Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Legislation Committee

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

Budget additional estimates hearing 2001–2002, 20 February 2002


Question 1

Outcome 1, output 1.1

Topic: Amended performance outputs

Hansard page 28

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) How were the (old) outputs condensed to derive the new outcome 1 performance information framework? 

(b) How is the Department measuring and ensuring consistency in the allocation of financial resources to the changed output framework?  

(c) Please provide an account of financial performance for 2001–02 under the 2000–01 outcome/ output structure for outcome 1 to enable comparison of financial estimates between budget years 2000–01 and 2001–02.

Answer:

(a) The previous Output 1.1 ‘Protection and advancement of Australia’s international interests through the diplomatic network and Canberra based activity’, and Output 1.2 ‘Provision of policy advice and analysis to Portfolio Ministers’ have been combined.

The remaining outputs under Outcome 1 have been renumbered to reflect the above change to the outcome and output framework. 

(b)
In 2000–01, DFAT, with the Department of Finance and Administration, completed an Output Pricing Review of outputs contributing to Outcome 1 and Outcome 3. As a part of the review, an activity based costing model was constructed to price the range of outputs in relation to outcomes 1 and 3. In its construction, activities under Outcome 1 were priced according to five outputs (1.1 through to 1.5) as reported in the 2000–01 DFAT Annual Report. Whilst the changes to the outcomes and outputs framework have been effected, DFAT is still able to extract costs of activities in line with the old 2000–01 outputs framework, if required.

(c)
Price of Outputs ($m) in 2001–02 under Outcome 1 for New and Old Outputs Framework

[image: image1.wmf]Outputs 2000-01

2001-02 PAES 

Old Framework

Outputs 2001-02

2001-02 PAES 

New Framework

Output 1.1

273.919

Output 1.2

50.828

Output 1.3

110.32

Output 1.2

110.32

Output 1.4

107.442

Output 1.3

107.442

Output 1.5

3.87

Output 1.4

3.87

TOTAL

546.379

TOTAL

546.379

Output 1.1
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Question 2

Outcome 1, output 1.1.1

Topic: Religious freedom in China

Written question

Senator Harradine asked:

An article in The Australian 12.2.02 p.7, entitled ‘Chinese torture Christians’ began ‘A Senior official in China’s National Security Ministry has smuggled documents to the West that disclose orders to police chiefs to torture women members of Christian churches as part of a crackdown on religious groups.’ Jubilee Campaign, a British human rights group, has obtained evidence of the women being abused with electric cattle prods, sexually assaulted and beaten into falsely confessing they were raped by their religious pastor.

The article also said death sentences have been passed on several leading Christians in recent months.

Has the Department made or will it consider making any official representations at a diplomatic level to protest against these violations of religious freedom? Especially in light of the fact that Chinese officials claimed to have stopped such tactics after being included in the World Trade Organisation and securing the Olympic Games for Beijing.

Answer:

The Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade has examined both the English translation of the documents and the report released by Jubilee Campaign. Though it is very difficult to determine definitively whether the smuggled documents are genuine, they seem broadly consistent with what we know of the official attitude to religious practice in China. The Department remains wary, however, of claims that the documents ‘advocate’ or ‘order’ police to use torture.

The Department continues to raise with Chinese Government officials the Government’s concerns about the use of torture and violations of religious freedom in China. The issue is raised regularly during the annual Human Rights Dialogue with China. Most recently, the Australian Embassy raised the matter during representations to the Chinese Foreign Ministry on 11 January 2002 regarding the death sentence passed on Pastor Gong Shengliang and other members of the Hunan Church.

Question 3

Outcome 1, output 1.1.3 

Topic: Re–opening of Australian Embassy in Copenhagen
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

DFAT’s 2000–2001 Annual Report refers to the opening of a new embassy in Copenhagen (p. 52, and also p. 212).

(a)
What were the dates of the earlier closure of the Australian Embassy in Copenhagen, and of its re–establishment?

(b)
Why was the decision taken to close the Copenhagen embassy?

(c)
Why was the decision taken to re–open it?

(d)
What relevant factors had changed in the interim?

(e)
What were the full costs entailed in closing and re-opening the embassy in Copenhagen?

(f)
What is the Department’s best estimate of what would it have cost to run the embassy had it remained open for the period of its closure?

(g)
What impact did the closure and re–opening of the embassy have on Australia’s relations with Denmark, and with any other countries to which our Copenhagen embassy is or was (prior to closure) accredited?
Answer:

(a)
The Embassy in Copenhagen was closed in May 1997.


The Embassy was reopened on 31 July 2000.

(b)
The decision to close Copenhagen was taken solely for budgetary reasons. 

(c)
It was considered that the decision to re-establish an embassy would provide a significant boost to our bilateral links and to our ability to represent Australian interests in the EU and Scandinavia.  

(d)
The decision to re-open was made following a review of Australia’s overseas posts, which was conducted as part of a continuing reassessment of the allocation of resources within the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 

(e)
A$303,000 closure costs

A$1,787,000 re–opening costs

(f)
$A7,151,000

(g)
At the time of closure the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs advised that our reasons were well understood. The loss of a resident mission resulted in some loss of impetus in advancing our interests in Denmark. However, our working relationship with Denmark and all the countries affected remained positive and co–operative.

Accreditations to Norway, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania that were held by our Embassy in Copenhagen were transferred to our post in Stockholm. The Stockholm mission was able to assume responsibility for these accreditations, thus minimising the potential for negative impact on the bilateral relationships. 

The Danish Government warmly welcomed our decision to reopen the Embassy. The post has worked swiftly to reinvigorate bilateral linkages, seeking particularly to deepen our political and strategic dialogue and our trade and economic linkages. 

The new Embassy in Copenhagen is also accredited to Norway and Iceland.

Question 4

Outcome 1, output 1.1.3 

Topic: Recall of Australian Ambassador to Chile
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

Australia’s Ambassador to Chile 1999-2001, John Campbell, served less than two years of a three year posting.

