAID routinely monitors expenses on a monthly basis, with adjustments to sectoral targets made as required, to ensure that the overall aid budget target is met.

In November 2001 AusAID made a reallocation of $34m within the PNG program as a result of a request from the PNG Government to fund priority activities in health, education, road maintenance and police infrastructure. 

The reallocation involved identifying new sectoral targets (Table 1), the mechanisms for delivering the new allocations (Table 2), and a list of notional savings by activity (Table 3). Since November adjustments have been made to allocations for activities across the PNG program as part of the on–going financial management process. Further adjustments will continue until the end of the financial year.

Attachments:

Table 1—PNG program sectoral expense targets

Table 2—PNG program re–allocation November 2001: new allocations

Table 3—PNG program re–allocation November 2001: savings by sector

[Separate documents in electronic form.]
Question 2

Topic: Nauru

Senate Hansard 20 February 2002, page 68

Senator Faulkner:

Asked that DFAT coordinate the provision of a breakdown of Australian Government Assistance to Nauru, and that it provide the method of payment and the dates of payment.

Answer:

Australian development assistance to Nauru, administered by AusAID, is delivered in accordance with Commonwealth Procurement Guidelines using standard contracting processes. Most payments are made to independent Australian contractors, in accordance with signed contracts. Secondary school and tertiary scholarships payment are made directly to Australian and Regional Universities and Australian High Schools. Nauruan medical bills are paid directly to the Australian medical institutions. Salary payments under the Rehabilitation and Development Cooperation Agreement between Australia and Nauru are made directly to the Government of Nauru, with a full acquittal of the funds provided to AusAID.

Attachment A lists all payments made in relation to AusAID’s program of Development Assistance to Nauru for this financial year.

Attachment B and C respectively list all tertiary scholarship payments made under the Australian Development Scholarship Scheme and the Australian Regional Development Scholarship Scheme.

Attachments:

Attachment A—AusAID payments relating to Australian government assistance to Nauru

Attachment B—Cash transactions for year 2000–01

Attachment C—Cash transactions for year 2001–02
[Separate documents in electronic form.]

Questions on notice from Senator John Hogg

Question 3

Topic: International Monetary Fund Assistance to PNG.

Note: Answers to Question 3 (i) to (vi) below were provided by Treasury.

Senator Hogg asked:
For each year since 1998:

(i)
What assistance is the International Monetary Fund providing to Papua New Guinea, including: amount of financial assistance, its sub–components, when it was approved and by whom?

Answer:

The IMF’s financial assistance to PNG over the period under review (1998‑2002) has been provided through its Stand–By Arrangement (SBA), under which funds were disbursed in 2000 and 2001. The SBA was approved by the IMF’s Executive Board on 29 March 2000, with total disbursements amounting to SDR 85.54 million. (The Special Drawing Right (SDR) is the IMF’s unit of account; its value is determined against a basket of currencies: USD, Yen, sterling and Euro.) SDR 10 million was disbursed at the time of the Board’s agreement to the SBA. Further drawdowns under the SBA were made on the completion of its four program reviews: SDR 18.89 million under the first review (13 October 2000), SDR 37.77 million under its joint second and third reviews (23 April 2001), and SDR 18.885 million under the fourth review (24 September 2001). The value of disbursements under the SBA amounted to approximately US$37 million in 2000 and US$72 million in 2001. All disbursements under the SBA were approved by the IMF’s Executive Board.

Apart from the financial assistance provided to PNG under the SBA, the IMF has provided technical assistance to PNG on fiscal and monetary policy, either directly or through the Pacific Financial Technical Assistance Centre (PFTAC).

Question:

(ii) What conditions has the IMF attached to the provision of this assistance?

Answer:

The conditions attached to the IMF’s financial assistance are set out in PNG’s Letter of Intent (Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies) to the IMF of 20 March 2000, supplemented by further Letters of Intent of 2 October 2000, 6 April 2001 and 31 August 2001. The letters describe the policies PNG proposed implementing in the context of its requests for support from the IMF and were prepared for consideration by the IMF Executive Board of the SBA in March 2000 and the subsequent SBA program reviews.  The four Letters of Intent are available on the IMF’s web site.

The SBA program conditions specified in the Letters of Intent supported PNG’s policy goal of achieving sustainable economic growth and external viability over the medium term. The conditions related primarily to establishing a sustainable fiscal position, a reduction in inflation, an increase in international reserves and significant structural reform. A summary of the conditions applying to the various stages of the SBA, including prior actions, structural performance criteria, and quantitative benchmarks, can be found in the IMF Staff report on the fourth review under the SBA (published on the IMF web site on 23 October 2001).

