Senate Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Legislation Committee

Additional Estimates 2005–2006; February 2006
Answers to questions on notice from Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

Question 1
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Information exchange
Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Information Exchange between Canberra and Overseas Posts

(a) Is all information gathered at overseas posts, by whatever means, referred back to the Department of Trade or any of its agencies in Canberra? 

(b) Who makes the decisions as to what information coming from overseas posts is seen by the Minister for Trade or his staff?

(c) Is it the case that ambassadors or other diplomatic officials stationed overseas will sometimes receive oral briefings and that the content of those briefings will then be passed on to Government officials in Australia in verbal form, or is all information gathered in that way written down at some point? 

Answer

(a) Departmental practice is for information of a substantive nature and of relevance to the foreign affairs and trade portfolio to be forwarded to the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and other relevant agencies in Canberra.
(b) In January 2005 manual analysis of the department’s cables was replaced by a new communications system called Official Diplomatic Information Network (“ODIN”). The ODIN system requires all cable originators to determine distributions based on a topic selection mechanism.  Each distribution for a topic that has been set up in ODIN has a mandatory list of addressees that cannot be removed from the cable. These addressees are positions, not individuals, and could include more than one individual.  The originator determines the action addressees for the cable and may add other addressees as necessary. The cable’s classification and any sensitivity indicators that are added by the originator will have an automatic bearing on the final distribution.

While ODIN is designed to ensure the electronic distribution of cables to positions, the system cannot guarantee that particular individuals physically read a given cable. 

Information may also be sent between posts and Canberra via the department’s email system. However, it is standing departmental policy that email should not be used for tasking and reporting on substantive policy matters. In contrast to the cable system, emails are addressed to individual officers, not positions. The originator of the email decides who the appropriate recipients are. 

(c) Departmental practice is for information of a substantive nature and of relevance to the foreign affairs and trade portfolio obtained by DFAT staff overseas through oral briefings to be forwarded by cable to the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and other relevant agencies in Canberra.  
Question 2
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—IDC

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Any IDC on Trade or Wheat Export/Middle East Trade Issues

(a) In addition to the Iraq Task Force, are there, or have there been over the last 10 years, any other task forces, interdepartmental committees, working groups or similar bodies, upon which the Department of Trade or its agencies are represented, which deal with issues of wheat or agricultural exports or trade with Iraq?

(b) If any such bodies exist please provide full details of each such body, including details of:

1. the departments, agencies or other organisations represented,

2. the lead agency,

3. roles, responsibilities and reporting requirements of the body,

4. when and by whose directive the body was established,

5. products generated by the body and persons to whom those products are / were provided.

Answer

The answer to questions (a) and (b) is as follows:

DFAT has consulted and met with a range of other departments over the last ten years on such issues.
Question 3
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Volcker inquiry

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Provision of Information to the UN Volcker Inquiry

(a) When was the Department first approached to provide information to the Volcker Inquiry? What was the nature of the request?

(b) Who coordinated the collection of information for the Volcker Inquiry within the Department of Trade?

(c) Who issued the instructions in regard to the information to be provided to the Volcker Inquiry and what instructions were given?

(d) What process was followed in sourcing and selecting the documents, or any other information that was sent to the Volcker Inquiry? 

(e) Was the retrieval of information carried out by an official with the highest level of security clearance?

(f) If keyword searching was employed, what keywords were used?

(g) Who made the assessment as to what information would be sent to the Volcker inquiry, what criteria was applied?

(h) Was any information regarding AWB excluded form the package of material sent to the Volcker Inquiry? 

(i) If so, what was excluded and why?

(j) Who authorised the final package of materials?

(k) Were officers from the Department of Trade interviewed by officials from the Volcker Inquiry? If so indicate the number and classification of those officers. When did those interviews take place?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (k) is as follows:

These matters were discussed and answered during the Senate Estimates hearings on 3 November 2005 and 16 February 2006.  These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food programme.  

Question 4
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Cole Commission

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Provision of information to the Cole Royal Commission 

(a) When did the department begin its process of preparing documents to be sent to the Cole Inquiry?

(b) Which officer was responsible for the preparation of the pack of material?

(c) What instructions were given to that official and from whom did those instructions originate?

(d) What was the security clearance level of the official or officials who conducted the document searches?

(e) Were all departmental files searched, including those with the highest levels of security clearance?

(f) Were the files of all portfolio agencies searched, including Austrade?

(g) Outline the process by which the materials were gathered?

(h) If it was by keyword searching, what keywords were searched?

(i) How many documents or files were returned through searching activities?