(a)
Why was this highly experienced DFAT officer recalled early from Santiago de Chile, at great cost to the taxpayer?

(b)
What implications did the episode have for Australia’s relations with Chile?
Answer:

(a)
Mr Campbell offered to be recalled and, after consideration of his performance during postings in Santiago de Chile and Geneva, this was agreed. 

(b)
There were no negative implications arising from recalling Mr Campbell.

Question 5

Outcome 1, output 1.1.4
Topic: Australian assistance for Nauru
Hansard page 68

Senator Faulkner asked:

Can the department provide a breakdown of Australian government assistance to Nauru?
Answer:

Australian government assistance to Nauru is administered by AusAID. The department has no information to add to the reply given by AusAID to the same question.

Question 6

Outcome 1, output 1.1.4
Topic: Australian assistance for Nauru
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

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

(a)
How much funding is Australia providing to Nauru for payment of medical bills incurred in Australia? How many individuals received medical treatment so funded? 
(b)
What is the duration of the two reported Australia-Nauru instruments on asylum seekers? Is it the case that the lease of premises currently used to house asylum seekers will expire in May 2002?

(c)
Did Australia argue unsuccessfully at the Financial Action Task Force meeting in Hong Kong in late January 2002 that the FATF should remove Nauru from its list of non-cooperative countries and lift its ban on foreign currency transactions with Nauru? If so, why did Australia make those arguments? Did any other countries take that same approach?
Answer:

(a)
The same question has been asked of AusAID. The department has no information to add to the reply given by AusAID.

(b)
The Statement of Principles and First Administrative Arrangement (FAA) was signed on 10 September 2001 by Mr Reith and President Harris. These documents were valid to 1 October 2002. On 11 December 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed by Mr Downer and President Harris. The MOU superseded the FAA. The MOU has no expiry date.

Lease arrangements are being negotiated and have not been finalised.

(c)
Nauru was placed on a list of non–cooperative countries by the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) in June 2000. Under FATF procedures, if Nauru did not enact anti-money laundering legislation complying with FATF standards by June 2001, FATF members would impose counter measures. In June 2001 the deadline was extended to 30 September 2001. Nauru passed anti-money laundering legislation on 28 August 2001, but it was assessed by the FATF as deficient. The FATF then extended the deadline to 30 November 2001. Nauru did not meet that deadline, and the FATF advised members that counter measures should apply to Nauru from that date. Nauru passed its amended legislation on 6 December 2001 and argued at a FATF plenary meeting in January 2002 that counter measures should be lifted, as the condition leading to their imposition had been met.

The Government supported this position in the plenary session and argued for the FATF to recognise the steps Nauru had taken to comply. This position was supported by Japan, and also Canada and New Zealand. Other members, however, argued that despite the enactment of an adequate law, Nauru was not in a position to implement its law effectively and immediately and therefore counter measures should continue. The decision by the FATF to maintain counter measures against Nauru was taken by consensus, and Australia has implemented that decision. In January 2002 the Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre (AUSTRAC) issued Information Circular Number 26 which requires cash dealers (as defined in the Financial Transaction Reports Act 1988) to give special attention to business relations and transactions with persons, including companies and financial institutions, from Nauru.

FATF counter measures do not automatically ban foreign currency transactions with Nauru. The counter measures are designed to provide members with flexibility to implement them in accordance with their own legal and financial regulation frameworks. The FATF specifies that their application should be “gradual, proportionate and flexible”.

Question 7

Outcome 1, output 1.1.4
Topic: International Monetary Fund assistance to Papua New Guinea
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

For each year since 1998:

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

(b) What conditions has the International Monetary Fund attached to the provision of this assistance?

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

(d) Which DFAT and AusAID officers in Canberra and Port Moresby deal with the International Monetary Fund’s financial package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

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

(f) Which Papua New Guinea government officials are responsible, directly or indirectly, for the IMF’s financial package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

Answer:

The department has no information to add to the reply given by AusAID to the same question.

Question 8

Outcome 1, output 1.1.4
Topic: World Bank assistance to Papua New Guinea
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

For each year since 1998:

(a) 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?

(b) What conditions has the World Bank attached to the provision of this assistance?

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

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

(e) Which IMF (International Monetary Fund) officials are responsible for the World Bank’s financial assistance package to Papua New Guinea?

(f) Which Papua New Guinea government officials are responsible, directly or indirectly, for the World Bank’s financial package to Papua New Guinea (by name and position title)?

Answer:

The department has no information to add to the reply given by AusAID to the same question.

Question 9

Outcome 1, output 1.1.4
Topic: Inclusion of “Pacific Solution” expenditure in Official Development Assistance (ODA)
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) Which UN or other body defines and calculates official development assistance (ODA) levels for each country?
(b) Has DFAT or, to DFAT’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?
(c) 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?
(d) What was the outcome of any attempt to have “Pacific Solution” expenditure characterised as ODA?
Answer:

The department has no information to add to the reply given by AusAID to the same question.

Question 10

Outcome 1, output 1.1.4
Topic: Costs of DFAT role in “Pacific Solution”
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a)
What costs has DFAT incurred by its role in the “Pacific Solution”?

(b)
What is the breakdown of those costs, using the categories of:

(i)
direct costs, including staff placements in Manus Island and Nauru and any travel undertaken, including from posts, to lobby Pacific countries to accept asylum seekers, and

(ii)
estimated indirect costs, such as staff time spent at posts and in Canberra lobbying, negotiating and reporting on issues related to the “Pacific Solution”?
Answer:

(a) DFAT expenditure to 31 January 2002 was $511,487.

(b)
(i)
DFAT direct costs as at 31 January 2002 were $323,361.

(ii)
Estimated DFAT indirect costs as at 31 January 2002 were $188,126.