Question:

(iii) Has Papua New Guinea met the conditions for this assistance? If so, who confirmed that this had occurred, and by what mechanism?

Answer:

Papua New Guinea met the conditions for each of the disbursements of funds under the SBA to the satisfaction of IMF management and the IMF’s Executive Board.

In its first program review (October 2000), the Board waived two program conditions and approved a technical modification to the definition of a performance criterion relating to net domestic government financing. The first waiver related to the non–observance of a structural performance criterion regarding preparation of a plan for comprehensive public sector reform by end of June 2000. The plan was completed in the intervening period prior to the October Board meeting. The second waiver under the first review arose because end of September quantitative performance criteria were not available at the time of the IMF Board meeting. The Board agreed to transfer consideration of these data to the second program review. In the joint second and third program reviews (April 2001), the Board approved a waiver for the non–observance of end‑December 2000 performance criteria. This arose from delays in PNG’s completion of the second program review.

The IMF Executive Board’s decisions, including advice on PNG’s performance against the SBA conditions, are available from press releases on the IMF web site of 29 March 2000, 13 October 2000, 23 April 2001 and 24 September 2001.

Question:

(iv) Which DFAT and AusAID officers in Canberra and Port Moresby deal with the IMF’s financial assistance package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

Answer:

The IMF Standby Arrangement was an agreement between the PNG Government and the IMF. The Australian Government monitored the arrangement primarily through the Economic Group of the Department of Treasury (monitoring was headed, for most of that time, by Christopher Legg, General Manager, International Economy Division). It was also monitored by the Australian High Commission in Port Moresby (headed by Nick Warner, High Commissioner), and by the PNG Branch of AusAID (headed by Michael Dillon, Assistant Director General) and the New Zealand and PNG Branch of DFAT (headed by John Oliver, Assistant Secretary).

Question:

(v) Which IMF officials are responsible for the IMF's financial assistance package to Papua New Guinea?

Answer:

As noted above, decisions on financial assistance to IMF member countries are taken by the IMF’s Executive Board, which is advised by IMF staff. Advice prepared by the IMF’s resident representative in Port Moresby and by Washington–based IMF officers contributed to the development of IMF staff advice to the Executive Board. IMF missions visited Port Moresby in the lead–up to all Board decisions on disbursement of funds under the SBA, and at other times.

Question:

(vi)
Which PNG officials are responsible, directly or indirectly, for the IMF's financial assistance package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

Answer:

The PNG executive officers responsible for decisions on the IMF financial assistance package were the Prime Minister, Sir Mekere Morauta, and the Governor of the Central Bank, Mr L. Wilson Kamit. The IMF missions to Port Moresby also met with senior government officials, including the Chief Secretary, Mr Robert Igara, and the Treasury Secretary, Mr Tarata, in developing the assistance package (as noted in IMF Staff Reports available on the IMF website).

Question 4:

Topic: World Bank Assistance to PNG.

Senator Hogg asked: 

For each year since 1998:
(i)
 What assistance is the World Bank providing to Papua New Guinea, including: amount of financial assistance, its sub-components, when it was approved and by whom?

Answer:

The Board of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank) has approved six projects for PNG since the beginning of 1998, totalling USD 154.8m.

Project


Value

(USD m)
Approval

Forestry and Conservation Project Loan 
(with Global Environment Facility grant)
17.5
Dec 2001

Governance Promotion Adjustment Loan
90.0
June 2000

Mining Sector Institutional Strengthening Loan (with Japan Social Development Fund grant)
10.0
June 2000

Gas Development Technical Assistance Loan
7.0
June 2000

Gazelle Restoration 2 Loan
25.3
Dec 1999

El Nino Drought Recovery Project
5.0
April 1998

Disbursements continued for active loans approved prior to 1998. These include a public sector training loan, an Oro smallholder oil palm development project loan, a PNG education development loan, a population and family planning project loan, and a petroleum exploration and development technical assistance project loan.

In total, gross World Bank loan disbursements to PNG amounted to USD 13.6m in 1998, USD 8.0m in 1999, USD 43.0m in 2000, USD 65.7m in 2001 and USD 4.1m so far in 2002.

Technical assistance was also provided for transport improvement, to the Independent Commission Against Corruption, for trade reform, and to improve monitoring and evaluation at the provincial level and to support rural development in North Simbu and broad economic management and governance issues. These activities were funded on grant terms through donor trust funds managed by the World Bank.