(j) How many documents or files were provided to the Cole Inquiry?

(k) How many documents or files, which were returned though initial, searching, were not sent on to the Cole inquiry?

(l) Why were these materials not sent on to the Cole Inquiry?

(m) Who authorised the final package of materials which would be sent on to the Cole Inquiry?

(n) Did that person consult outside the Department in regard to the package of materials to be sent to the Cole Inquiry?

(o) In addition, at any other time, was anyone outside the Department, either at the level of official, minister or ministerial office, consulted at any time about DFAT or DFAT-agency materials to be sent on to the Cole Inquiry?

(p) If so, who was consulted, when and how were they consulted, and what was the nature of the consultation?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (p) is as follows:

These matters were discussed and answered during the Senate Estimates hearings on 16 February 2006.  These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food programme.
Question 5
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Canadian Government

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

The Canadian Government and AWB 

(a) When did the Department first become aware of the concerns raised by the Canadian Government to the UN in relation to AWB's wheat sales to Iraq, made in late 1999/early 2000?

(b) Has the Department or its agencies posts received any communication or approach of any kind from the Canadian Government or any representative thereof over the last 10 years regarding the activities of AWB or Australian wheat or agricultural exports to Iraq, or the Oil for Food Program?  If so, please provide details of the date and nature of the approach, how and where it was made, who was informed and any Australian response.

(c) Has the Department or its agencies posts initiated or enacted any communication or approach of any kind to the Canadian Government or any representative thereof over the last 10 years regarding the activities of AWB or Australian wheat or agricultural exports to Iraq, or the Oil for Food Program?  If so, please provide details of the date and nature of the approach, by whom it was initiated, how and where it was made, who had knowledge of it and any Canadian response.

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (c) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food programme.

Question 6
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—UN Office of Legal Affairs

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

UN Office of Legal Affairs Memo regarding Jordanian trucking company

(a) Page 256, chapter 3 of the Volcker Report of the 27 October refers to a memo from the UN Office of Legal Affairs of 13 June 2000.  Text of the memo is provided for your reference:“it would be impermissible for goods suppliers to pay port charges to a Jordanian company alleged to be furnishing port services, Alia for Transportation and General Trade (“Alia”), assuming – as it appeared – that Alia was acting pursuant to an agreement with Iraq to provide such services. OLA clarified that any payment to Alia without the 661 Committee’s approval would violate the sanctions regime.” Please indicate when the Department first became aware of this memo? When was the Minister's office informed of this memo? When was PM&C informed of this memo?

(b) If this memo, or its content was received, please indicate any action taken by the Department or its agencies in order to ensure that Australian companies were acting in compliance with its terms.

Answer

The answer to questions (a) and (b) is as follows:

These matters were discussed and answered at the Senate Estimates hearing on 3 November 2005.  These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food programme.

Question 7
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Contact with AWB

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Contact with AWB

(a) Please provide details of all written contact in any form (including emails) between officials of the Department or its agencies and AWB or its representatives since July 1 1999.  In each instance please indicate:

1. The date of the contact,

2. the names of all individuals involved and their job title,

3. by whom the contact was initiated,

4. the form of contact (e.g. letter, fax email),

5. the purpose of the contact

6. the nature of the information exchanged,

7. any actions arising out of the contact,

8. to whom details of the contact were passed.

(b) Were the departmental ministers and parliamentary secretaries, or their offices, or any other government minister or office, or other department, informed of, or consulted about any of the exchanges between the Department or its agencies and AWB?  If so, please provide details of who was consulted, the date, nature and form of the consultation. 

Answer

The answer to questions (a) and (b) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food programme.

Question 8
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Departmental officials

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Departmental Officials Accompanying AWB to Iraq

(a) Did officials of the Department or its agencies accompany AWB staff on a visit to Iraq in July or August 2002?
(b) If so, who were the officials and what was their role in the party?
(c) Why, and by whom, was the decision taken to send the officials on the trip to Iraq?
(d) Please provide full details of their movements in Iraq, including any they attended or visits they may have undertaken.

(e) Did the officers of the Department or its agencies attend meetings with Iraqi Minister for Trade or any other officials of the Government of Iraq, or the Iraqi Grains Council in July or August 2002?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (e) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food programme.

Question 9
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Briefing material

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Provision of briefing material to the Minister

(a) Can the Department and its agencies list all requests from the Ministers office for information regarding any of the following topics:

1. AWB

2. UN Oil for Food program

3. Iraq wheat sales

4. UN Volcker Inquiry

5. Kickbacks paid to Iraq

Answer

The answer to question (a) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food programme.