Question 11

Outcome 1, output 1.1.7
Topic: Answer given in the House by Mr Downer in relation to “Children overboard”
Hansard page 57

Senator Faulkner asked:

How did the DFAT Tampa Task Force situation reports apply to an answer given in the House of Representatives by Downer that his department “had no particular information at all”, when he was asked a question relating to doubts about the veracity of reports of children being thrown overboard.
Answer:

Mr Downer’s response in the House of Representatives on 19 February 2002 applied to advice provided to him in situation reports produced by the department’s People Smuggling Task Force (formerly called the Tampa Task Force). The situation reports made no reference to children being thrown overboard (other than in sections summarising international media reporting).

Question 12

Outcome 1, output 1.1.7
Topic: Tampa Task Force situation reports
Hansard pages 45, 46 and 53

Senator Faulkner asked:

(a) Other than situation report number 59, did any other Tampa Task Force Situation Reports canvass the issue of children overboard from SIEV 4? If so, what are the dates of those reports?

(b) How many times did the Tampa Task Force meet on 7, 8, 9 and 10 October 2001?

(c) Can the department provide a breakdown of the dates of the 124 Tampa Task Force Situation Reports? What dates were they sent to recipients?
(d) Were additional copies of situation reports 59 and 60 requested by and sent to the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet at any time?
Answer:

(a)
The situation reports produced by DFAT’s People Smuggling Task Force on 8 October (number 59) and 9 October 2001 (number 60) reported on the situation on SIEV 4. The situation report on 8 October stated that “…at least 13 unauthorised arrivals jumped overboard”. The report on the following day stated: “(t)he vessel intercepted on 7 October (SIEV 4) sank approximately 16 nautical miles north–west of Christmas Island. While some UBAs (unauthorised boat arrivals) had to be assisted from the water, no UBAs were injured.”

DFAT did not produce a situation report on Sunday 7 October, the day on which the “children overboard” incident was made public.

The circumstances of the people from SIEV 4 were also mentioned in the following two situation reports, report number 61, produced on 10 October and number 62 produced on 11 October. Both of these reports were produced after SIEV 4 sank. Report number 61 stated: “(t)he 223 UBAs remain on board HMAS Adelaide, off Christmas Island.” Situation report number 62 stated “(a)ll 223 UBAs disembarked from HMAS Adelaide to Christmas Island last night [10 October].”

On these dates, as on all other occasions, DFAT drew on Defence reporting. Defence reporting provided to DFAT made no mention of children being thrown overboard from SIEV 4. 

The situation reports produced at that time also contained an “international media summary”. This summarised international media reporting on the Government’s unauthorised arrivals strategy. The international media summaries from 9 to 12 October and on 16 October summarised international media reports on the “children overboard” incident.

(b)
The Tampa Task Force did not meet on 7, 8, 9 or 10 October. It had not held meetings since early September, and operated only as a conduit for information and for the production of situation reports. 

(c)
The schedule of situation report production is contained in the following table. Reports produced during the period of the Federal election campaign (5 October to 9 November) are highlighted in bold.