The World Bank’s International Finance Corporation (IFC) has been actively involved in PNG through the South Pacific Project Facility (SPPF). SPPF aims to help small enterprises develop business plans and obtain finance from commercial sources. IFC has also invested USD 3m in the Port Moresby–based Kula Fund which is managed by the Commonwealth Development Corporation (IFC’s investment represented 18% of the total fund). The Kula Fund has made four investments in PNG totalling USD 4.9m since its establishment in March 1997. 

The Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) currently has one active guarantee in PNG, in the mining sector, totalling USD 51m in gross exposure.

Further details for projects can be found on the World Bank website (www.worldbank.org).

Question:

(ii)
What conditions has the World Bank attached to the provisions of this assistance?

Answer:

The World Bank’s governance promotion adjustment loan was provided to support the PNG Government’s reform program. Under this program, the PNG Government aimed to improve economic and financial management; strengthen the operating environment for business; and improve governance, including civil service effectiveness, the delivery of education and health services, forestry management and the efficiency of financial services.

Conditions of the governance promotion adjustment loan agreed between the PNG Government and the World Bank are set out in the President’s Report to the Board and were included in the loan agreement signed between the World Bank and PNG. Specific sectoral conditions have also been attached to other loans. Such conditions are usually set out in project appraisal documents and given force through loan agreements.

A new information disclosure policy endorsed by the World Bank Board in August 2001 ensures that loan agreements are public documents are available from the World Bank’s Infoshop. The Bank also presumes that governments will disclose letters of development policy. The PNG governance promotion adjustment loan was, however, agreed prior to the new disclosure policy. Under the new disclosure policy, the Bank also discloses project documents with the consent of the relevant government. A copy of the project identification document (PID) for the forestry and conservation project, the only PNG loan to have been approved since the new disclosure policy was introduced, is available on the Bank’s website. PIDs for active loans in PNG approved before the new disclosure policy was introduced are also generally available from the Bank’s website.

Question:

(iii)
Has PNG met the conditions for this assistance? If so, who confirmed that this had occurred and by what mechanism?

Answer:

The World Bank Board agreed in December 2001 to waive two conditions for the release of the second tranche of the PNG governance promotion adjustment loan. These waivers related to the completion of audits of four state owned commercial enterprises and the implementation of recommendations by the Commission of Inquiry into the National Provident Fund. In both cases, waivers were granted as the actions required to meet conditions were outside the control of the PNG Government and Bank management considered that the underlying development objectives of the program were being met.

PNG has met all other conditions required for the release of funds under all loans to the satisfaction of World Bank management. In all cases, Bank management reviewed compliance with specific conditions as well as evaluating overall performance of the reform program or individual project loans before releasing funds. In most cases, this was done through comprehensive missions to PNG.

Question:

(iv) Which DFAT and AusAID officers in Canberra and Port Moresby are responsible for the World Bank’s financial assistance package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

Answer:

The World Bank Governance Promotion Adjustment Loan was an agreement between the PNG Government and the World Bank. The Australian Government monitored the arrangement primarily through the Economic Group of the Department of Treasury (monitoring was headed, for most of that time, by Christopher Legg, General Manager, International Economy Division). It was also monitored by the Australian High Commission in Port Moresby (headed by Nick Warner, High Commissioner), and by PNG Branch of AusAID (headed by Michael Dillon, Assistant Director General) and New Zealand and PNG Branch of DFAT (headed by John Oliver, Assistant Secretary).

Question:

(v)
Which World Bank officials are responsible for the World Bank’s financial assistance package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

Answer:

Direct management of World Bank programs with PNG is undertaken by Mr Klaus Rohland, the Country Director for PNG, East Timor and the Pacific islands.

Question:

(vi)
Which PNG Government officials are responsible, directly or indirectly, for the World Bank’s financial assistance package to PNG (by name and position title)?

Answer:

PNG’s executive officers responsible for decisions in relation to borrowing from the World Bank are Prime Minister and Treasurer Sir Mekere Morauta and Chief Secretary and Acting Secretary to the Treasury Robert Igara.

Question 5

Topic: Australian Assistance to Nauru.

Senator Hogg asked:

Noting that Senator Faulkner has placed on notice a question about breakdown, method and payments and dates of Australian Government assistance to Nauru:

i)
How much funding is Australia providing to Nauru for payment of medical bills incurred in Australia? How many individuals received medical treatment so funded?
Answer:

Australia has agreed to pay outstanding hospital invoices in Australia to a total maximum of A$2m. Australian assistance for some of Nauru’s medical debts has paid for treatment received by 204 Nauru citizens. 