Question 10
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Overseas posts

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Information Exchange between Canberra and Overseas Posts

(a) Is all information gathered at overseas posts, by whatever means, referred back to DFAT or any of its agencies in Canberra?

(b) Is all information sent between posts and Canberra seen by Ambassadors and the Minister for Foreign Affairs?

(c) Who makes the decisions as to what information coming from overseas posts is seen by the Minister for Foreign Affairs or his staff?

(d) Is it the case that ambassadors or other diplomatic officials stationed overseas will sometimes receive oral briefings and that the content of those briefings will then be passed on to Government officials in Australia in verbal form, or is all information gathered in that way written down at some point? 

Answer

(a) Departmental practice is for information gathered at posts of a substantive nature and of relevance to the foreign affairs and trade portfolio to be forwarded to the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and other relevant agencies in Canberra.

(b) All cables sent between a post and Canberra are distributed to the head of mission position, which includes the Ambassador, for that post. Not all information sent between posts and Canberra is distributed to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. For example cables on routine management, technical or budgetary issues are given a more specific distribution to officers for whom the information is relevant. 
(c) In January 2005 manual analysis of the department’s cables was replaced by a new communications system called Official Diplomatic Information Network (“ODIN”). The ODIN system requires all cable originators to determine distributions based on a topic selection mechanism. Each distribution for a topic that has been set up in ODIN has a mandatory list of addressees that cannot be removed from the cable.  These addressees are positions, not individuals, and could include more than one individual. The originator determines the action addressees for the cable and may add other addressees as necessary. The cable’s classification and any sensitivity indicators that are added by the originator will have an automatic bearing on the final distribution.

While ODIN is designed to ensure the electronic distribution of cables to positions, the system cannot guarantee that particular individuals physically read a given cable. 

Information may also be sent between posts and Canberra via the department’s email system. However, it is standing departmental policy that email should not be used for tasking and reporting on substantive policy matters. In contrast to the cable system, emails are addressed to individual officers, not positions. The originator of the email decides who the appropriate recipients are. 

(d) Departmental practice is for information of a substantive nature and of relevance to the foreign affairs and trade portfolio obtained by DFAT staff overseas through oral briefings to be forwarded by cable to the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and other relevant agencies in Canberra.  

Question 11
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Iraq Task Force

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Iraq Task Force

(a) Outline the range of issues with which the Iraq task force deals.

(b) Outline the range of tasks undertaken by the Iraq task force.

(c) Outline the role of the Iraq task force in relation to issues of trade with Iraq.

(d) Does every issue regarding Iraq get referred to the Iraq task force for action?

(e) If not, is the task force automatically informed of all information and issues arising for the Australian Government in regard to Iraq, and to where are referred Iraq-related issues which are not dealt with by the task force? 

(f) What are the processes and protocols for the relaying of Iraq-related material to the task force?

(g) What types of products are generated by the Iraq task force and to whom are those products provided?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (g) is as follows:

These matters were discussed and answered during the Senate Estimates hearings on 16 February 2006.  

Question 12
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—IDC

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Any IDC on Trade or Wheat Export / Middle East Trade Issues

(a) In addition to the Iraq Task Force, are there, or have there been, over the last 10 years, any other task forces, interdepartmental committees, working groups or similar bodies, upon which DFAT or its agencies are represented, which deal with issues of wheat or agricultural exports or trade with Iraq?

(b) If any such bodies exist please provide full details of each such body, including details of:

1. the departments, agencies or other organisations represented,

2. the lead agency,

3. roles, responsibilities and reporting requirements of the body,

4. when and by whose directive the body was established,

5. products generated by the body and persons to whom those products are / were provided.

Answer

Please see answer provided to Question number 2.

Question 13
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Coalition Provisional Authority

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Australia's Role and Representation on the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq 

(a) Please provide the name and function of all Australians sent by the Australian Government to Iraq to work as part of the Coalition Provisional Authority?

(b) For each of the above, please indicate the name of the department or statutory authority or other organisation with which they served immediately prior to their service on the Coalition Provisional Authority.

(c) For all persons sent by the Australian Government to serve on the Coalition Provisional Authority, please outline the process by which they were selected for their posting to Iraq.

(d) Who had final approval of the compliment of Australians who would be sent to the Coalition Provisional Authority?

(e) Did Australian Government officials serving on the Coalition Provisional Authority provide reports on their work, and / or the work of the authority, to the Australian Government?

(f) If so, what were their specific reporting requirements?