DFAT Situation Reports





Situation Report No
Date
Time

1
29-Aug-01
1330

2
29-Aug-01
1530

3
29-Aug-01
1700

4
30-Aug-01
0700

5
30-Aug-01
1330

6
30-Aug-01
1800

7
31-Aug-01
0740

8
31-Aug-01
1300

9
31-Aug-01
1700

10
01-Sep-01
0800

11
01-Sep-01
1300

12
01-Sep-01
1700

13
02-Sep-01
0900

14
02-Sep-01
1300

15
02-Sep-01
1900

16
03-Sep-01
0700

17
03-Sep-01
1300

18
04-Sep-01
0800

19
04-Sep-01
1700

20
05-Sep-01
0800

21
05-Sep-01
1800

22
06-Sep-01
0800

23
06-Sep-01
1800

24
07-Sep-01
0800

25
07-Sep-01
1800

26
08-Sep-01
0800

27
08-Sep-01
1800

28
09-Sep-01
0800

29
09-Sep-01
1800

30
10-Sep-01
0800

31
10-Sep-01
1800

32
11-Sep-01
0800

33
11-Sep-01
1800

34
12-Sep-01
0900

35
12-Sep-01
1800

36
13-Sep-01
0800

37
13-Sep-01
1800

38
14-Sep-01
0800

39
14-Sep-01
1700

40
15-Sep-01
0800

41
16-Sep-01
0800

42
17-Sep-01
0800

43
17-Sep-01
1800

44
18-Sep-01
0800

45
19-Sep-01
0800

46
20-Sep-01
0800

47
21-Sep-01
0800

48
22-Sep-01
0900

49
23-Sep-01
0800

50
24-Sep-01
0800

51
25-Sep-01
0800

52
26-Sep-01
0800

53
27-Sep-01
0800

54
28-Sep-01
0800

55
02-Oct-01
0800

56
03-Oct-01
0900

57
04-Oct-01
0900

58
05-Oct-01
0900

59
08-Oct-01
0900

60
09-Oct-01
0900

61
10-Oct-01
0900

62
11-Oct-01
0900

63
12-Oct-01
0900

64
15-Oct-01
0900

65
16-Oct-01
0900

66
17-Oct-01
0900

67
18-Oct-01
0900

68
19-Oct-01
0900

69
22-Oct-01
0900

70
23-Oct-01
0900

71
24-Oct-01
0930

72
25-Oct-01
0900

73
26-Oct-01
0900

74
29-Oct-01
0900

75
30-Oct-01
0900

76
31-Oct-01
0900

77
01-Nov-01
0900

78
02-Nov-01
0900

79
05-Nov-01
0900

80
06-Nov-01
0900

81
07-Nov-01
0900

82
08-Nov-01
0900

83
09-Nov-01
0900

84
12-Nov-01
0900

85
13-Nov-01
0900

86
14-Nov-01
0900

87
15-Nov-01
0900

88
16-Nov-01
0900

89
19-Nov-01
0900

90
20-Nov-01
0900

91
21-Nov-01
0900

92
22-Nov-01
0900

93
23-Nov-01
0900

94
26-Nov-01
0900

95
27-Nov-01
0900

96
28-Nov-01
0900

97
29-Nov-01
0900

98
30-Nov-01
0900

99
03-Dec-01
0900

100
04-Dec-01
0900

101
05-Dec-01
0900

102
06-Dec-01
0900

103
07-Dec-01
0900

104
10-Dec-01
0900

105
11-Dec-01
0900

106
12-Dec-01
0900

107
13-Dec-01
0900

108
14-Dec-01
0900

109
17-Dec-01
0900

110
18-Dec-01
0900

111
19-Dec-01
0900

112
20-Dec-01
0900

113
21-Dec-01
0900

114
09-Jan-02
1000

115
11-Jan-02
1000

116
16-Jan-02
1000

117
18-Jan-02
1100

118
22-Jan-02
1100

119
25-Jan-02
1300

120
29-Jan-02
1500

121
01-Feb-02
1500

122
06-Feb-02
1100

123
08-Feb-02
1630

124
13-Feb-02
1500

Most recipients received the reports by secure email and so had access to them within minutes of despatch. A small number of recipients, who did not have access to secure email facilities, received the reports by secure fax. The secure fax network is slower than secure email and, on some occasions, it took up to two or three hours to finalise despatch to all fax addressees.

(d)
DFAT has no record of situation reports 59 and 60, originally sent on 8 and 9 October, being resent to the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet in the week of 5 to 9 November or at any other time.

Question 13

Outcome 1, output 1.1.7
Topic: Visit of envoy of UN High Commissioner for Human Rights
Hansard pp 31–32

Senator Forshaw asked:

When was the decision made to agree to a request from Mrs Mary Robinson, United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, to send a representative to visit detention centres in Australia?
Answer:

Mr Downer announced in a media release on 11 February the Government’s decision to allow the visit as part of the planned visit by the UN Working Group on Arbitrary Detention. The decision followed discussion of the matter by Federal Cabinet on 11 February. 

Question 14

Outcome 1, output 1.1.8
Topic: Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a)
Has Australia made representations to the US since June 2001 encouraging ratification of the CTBT? If so, what form did those representations take?

(b)
What is DFAT’s assessment of the prospects for any move towards US ratification under the current US Administration?

(c)
What were the outcomes of the November 2001 conference on CTBT entry into force, and in view of those outcomes how does DFAT assess the prospects for the treaty’s entry into force?
Answer:

(a) At the Australian-United States Ministerial Consultations (AUSMIN) held in Canberra on 30 July 2001, Mr Downer made representations to US Secretary of State Powell and US Secretary of Defence Rumsfeld urging US ratification of the CTBT. Since then, representations have been made to US officials on several occasions stressing Australia’s commitment to CTBT entry into force and establishment of the Treaty’s verification system. The United States was most recently advised of Australia’s continuing strong support for the CTBT at the Australia-United States Nuclear Policy Consultations in Canberra on 26 February 2002.

(b) The Bush Administration has affirmed on a number of occasions that it does not support CTBT entry into force. The Bush Administration therefore seems unlikely to pursue ratification of the CTBT by the US Senate.

(c) The Second CTBT Article XIV Conference was held from 11–13 November 2001 in New York to coincide with the first week of the rescheduled United Nations General Assembly. The Conference was a success in reaffirming the international community’s strong commitment to the CTBT. The Conference declaration supported the moratorium on nuclear testing, pending entry into force of the Treaty, highlighted progress in establishing the International Monitoring System (IMS), and called on countries yet to sign and ratify to do so as soon as possible.

Prospects in the short to medium term for CTBT entry into force are not encouraging. Notwithstanding the success of the last CTBT Article XIV Conference, ratification by Algeria, China, Colombia, Democratic Republic of Congo, DPRK, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Pakistan, the United States and Vietnam is required for the Treaty to enter into force. Given this, strong supporters of the CTBT will continue their efforts to promote the merits of the Treaty to these countries and to urge them to ratify the Treaty as soon as possible. In undertaking further representations, CTBT supporters take encouragement from increasing international support for the Treaty. In 2001, a further five countries signed and 19 ratified the CTBT, bringing total support for the Treaty to 165 signatures and 89 ratifications.

Question 15

Outcome 1, output 1.2

Topic: Security of Australian missions overseas
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) How have threat assessments about Australian missions worldwide been affected by September 11 and by disclosures about a plot to attack the Australian High Commission in Singapore?

(b) Has security been upgraded at Australian missions across the region, or only at those (as in Singapore) very close to US Embassies?

(c) Is DFAT confident that all necessary measures are in place to ensure the security of all Australian missions?
Answer:

(a) Following the events of September 11, DFAT undertook a review of the level of risk to all overseas posts. This review took into account a range of factors. Information about threats to the Australian High Commission in Singapore have been factored into these threat assessments. DFAT reviews threat assessments for posts as developments warrant.

(b) As a result of its review of the level of risk, DFAT has undertaken work to upgrade protection and security practices at missions throughout the world, especially at posts judged to have high or very high threat levels. This work has been tailored to posts’ particular circumstances and has included upgrading perimeter barriers, access control systems and measures for improved staff protection. Additional guarding has also been provided at a number of locations. While proximity to US missions has been taken into account by DFAT in determining the risk levels, a range of other relevant factors has also been considered.

(c) DFAT’s assessment is that the measures taken to date are providing a level of protection commensurate with the risks in the current security environment. DFAT is monitoring the situation closely and further work will be undertaken as appropriate. 

Question 16

Outcome 3, output 3.1
Topic: Asia Pacific Television Service
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) Performance information for the relevant output (p. 31, Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements 2001–2002) refers to ABCAP’s contractual obligations to DFAT on “quality, coverage, and management of the new television service”, and also to “tests and assessments prescribed in the DFAT ABCAP contract”. What are the details of these obligations, tests and assessments?