Question:

(ii)
Is there any precedent for the use of the development assistance budget for the purpose of funding medical treatment obtained in Australia?

Answer:

Yes. AusAID pays the Overseas Student Health Charge (OSHC) which is a form of basic health insurance for holders of Australian Development Scholarships (ADS). The OHSC is delivered by accredited health care providers. In exceptional circumstances AusAID would consider additional funding assistance for medical costs of ADS holders. Where there is a humanitarian need, the Government considers the provision of in-Australia health care on a case–by–case basis.
Question:

(iii)
For each year since 1995, what has been the total amount and rough breakdown by category (including identification of any phosphate settlement monies) of Australian Government assistance to Nauru?

Answer:

Development assistance provided to Nauru since 1995 is at Attachment A.

Attachment: Development assistance to Nauru (1994–95—2001–02)

[Separate document in electronic form.]
Question:

(iv)
How do the measures funded by Australia under the Australia-Nauru instruments agreed in the “Pacific Solution” context fit within AusAID’s “key result areas” (as listed in the Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Budget Statements 2001–2002 and in AusAID’s 2000–2001 Annual Report)?

Answer:

Development assistance to be provided to Nauru under the FAA and MOU fits with AusAID’s Key Result Areas (2001–2002 PBS; 2000–2001 Annual Report) as follows:

Increase Access and Quality of Education: Support includes scholarships, essential school supplies, teacher training, mobile classrooms and support to multilateral and regional educational organisations.

Promote Effective Governance: Preparation of a sustainable development assistance strategy, provision of a draft economic action plan, economic advisory assistance and other technical assistance for statistics and information technology.

Improve Health: Provision of medical supplies, equipment, specialist medical visits, scholarships in the health sector, skill up-grading, and financial support to Nauru’s health system.

Provide Essential Infrastucture: Fuel supplies, power generators and related equipment to enable the continuing supply of power and water.

Promote Environmental Sustainability: Waste management (and land rehabilitation), inspection of fuel pipes to avoid oil spills and related training and equipment, repairs to power generation equipment to ensure they work more efficiently and are less of a risk to the environment.

Promote Equal Opportunities for Men and Women: All activities seek to promote equal opportunity for men and women as participants and beneficiaries of development assistance.

Question:

(v)
From the perspective of poverty reduction (“the central integrating factor of Australia’s Aid Program” according to the Government’s April 2001 poverty framework), which specific problems of poverty were addressed by the measures funded in the “Pacific Solution” context? How was it determined that such funding was the best way to remedy the specific poverty problem addressed by each measure? Who will benefit from each of the funded measures?

Answer:

As detailed in the MOU and in accordance with AusAID’s poverty reduction objective, a detailed country strategy will be jointly prepared by AusAID and Nauru, which addresses Nauru’s key poverty issues, long term developmental goals and partner government priority areas. Australia is working with Nauru and the Asian Development Bank, to assist Nauru meet its development challenges. A draft economic action plan, which forms the basis for Nauru’s development strategy, has been provided to Nauru for consideration.

Nauru is in an increasingly untenable economic situation which presents a real threat to the availability of basic health, education, power and water supplies for the population of Nauru. Australian development assistance to Nauru is directly targeted at these key areas, identified by the Government of Nauru.  

Current development assistance activities under the FAA and MOU focus on supporting basic infrastructure, such as the provision of power and fresh water, promoting sound economic management, and developing sustainable strategies for the provision of longer term health and education services for the citizens of Nauru.

Economic stability is the key to effective and sustainable poverty reduction in the longer term. The economy of Nauru has been based primarily on revenues derived from phosphate mining. Predicted and actual falls in revenue gained from phosphate mining, combined with major government commitments to the people of Nauru, have contributed to serious economic difficulties and regular budget deficits. Nauru recognises its economic challenges and has indicated a firm intention to work with Australia and the Asian Development Bank to improve its economic management. 

Question:

(vi)
How will outcomes of the funded measures be evaluated (in terms of the “Performance Information” in the 2001–2002 Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Budget Statements)?

Answer:

The outcomes of Australia’s development assistance to Nauru will be assessed in the same manner as all other bilateral country assistance programs administered by AusAID. An information technology based monitoring regime is used to assess activity achievements against quality and quantity indicators.

Question:

(vii) The Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements 2001–2002 refers to a $3 million allocation (since MYEFO) to continue to deal with offshore processing of unauthorised arrivals.

(a) Is money paid to Nauru for direct costs associated with asylum seekers (i.e. those intercepted en route to Australia) being characterised by the Government as development assistance?

(b) If so, what connection is perceived to exist between Australia’s program of development assistance to Nauru and asylum seekers’ efforts to reach Australia?

Answer:

(a)
The $3 million allocation referred to is for development assistance to Nauru as provided under the Memorandum of Understanding of 11 December 2001.

(b)
N/A.

Question:

(viii)
How much has been so far allocated to meet Australia’s reported commitment to pay $30 m in development assistance to Nauru? How will the shortfall be funded?

Answer:

Australia’s commitment to Nauru for development assistance under the FAA and MOU totals $26.5m. $19.5m will be provided in 2001–2002 and is additional to the budget. The balance of $7m will be considered in the 2002–2003 budget context.

Question:

(ix) No funding is shown for future years in the MYEFO or the Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements 2001–2002.

(a) If, as reported in the media, new scholarships are being funded, will they continue over more than one year?

(b) Will any other measures of the reported $30 million assistance to Nauru extend beyond 2001–2002—and if so, which?

Answer:
a)
Yes, the new scholarships will be undertaken over three to four years and will be funded for their duration. 

b)
Some of the Australian development assistance to be provided to Nauru under the FAA and MOU will extend beyond 2001–2002. The balance of $7m, which is to be considered in the 2002–2003 budget context, includes: scholarships; health; education; waste management; water storage; and other specific technical assistance.

Question 6

Topic: AusAID funding for “displaced Afghans”

Senator Hogg asked:

What is the breakdown of the $14.3 million provided for this purpose in 2001–02 appropriations (including indication of how much if any will be spent within Australia)?

Answer: The $14.3 million provided for “displaced Afghans” is broken down as follows:

· $11.3 million—United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) 

· $7 million to develop sustainable solutions, protection programs and integration activities for displaced Afghans in South West Asia

· $4 million for protection and assistance to displaced Afghans

· $300,000 for costs associated with the Afghan Forum in Geneva in October 2001 and follow–up activities by UNHCR

· $2 million—International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 

· for work within Afghanistan and for family reunification activities

· $1 million—International Organisation for Migration (IOM).

· for assistance with resettlement/migration for displaced Afghans

The funding is being provided to international relief organisations assisting displaced Afghans inside Afghanistan and in neighbouring countries such as Pakistan and Iran. It is not expected that funds will be spent within Australia.

Question:

(ii) What appropriations have previously been provided for this purpose (since the mid–1990s)?

Answer:

The attached table shows funds provided through the aid program since 1995/96 to assist displaced Afghans. 

Funds provided for Displaced Afghans: FY1995/96—FY2001/02

FY
Organisation
Activity
Amount (A$)

2001/02
ICRC
Afghan Emergency Appeal 2001
2,000,000


WFP
Food aid including 7,200 tonnes of Australian wheat flour
5,000,000


IOM
Deliver aid and shelter to internally displaced Afghan people
500,000


WFP
Food aid 
2,000,000


UNHCR
Protection and assistance of displaced Afghans
3,000,000




$12,500,000






2000/01
UNHCR
South West Asia Appeal
2,500,000


IOM
Afghanistan Appeal
800,000


WFP
Food Aid and Drought Relief
3,012,915


ICRC
Afghan Conflict Emergency Appeal
1,500,000


UNICEF
Afghanistan Appeal
1,700,000




$9,512,915






1999/00
UNHCR
South West Asia Appeal
 SUM() \# "$#,##0.00;($#,##0.00)" 1,500,000




$1,500,000






1998/99
NIL








1997/98
WFP
Relief feeding of IDPs and refugees
3,000,000




$3,000,000






1996/97
WFP
Relief feeding of IDPs and refugees
3,000,000




$3,000,000






1995/96
WFP
Relief feeding of IDPs and refugees
2,000,000




2,000,000






Please note: For FY 2001/02: These activities have been supported from existing AusAID emergency funds. They are in addition to the activities supported under Additional Estimates ($14.3 million). 

For all Financial Years: Activities targeting displaced Afghans only are included in this table. Additional activities have been supported in these financial years such as $2.5 million for de–mining activities in Afghanistan since 1996 and other programs totalling $7.84 million. These activities have targeted vulnerable, but not necessarily displaced, Afghans (vulnerable being those who are fully or partially dependent upon international assistance for survival and are still resident in Afghanistan).