(b) What is DFAT’s understanding of the costs incurred by the Government in scaling back, ceasing and re-instituting funding support for an Australian television service broadcasting to our region?

(c) What message has this on–and–off approach to an international Australian television service sent about the extent of Australia’s commitment to the region?
Answer:

(a)
The contract between the Commonwealth of Australia and the ABC requires ABC Asia Pacific to meet the following Key Performance Indicators:

· The extent to which the service provides a credible, reliable and independent voice in the Region; projecting an accurate and broadly representative image of Australia and its way of life to the region; fostering public understanding of Australia; and, raising awareness of Australia’s economic and trade capabilities, including education and tourism.

· The extent to which the service increasingly reaches and appeals to key target audiences in the Region.

· Demonstrated success in business planning, marketing and sales/revenue generating activities.

(b)
The Government stopped funding for the television service following the sale of the service by the ABC to the Seven Network in 1997. The proceeds of the sale, $3.5 million, were returned to the Government. The Government subsequently provided $6 million over 2 years to the ABC to produce a news program for the Seven Network.

When the Seven Network stopped its service in March 2001, the Government provided $610,000 to the ABC to support Radio Australia’s ongoing use of the shared satellite until ABCAP began transmission on 31 December 2001. Prior to this Radio Australia leased transponder space from the Seven Network.

The tender process for re–instituting the service, which began in 2000, cost $90,362 for the provision of legal, probity and technical assistance in the assessment process. The process was administered by existing departmental staff. The Government has undertaken to provide the ABC Asia Pacific with $90.4 million over 5 years (2000–2005).

(c)
The commercial failure of these earlier services has not called into question our commitment to the region.

Question 17

Outcome 3, output 3.1
Topic: Australia’s international image
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) Can DFAT estimate the annual cost of posts’ reporting, and DFAT consideration of, overseas press commentary about Australia and other indicators of Australia’s international image?

(b) Do posts send reports on this subject on a regular or ad hoc basis?

(c) Do posts in our own region carry out more of this monitoring activity than posts in other parts of the world?

(d) What has been the balance of press coverage on Australian Government policies on asylum seeker and human rights issues? How many articles have been covered since August 2001? How many were positive? How many negative? Is there a pattern of reporting, and if so how has it developed or changed over time?

(e) How does DFAT react to indications that certain Australian policies are subject to particular criticism internationally? On the issue of international criticism of Australia’s asylum seeker policies: how long has any DFAT response strategy been in effect? Has it had any impact, and if so what?

(f) Have any foreign governments or international organisations or their representatives indicated, formally or informally, any concerns about Australia’s approach to asylum seeker issues?

Answer:

(a) No. In most cases, the media monitoring functions are undertaken by departmental officers overseas as part of their normal duties and detailed cost breakdowns are therefore not readily available.

(b) Both. We have a standing requirement that 23 of our major posts provide brief (one page) overviews at the end of each month of any significant coverage of Australia. Other posts are asked to provide ad hoc reports whenever they assess that there is sufficient coverage to justify such reports. From time to time, we ask posts to monitor the media on a more regular basis, either because a significant issue has emerged or when increased media attention is being generated by a major event such as the Sydney 2000 Olympic Games.

(c) Of the 23 posts which are required to report on a monthly basis, six are in Europe and the Americas, three are in the Pacific, seven are in South and South-East Asia and seven are in North Asia.

(d) There has been prominent international coverage of these issues. Some of the coverage was factual, some of it was critical. We do not collect statistics on the total number of newspaper reports which are published on particular issues or whether they were positive or negative. Posts are asked to provide a broad overview of media reporting and the key issues or themes covered. We have not detected any particular pattern of reporting, other than that international coverage generally reflected the issues which received prominence in the Australian media. 

(e) The department, in consultation with DIMIA, has provided overseas posts with factual background material and talking points on Australia’s immigration and refugee resettlement programs. Posts have drawn on this material to brief media, other inquirers and host authorities. Some posts have also drawn on this material to respond in writing to inaccurate media criticisms.

(f) Foreign Governments
On 29 January 2002 the German Foreign Ministry noted that there was heightened community attention to the asylum seeker issue and urged Australia to do whatever it could about the damaging reports which were appearing in the media.

On 31 August 2001 (in the context of the Tampa crisis) the Irish Foreign Minister issued a short statement expressing his Government’s concern and urging Australia, Norway and Indonesia to reach a resolution.

In the period August–September 2001, the Norwegian Foreign Ministry protested about the situation involving the Tampa.

In the period August–September 2001, the Swedish Foreign Ministry expressed concern about the situation involving the Tampa.

In December 2001, Vatican officials in discussion with Australia’s Ambassador to the Holy See raised queries about the Australia’s policies on immigration and refugees.

International Organisations

The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (UNHCHR) have expressed concern about the Tampa crisis and Australia’s detention policies.

In the period August–September 2001, the European Parliament expressed its concerns about the Tampa situation.

On 28 September 2001, the Secretary General of the Pacific Islands Forum circulated a statement which raised concerns regarding the temporary accommodation of unauthorised boat arrivals in the South Pacific region.

Question 18

Outcome 4, output 4.1
Topic: Performance information for Output 4.1
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) How will “industry standards” be established for “portfolio condition”? (Table 2.4 refers, in Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements 2001–2002)?

(b) How, and at what stage of the financial year, will agreement be reached on “external industry benchmarks and the agreed annual requirement as determined each year”? (Table 2.4 refers, in Foreign Affairs and Trade Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements 2001–2002)?
Answer:

(a)
The Office is developing a model to measure portfolio condition, and expects to have established baselines by 30 June 2002. The model will incorporate a number of measures in common use within the property industry: expenditure as a percentage of value, compliance, structural soundness, strategic importance of the individual properties, the age of the properties with allowances for mid-life upgrades and refurbishments, and the functionality and amenity of the properties.