Question 7

Topic: Costs of AusAID’s role

Senator Hogg asked:

For what exact purpose was $700,000 provided in MYEFO for AusAID’s Departmental appropriations under the heading “additional funding to address unauthorised arrivals”?

Answer:

The purpose of these funds was to provide for salary, on costs and related administrative expenditure for the team responsible for developing and implementing the assistance program for Nauru, under the First Administrative Arrangement. 

Question 8

Topic: Possible attempt to have “Pacific Solution” expenditure included in Australia’s Overseas Development Assistance (ODA).

Senator Hogg asked: 

(i)
Which UN or other body defines and calculates ODA levels for each country?

Answer:

The OECD’s Development Assistance Committee is responsible for determining what international financial flows are calculated as ODA, as agreed by DAC member countries. Australia, as a member country, reports annually to the DAC details of its ODA, in accordance with DAC requirements.
Question:

(ii)
Has AusAID, or to AusAID’s knowledge, any other Australian Government agency sought to have some or all expenditure associated with the “Pacific Solution” included in Australia’s ODA figure?

Answer:

Final estimates of Australia’s ODA for 2001–02 are yet to be compiled but will be published in the context of the 2002–03 budget. The DAC definition of what is eligible for ODA determines what is recorded as ODA. The relevant part of the DAC definition is:“ In developing countries: payments for the transport, reception and upkeep of refugees and displaced persons, whether made to governments, multilateral organizations …, international or national non–government organizations, or directly to the refugees themselves.”

Question:

(iii)
If so, which officials were involved, when and where? Which expenditure did Australia seek to have defined as ODA? In particular, did Australia seek to have any defence expenditure associated with the “Pacific Solution” included in Australia’s ODA figure?

Answer: As per answer for (ii).

Question:

(iv)
What was the outcome of any attempt to have “Pacific Solution” expenditure characterised as ODA?

Answer: As per answer for (ii). 

Questions on notice from Senator Brian Harradine

Question 9

Topic: PNG HIV/AIDS

Senator Harradine asked:

Has the education material being used in AusAID’s HIV/AIDS program in PNG and being put together by AusAID staff in Port Moresby been supplied yet?

Answer:

The education material used in the National AIDS Support Program was forwarded to Senator Harradine’s office on 7 August 2001.

Question 10

Topic: IPPF

Senator Harradine asked:

Has the allocation for IPPF in 2001–2002 been determined?

Answer:

The allocation for IPPF in 2001–2002 is yet to be determined.

Question 11

Topic: China UNFPA

Senator Harradine asked:

Re Question 13 (Budget estimates 2001–2002, June 2001): Has AusAID received any further advice from UNFPA regarding the effect of China’s new population law on UNFPA’s activities or from the Australian Embassy in Beijing in regard to the new Chinese population law?

Answer:

At a briefing for donors on the Population and Family Law, the State Family Planning Commission (SFPC) advised the Australian Embassy in Beijing that the new family planning law formalises the pre-existing Basic State Policy on Family Planning, which encourages later marriage and childbearing, fewer and healthier births and advocates the practice of “one couple, one child”. This is the first time China has enacted family planning policy in legislation.

Responsibility for developing new regulations and implementing the law remains with provincial governments and local authorities. The law does not provide a national template for regulations, however local authorities must amend their regulations to ensure that they are consistent with the law. Monitoring of family planning activities will continue to be the responsibility of the Ministry of Health and the SFPC.

UNFPA has confirmed that the counties they are working in will continue to be exempt from all family planning targets and quotas. 

Question 12

Topic: Indonesia UNICEF

Senator Harradine asked:

Please provide details of the UNICEF Safe Mother project and the Women’s Health and Family Welfare programs in Indonesia.

Answer:

Australia is supporting the $13 million Indonesia-wide UNICEF Safe Motherhood Program in the provinces of West Java, Maluku and Papua. The Program commenced in June 1998. Program activities in Maluku have been suspended since August 1999 as a result of ongoing social and political unrest. However, some emergency assistance will be provided in the form of essential training, equipment and supplies to manage emergency obstetric care, and build community and local government capacity to manage maternal and child health care.

The Program aims to reduce the incidence of maternal mortality by improving the quality of and access to maternal and neonatal health care services; strengthening the coverage and capacity of village midwives and traditional birth attendants to deliver maternal and child health services; empowering communities to recognise difficulties during pregnancy and delivery and to take appropriate action to assist the mother and new–born child; and strengthening the capacity of local government to plan, implement, manage and monitor safer motherhood programs.

The main benefit expected from the Program is a reduction in maternal mortality in the target provinces and in child malnutrition. Other expected benefits include a reduction of micro–nutrient deficiencies especially iodine and iron; increased coverage of clean water and sanitation; appropriate infant feeding practices; universal antenatal care; and a reduction in the incidence of low birth weight.

The aim of the $29 million six–year Women’s Health and Family Welfare Project is to increase the capacity of the Government of Indonesia and Indonesian communities to provide and utilise maternal and neonatal health services, and access to information on issues surrounding reproductive health and family welfare, in selected districts of Nusa Tenggara Barat and Nusa Tenggara Timor. 

The project will provide basic infrastructure that will facilitate the provision of quality women’s health services. It will provide support for improving the quality, accessibility and acceptability of women’s health services, especially for poor and marginalised groups. Women and their families will benefit from improved quality and coverage of antenatal, postnatal and preventive health services. Health and family planning personnel will benefit from improved knowledge and skills.

Question 13

Topic: Family Planning

Senator Harradine asked:

Please provide details of the Regional-South Pacific Reproductive Health and Family Planning Training Project.

Answer:

The $2.9 million Regional–South Pacific Reproductive Health and Family Planning Training Project commenced in July 2000 and will continue until December 2004. Operating in five Pacific Island countries (Fiji, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga and Vanuatu), it provides training for teachers, nurses and community based educators. The project is managed for AusAID by Family Planning Australia which is liaising closely with local family planning and family health organisations and national Ministries of Health and Education.

Question 14

Topic: PNG Women and Children’s Health

Senator Harradine asked:

Please provide details of the Papua New Guinea Women’s and Children’s Health Project.

Answer:

The details of the Papua New Guinea Women’s and Children’s Health Project are as follows:

Purpose: The purpose of the Women’s and Children’s Health Project (WCHP) is to enhance the quality and coverage of women’s and children’s health services across PNG. The project aims to reduce maternal and child mortality and morbidity by improving the capacity of the national, provincial and community levels to plan, manage and implement women’s and children’s health services.
Value and Timing: The $53 million WCHP commenced in June 1998 and is due for completion in June 2003.

Objectives: WCHP activities encompass the broad definition of family health in accordance with the PNG National Health Plan 2001–2010. These include: 

· child health (immunisation, growth monitoring, school health, integrated management of childhood illness, management of other childhood diseases) 

· reproductive health (antenatal and postnatal care, supervised delivery, family planning)

· nutrition (healthy eating, prevention of protein-energy malnutrition and micro–nutrient disorders) 

· women’s health (gynaecological problems—including sexually transmitted infections and reproductive tract infections, domestic violence, non-communicable diseases including cancer).

implementation of project activities: The WCHP complies with AusAID’s policies on family planning, gender, poverty, and the environment. The project reports against the Family Planning Checklist each quarter.

STRATEGY: During 1998–2000 the project focus was primarily at national and provincial levels. Since 2001 the focus of project activities has been at the facility and district level with increased levels of technical support provided through field level support teams located in Port Moresby, Lae, Madang, Goroka and Bougainville.

Question 15

Topic: UNFPA Contraception Procurement

Senator Harradine asked:

Re UNFPA contraceptive procurement. Please provide a breakdown of contraceptive procurement for 2001 when data is available.

Answer:

We will provide this data when it becomes available.

Question 16

Topic: Implanon

Senator Harradine asked:

Re answers to Question 4 (Budget Estimates) regarding Implanon. Answers received to questions asked June 2001 state “Implanon has yet to be used in Australia’s aid program”. Why therefore was Implanon listed with other drugs or devices used in family planning projects using Australian aid monies in answers to questions at Budget estimate hearings 2000–01, May 2000? Please explain this apparent contradiction.

Answer:

In its response to Senator Harradine’s Question on Notice during the May 2000 hearings of the 2000–01 Budget Estimates, AusAID listed Implanon as a drug that was permissible for use in the aid program.

This is consistent with AusAID’s June 2001 response to Senator Harradine’s Question on Notice from the 2001–02 Budget Estimate hearings that “ Implanon has yet to be used in Australia’s aid program.” 

Question 17

Topic: China UNFPA

Senator Harradine asked:

Re answer to Question 5 (Budget Estimates): Has AusAID had a response from UNFPA to the request for reports from monitoring visits to every project county in which UNFPA programs operate?

Answer:

UNFPA has not released its internal monitoring reports to AusAID. UNFPA has however forwarded a copy of the report of an independent review team that visited Sihui County in October 2001 to investigate allegations of abuses. This report is attached.