Industry standard benchmarks will be drawn from a wide range of sources: the Property Council of Australia, ANAO, and public sector property managers in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

The Office will also use a survey, to be completed prior to 31 May 2002, to identify the level of compliance with Australian statutes including OH&S, and Environmental and Building Code of Australia. The survey will also establish compliance required under local statutes. The survey will identify non-compliance issues and develop an action plan to rectify these problems.

Structural soundness will be assessed through an annual inspection process. These formal inspections are carried out by PwC overseas Facilities Managers. Where structural issues are identified an action plan will be developed to rectify them.

(b)
For 2001–2002, the annual agreed requirement for the Return on Investment (ROI) had been determined to be a target of 8.1 per cent (as set out in the 2001–2002 PBS for the Department of Finance and Administration). The annual requirement for 2002–03 will be calculated in early July 2002 upon finalisation of the valuation of the overseas portfolio as at 30 June 2002.

In January 2001, property industry investment surveys, covering both domestic and overseas property, were identified and used to calculate a portfolio ROI benchmark range of between 8.0% and 9.8%. This range has been based on published data from the Property Council of Australia (Australian), Investment Property Databank Ltd (Europe), NCREIF (USA) and broader market research for Asia (including CB Richard Ellis and Colliers Jardine).

The ROI Benchmark will be reviewed before 30 June 2002 to make it more relevant to a portfolio comprising only overseas property. 

Question 19

Outcome 4, output 4.1
Topic: Staff resources in Overseas Property Office
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

What specialised staff resources exist in the Overseas Property Office to manage overseas property?
Answer:

The Overseas Property Office has sixteen staff, of whom twelve have experience and qualifications in overseas property management and in accounting and financial management in a property context, and four provide executive and administrative support.

Question 20

Outcome 4, output 4.2
Topic: Sale of overseas property
Written question

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) How many Commonwealth–owned overseas properties (chanceries and residences) have been sold since 1996?

(b) (By property:) How much did they fetch, and how much is now being paid in rental for replacement premises?

(c) How was it assessed that permanent rental payments would be more cost-effective than retention of existing Commonwealth–owned properties (after allowing for property maintenance expenses)? How do the practical outcomes to date compare with those expected?

(d) What is the policy of DFAT’s Overseas Property Office regarding future sales of Commonwealth–owned overseas property?
Answer:

(a)
Since the start of financial year 1995–96 until to 6 March 2002, 148 overseas property sales were completed on behalf of the Commonwealth.

(b)
The sale prices obtained for each disposal are identified in the table below (following part (d) of this question), provided by the Department of Finance and Administration. The Department of Finance and Administration, which held responsibility for overseas property until 26 November 2001, has been unable to find in its records sale prices for disposals in 1996–97. 

It has not been possible to provide meaningful figures in all cases of rentals for replacement premises, where such replacement took place. Where properties were rented initially some time ago, records do not indicate which if any of the sold properties were replaced by the rented property. In a number of cases, either no replacement properties were acquired or replacement was by other owned property.

We have identified 10 recent cases from 2000–01 and 2001–02 where a rental figure can be found for replacement premises. These are:

Post
Address
Sale price ($A)
Annual rental ($A)

Brasilia 
QL5 Conjunta, Casa 17
387312
54216

Vienna 
18/20 Brechergasse
1784371
114710

Santiago De Chile
Antilhue prop 1224
625502
42753

Hong Kong 
Apart 12F Repulse Bay Garden
5030044
151556

Hong Kong 
Apart 14F Repulse Bay Garden
3287932
151556

Hong Kong
Apart FI 019 Repulse Bay Garden
3462000
163400

Hong Kong
Apart 9F Repulse Bay Garden
4784676
200377

Kuala Lumpur
1 Jalan Murni
1005000
57000

Brasilia
QL6 Conjunta8–Casa 6
362000
55421

Wellington
5 Butavas St, Khandallah
509000
43142

(c)
Sales of property since 1996 have taken place in accordance with the Commonwealth Property Principles.
These principles require that the Commonwealth should only own property where the long-term yield exceeds the social opportunity cost of capital (SOCC) or where it is otherwise in the ‘public interest’ to do so. 

The social opportunity cost of capital is a measure of the minimum return that the Commonwealth should achieve from any investment. The amount of this minimum return is under review, but currently is in a band between 14 per cent and 15 per cent. 

Commonwealth property that is to be retained in the ‘public interest’ includes buildings of national significance or with high public usage; property with national security, strategic, environmental, heritage or diplomatic significance and property in locations where market failure requires owned property to be provided. Properties that are surplus to operational requirements will also be considered for sale. Sales will also be considered where they would contribute to greater functionality and amenity for the Australian Government’s overseas representation, through further acquisition, development or leasing.

(d)
Sales of Commonwealth–owned overseas property will continue to be subject to the Government’s policy on ownership, as set out in the Commonwealth Property Principles. The answer to question 17 (c) provides more detail on the Principles.

A detailed assessment of the overseas estate, undertaken several years ago, in accordance with the principles, revealed that virtually all of the Commonwealth’s major holdings met public interest criteria for retention.

Property sales 
 1995–96
 

Post
Address
Sale price $A

Brussels
Appt C1 Ave Van Becelaere
264,717

Brussels
Sq Marie–Louise 33, 3rd Floor
201,903

Brussels
Sq Marie–Louise 33, 6th Floor
201,903

London
75 Chester Square
1,726,441

London
Copley Dene (15 Briar Hill)
765,313

Port Moresby
Lot 11 Section 66 Omuku Street
114,779

Port Moresby
Lot 3 Section 10, Boroko Drive
131,176

Port Moresby
Lot 14 Section 100 Omuku St
107,843

Port Moresby
Lot 1 Section 79 Cnr Gavamani Rd
112,745

Port Moresby
Lot 7 Section 73 Henao Drive
88,235

Port Moresby
Lot 13 Section 82 Koneva Place
127,450

Port Moresby
Lot 48 Section 73 Hedu Street
100,000

Port Moresby
Lot 3 Section 67 Henao Drive
83,333

Port Moresby
Lot 15 Sect 79 Merrie England
93,137

Port Moresby
Lot 9 Sect 73 Henao Drive
102,941

Port Moresby
Lot 25 Sect 7 Boroko Drive
93,137

Port Moresby
Lot 34 Sect 21 Vai Vai Avenue
88,235

Port Moresby
Lot 18 Sect 96 Moonbi St Korobo
48,529

Port Moresby
Lot 19 Sect 96 Moonbi Street
97,058

Port Moresby
Lot 20 Sect 96 Moonbi Street
97,058

Port Moresby
Lot 21 Sect 96 Moonbi Street
97,058

Port Moresby
Lot 22 Sect 96 Moonbi Street
97,058

Port Moresby
Lot 13 Sect 79 Merrie England
93,137

Port Moresby
Lot 9 Sect 100 Omuku Street
93,137

Port Moresby
Lot 1 Sect 72 Pipi Gari Street
68,627

Port Moresby
Lot 26 Sect 51 Airvos Avenue
250,000

Port Moresby
Flat 1 Lot 10 Sect 89 Henao Drive
71,078

Port Moresby
Lot 1 Sect 33 Ela Makana Street
176,470

Port Moresby
Lot 8 Sect 66 Omuku Street
105,152

Port Moresby
Lot 1 Sect 83 Merrie England
90,813

Port Moresby
Lot 7 Sect 83 Merrie England
100,372

Port Moresby
Lot 44 Sect 79 Moonbi Street
114,711

Port Moresby
Flat 1, 18/94 Emerald Street
56,768

Port Moresby
Flat 2, 18/94 Emerald Street
56,768

Port Moresby
Flat 3, 18/94 Emerald Street
56,768

Port Moresby
Flat 4, 18/94 Emerald Street
56,768

Port Moresby
Lot 33 Section 20 Niu Street
91,796

Port Moresby
Pandora Crescent
1,739,298

Port Moresby
Lot 34 Sect 79 Moonbi Street
91,363

Port Moresby
Lot 2 Section 83, Pelule Street
91,363

Port Moresby
Flat 2, 18/96 Moonbi Street
48,529

Port Moresby
Flat 2, 10/89 Henao Drive
71,078

Port Moresby
Lot 9 Section 86 Ganigo Street
93,676

Port Moresby
Lot 1 Section 81 Merrie England
91,787

Port Moresby
Lot 11 Section 73 Henao Drive
87,822

Port Moresby
Lot 40 Section 24 Maho Place
98,382

Port Moresby
Lot 13 Section 42 Baimumu Cres
92,916

Port Moresby
Lot 10 Section 73 Henao Drive
89,883

Taipei
60 Yang Teh Avenue
3,488,947

Washington
2295 Idlywood Station
262,668

Wellington
3 Penrose Street
315,077

Wellington
44 Cranwell Street
208,206

 
 
 

Total
 
13,193,409

Property sales
 1996–97: see note
 

Post
Address
 

Noumea
2nd Floor, (Left)
 

Noumea
4th Floor (Left)
 

Pretoria
2/291 Julius Jeppe Street
 

Seoul
3–903 Chung Wah Apartments
 

Seoul
4–1007 Chung Wah Apartments
 

Ottawa
636 Pleasant Park Road
 

CAP
Longhouse
 

Wellington
19 Amapur Drive
 

Wellington
1 Govind Grove
 

Wellington
6 Vasanta Avenue
 

Wellington
11 Chestnut Grove
 

Brasilia
SHIS QI 07 Conjunto 01 Casa 19
 

London
9 Chesterford Gardens
 

Wellington
15 Lundy Lane
 

Wellington
51 Amapur Drive
 

Wellington
30 Amapur Drive
 

Kuala Lumpur
Unit B2–1, 2 Twelve Jalan Ampang
 

Kuala Lumpur
Unit B2–4 2 Twelve Jalan Ampang
 

Kuala Lumpur
Unit B2–7 2 Twelve Jalan Ampang
 

Seoul
3-1003 Chung Wah Apartments
 

Singapore
235 Arcadia Road Apt #05–07
 

Singapore
Apt 02-02 Arcadia Gardens
 

Washington
5712 Bent Branch Road
 

Washington
4116 Ridge View Road.
 

Washington
4112 Round Hill Road
 

Washington
7112 Loch Lomond Drive
 

Washington
4122 North River Road
 

Auckland
64A St. Johns Road
 

Houston
206 Heritage Oaks
 

Cape Town
9 Belle Ombre Drive
 

Taipei
60 Ta Teh Road
 

Vienna
Nottenbohmstrasse 70
 

Buenos Aires
Talchahuano 1278 98
 

London
53–55 Lancaster Gate
 

London
31 The Warren
 

Ottawa
249 Island Park Drive
 

Wellington
44 Cranwell Street
 

Hong Kong
18A Ming Wai Gardens
 

Hong Kong
18B Ming Wai Gardens
 

Hong Kong
18A Twin Brook Gardens
 

Hong Kong
18B Twin Brook Gardens
 

Jakarta
Jalan Brawijaya Raya 18
 

Jakarta
Jalan Pattimura 7A
 

 
 
 

Property sales 
 1997–98
 

Post
Address
Sale price $A

Bonn
Bastei Strasse
3,301,654 

Jakarta
Jalan Cikini V12
111,055 

London
Cumberland House
1,647,051 

Santiago
Alcantra 930
267,795 

Washington
4222 46th St
505,549 

Copenhagen
Solbekevej 23
5,078,637 

Hong Kong
15B Pearl Gardens
2,963,128 

Copenhagen
Kristianagrade 21
2,923,261 

New York
84 Briarcliff Rd
612,444 

Suva
13 Waivote Street
102,567 

Port Moresby
Ela Makena Compound
1,064,081 

Kuala Lumpur
15 Jalan Pakat
890,580 

The Hague
Berkenlaan 2A
1,340,420 

Honolulu
Apt 473 Island Colony Rd
87,904 

Port Moresby
Lot 13 Section 40 Pua Pua Place
78,720 

Port Moresby
27/278 Waigana
4,990,482 

Kuala Lumpur
4 Jalan Taman U Thant
3,250,643 

 
 