Attachment: United Nations Population Fund ‘Report of the International Review Team on the UNFPA China Country Programme, 22–27 October 2001.’

[The electronic version of this report is in two parts: (1) text of the report and (2) attachments.]

Attachments to the report of the International Review Team on the UNFPA China Country Programme, 22–27 October 2001

Attachment 1
Address by Josephine Guy, Director of Governmental Affairs, America 21, to the House Committee on International Relations, 17 October 2001.

Attachment 2:
Terms of reference for the independent evaluation on UNFPA China Country Programme, 22–27 October 2001.

Attachment 3a
Programme for UNFPA China Country program evaluation mission 21–28 October 2001)

Attachment 3b
List of people met during the UNFPA China Country independent evaluation, 22–26 October 2001.

Attachment 4
Executive board participation in the fourth country programme

Attachment 5
UNFPA CPR/98/P01 project monitoring mission completed (September 1998–October 2001)

Attachment 6
List of CST Advisor missions for Project CPR/98/P01

Attachment 7b
Reproductive health/Family planning project CPR/98/P01, the Project Office of the State Family Planning Commission: text of an open letter.

Attachment 8
Memorandum from Rob Gustafson to Scott Weinberg, requesting details of allegations regarding coercive practices in China.

Attachment 9b
Investigation records—transcript of a statement from a woman from Xinwu Village

Attachment 10
UNFPA press release—Kosovo: US–based group seeks to defame UNFPA

Question 18

Topic: China UNFPA

Senator Harradine asked:

Could the AusAID officer who wrote the Mid–Term Review of UNFPA’s Fourth Country Program in China be asked whether there was any information provided on whether, as a result of removing the birth targets and quotas in the program in Lipu County, couples were choosing to have more than one child after the quotas were removed? If so, how many of the total number of couples participating in the project chose to have more than one child after the quotas were removed? Can UNFPA provide details on whether these additional children were penalised by authorities in any way? Could information be provided on monitoring/follow up of additional children born as a result of lifting of targets and quotas?

Question 19

Topic: China UNFPA

Senator Harradine asked:

Re the statement in the Mid–Term Review that ‘Major achievements include: improvement of service facilities at county and township levels; introduction of informed choice for contraceptive methods, with a decline in permanent methods and increase in non–permanent methods; decreased abortion ratio...’

Could AusAID provide more information on the reasons for the ‘decreased abortion ratio’? Please explain what ‘decreased abortion ratio’ means? Does it mean a decrease in the abortion ratio from previous abortion ratios? What was the specific decrease? Were reasons given for the decline in abortion ratios? Were couples shifting from permanent methods to non–permanent because with the lifting of targets and quotas they hoped to have another child?

Question 20

Topic: China UNFPA

Senator Harradine asked:

Could the AusAID officer provide a list of the ‘probing questions’ put to family planning workers by the UNFPA field team during the monitoring visit and, if possible, the specific answers to those questions?

Question 21

Topic: China UNFPA

Senator Harradine asked:

In regard to satisfaction levels of the couples participating in the project, how is satisfaction measured? Are couples interviewed separately from family planning workers and/or other PRC officials?

Answers to Questions 18—21:

The AusAID officer participated in the review as an observer. The officer did not conduct or write the Mid–Term Review of UNFPA’s Fourth Country Program in China. The major achievements referred to in the officer’s report were based on statements made by the Program Team (consisting of the Government of China, UNFPA and NGOs) that were discussed at the Mid–Term Review Meeting.

We have asked UNFPA if there is anything they wish to comment on regarding issues raised in Questions 18—21.

UNFPA has since responded to Question 19 as follows. 
Answer to question 19

UNFPA has clarified that ‘abortion ratio’ refers to the number of abortions per 100 live births.

UNFPA have also provided the following findings from the mid–term survey report (Jan–March 2001) for the 32 project counties UNFPA works in:

Year
No. of newborns
No. of abortions
Ratio (per 100 live births)

1998
193,879
35,095
18

1999
184,096
28,543
16

2000
183,175
20,078
11

UNFPA report that the main reasons for the decline in the abortion ratio are as follows:

1.
Couples/women’s access to comprehensive reproductive health and family planning services has improved.

2.
Unintended pregnancies have declined as a result of UNFPA’s efforts to promote informed, voluntary choice of effective contraceptive methods that are most appropriate to individual’s needs.

3.
Relations between clients and service providers have improved.
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