 

Total
 
29,215,973 

Property sales 1998–99
 

Post
Address
Sale price $A

Port Moresby
Lot 4 Section 73
62,208 

Port Moresby
Lot 9 Section 10 Port Road
217,730 

Honiara
Lot 186 Ngossi Ridge
126,910 

Vienna
Peter Jordanstrasse 35
2,806,460 

Pretoria
11 Waterkloof Place
66,310 

London
17 Spirit Quay
780,500 

Suva
44 Muicolo Road
101,220 

Suva
79 Navurevure Road
89,437 

Hong Kong
18A Twin Brook Tower
3,784,300 

Suva
Lakeba Street site
484,834 

London
28 Trinity Road
1,097,561 

 
 
 

Total
 
9,617,470

Property sales 1999–000
 

Post
Address
Sale price $A

Ottawa
411 Roger Road
321,300 

Pretoria
166 Albert Street
64,000 

Brussels
Ave Napoleon 59
1,053,800 

Suva
107 Queens Road
167,410 

Kuala Lumpur
B4–7 2–Twelve Jalan Ampang
146,150 

Ottawa
1315 Cahill Drive
167,010 

 
 
 

Total
 
1,919,670

Property sales 2000–1
 

Post
Address
Sale price $A

Brasilia
QL5 Conjunta, Casa 17 
387,312 

Kuala Lumpur
9 Jalan Taman U Thant
1,660,577 

Port Moresby
Lot 1 Section 22 Chalmers Street
61,194 

Vienna
18/20 Brechergasse
1,784,371 

Kuala Lumpur
B3–1 2–Twelve Condominium, Jalan Ampang
164,798 

Santiago De Chile
Antilhue prop 1224
625,502 

Harare
19 Gaynor Road 
104,268 

Pretoria
Res 63 Van Wouw St
129,564 

Hong Kong
Apart 9F Repulse Bay Garden
4,784,676 

Hong Kong
Apart 12F Repulse Bay Garden
5,030,044 

Hong Kong
Apart 14F Repulse Bay Garden
3,287,932 

Hong Kong
Apart FI 019 Repulse Bay Garden
3,462,000 

 
 
 

Total
 
21,482,238 

Property sales 2001–02
 

Post
Address
Sale price $A

Hong Kong
9A Haddon Court, 41C Conduit Rd
3,512,000

Hong Kong
6A Haddon Court, 41C Conduit Rd
2,784,000

Hong Kong
12D Hillsborough Court, 18 Old Peak Rd
1,845,000

Hong Kong
14D Hillsborough Court, 18 Old Peak Rd
1,845,000

Kuala Lumpur
1 Jalan Murni *
1,005,000

Brasilia
QL6 Conjunta8–Casa 6 *
362,000

Wellington
5 Butavas Street, Khandallah*
509,000

 
 
 

Total
 
11,862,000





* Note: Contract exchanged but pending completion


Summary
Number
$A

Property sales 1995–96
52
13,193,409

Property sales 1996–97: see note
43
0

Property sales 1997–98
17
29,215,973 

Property sales 1998–99
11
9,617,470 

Property sales 1999–2000
6
1,919,670

Property sales 2000–01
12
21,482,238

Property sales 2001–02
7
11,862,000





Note:



Property Sales 1996–97—Actual sale prices for identified disposals cannot be established by Department of Finance and Administration
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		Financial year		2001-02		2002-03		2002-03		2002-03		2002-03		2002-03		2003-04		2003-04		2003-04		2003-04		2003-04

		Performance cycle		2000-01		2001-02		2001-02		2001-02		2001-02		2001-02		2002-03		2002-03		2002-03		2002-03		2002-03

		Salary Increase July 2002				3.0		3.5		4.0		4.5		5.0		3.0		3.5		4.0		4.5		5.0

		Salary Increase July 2003														3.0		3.0		3.0		3.0		3.0

		Bonus Non-SES		2,451,299		3,370,500		3,386,873		3,403,235		3,419,597		3,435,954		3,029,163		3,043,881		3,058,589		3,165,489		3,087,987

		Bonus SES		1,157,638		1,146,635		1,152,202		1,157,764		1,146,635		1,168,901		1,146,635		1,152,202		1,157,764		1,163,331		1,168,901

		Total Bonus		3,608,937		4,517,135		4,539,075		4,560,999		4,566,232		4,604,855		4,175,798		4,196,083		4,216,353		4,328,820		4,256,888

		Bonus (difference)				908,198		930,138		952,062		957,295		995,918		-   341,337		-   342,992		-   344,646		-   237,412		-   347,967

		Incremental Change						21,940		43,864		49,097		87,720

		Pay point movements		1,638,000		1,683,544		1,691,829		1,699,885		1,708,033		1,718,633		1,555,180		1,562,788		1,570,303		1,625,110		1,584,023

		Total (Bonus+Pay points)		5,246,937		6,200,679		6,230,904		6,260,884		6,274,265		6,323,488		5,730,978		5,758,871		5,786,656		5,953,930		5,840,911

		Pay point (difference)				45,544		53,829		61,885		70,033		80,633		-   469,701		-   472,033		-   474,228		-   320,335		-   482,577

		Incremental Change						8,285		16,341		24,489		35,089				-   2,332		-   4,527		149,366		-   12,876

		Total (difference)				953,742		983,967		1,013,947		1,027,328		1,076,551

		Incremental Change						30,225		60,205		73,586		122,809
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