(g) What were the reporting requirements within the Coalition Provisional Authority of all Australians serving on that authority?

(h) Did Australians serving on the Coalition Provisional Authority, who had not been drawn from Australian Government departments or agencies, report to non-government organisations or companies in Australia, or conduct any business on behalf of those organisations or companies while in Iraq?  If so please provide details of the name of those individuals, their activities and the organisation on whose behalf they were acting and to which they were providing reports.

(i) Please outline the processes by which information flowed from the CPA to the Australian Government.

(j) Please outline the process by which Michael Long and Trevor Flugge came to represent Australia on the Coalition Provisional Authority?

(k) What were their specific responsibilities on the Coalition Provisional Authority?

(l) What were the reasons for their selection?

(m) Who authorised their appointment to the Coalition Provisional Authority? 

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (i) is as follows:

A number of Australian public servants from a range of Commonwealth Departments served with the CPA. Commonwealth departments received reports on issues of interest via the Australian representative office or via email. The arrangements for selecting Australians for service with the CPA varied. No one individual had final approval for selection decisions.  

The answer to questions (j) to (m) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food Programme.

Question 14
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Volcker inquiry

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Provision of Information to the UN Volcker Inquiry

(a) When was the Department first approached to provide information to the Volcker Inquiry? What was the nature of the request?

(b) Did DFAT coordinate the provision of Australian Government documents to the Volcker Inquiry into the Oil for Food Program?

(c) When did this gathering of information begin?

(d) Who coordinated that collection of information within DFAT?

(e) Who issued the instructions in regard to the provision of information to the Volcker Inquiry and what instructions were given?

(f) What process was followed in sourcing and selecting the documents, or any other information that was sent to the Volcker Inquiry? 

(g) Was the retrieval of information carried out by an official with the highest level of security clearance?

(h) If keyword searching was employed, what keywords were used?

(i) Who made the assessment as to what information would be sent to the Volcker inquiry, what criteria was applied?

(j) Was any information regarding AWB excluded from the package of material sent to the Volcker Inquiry? 

(k) If so, what was excluded and why?

(l) Who authorised the final package of materials?

(m) Were officers from the DFAT interviewed by officials from the Volcker Inquiry? If so indicate the number and classification of those officers. When did those interviews take place?

Answer
Please see answer provided to Question number 3.

Question 15
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Cole Commission

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Provision of DFAT Information to the Cole Royal Commission 

(a) When did the department begin its process of preparing documents to be sent to the Cole Inquiry?

(b) Which officer was responsible for the preparation of the pack of material?

(c) What instructions were given to that official and from whom did those instructions originate?

(d) What was the security clearance level of the official or officials who conducted the document searches?

(e) Were all departmental files searched, including those with the highest levels of security clearance?

(f) Were the files of agencies searched:

(1) Australian embassies, consulates and missions overseas?

(2) Austrade?

(3) AusAID?

(g) Outline the process by which the materials were gathered?

(h) If it was by keyword searching, what keywords were searched?

(i) How many documents or files were returned through searching activities?

(j) How many documents or files were provided to the Cole Inquiry?

(k) How many documents or files, which were returned though initial, searching, were not sent on to the Cole inquiry?

(l) Why were these materials not sent on to the Cole Inquiry?

(m) Who authorised the final package of DFAT and DFAT-agency materials which would be sent on to the Cole Inquiry?

(n) Did that person consult outside DFAT in regard to the package of DFAT and DFAT-agency materials to be sent to the Cole Inquiry?

(o) In addition, at any other time, was anyone outside DFAT, either at the level of official, minister or ministerial office, consulted at any time about DFAT or DFAT–agency materials to be sent on to the Cole Inquiry?

(p) If so, who was consulted, when and how were they consulted, and what was the nature of the consultation?

Answer
Please see answer provided to Question number 4.
Question 16
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Cole inquiry

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

DFAT Coordination of Government Materials to Cole Inquiry

(a) Did DFAT coordinate the collection of documents and information from all government departments and agencies to be sent to the Cole Inquiry?

(b) If so, exactly what did that coordination involve, did DFAT instruct other departments as to the type of material that was to be provided?

(c) If so, what instructions were given, and from whom did they originate?

(d) Was it indicated that certain types of documents should be excluded, and if so, what type of documents?

(e) Beyond initial instructions, did DFAT conduct ongoing liaison with other departments about the actions or processes of those departments in gathering documentation for the Inquiry?

(f) If so, please provide details of the contacts, and issues raised.

(g) How many documents were provided to DFAT by other departments and agencies?

(h) Did DFAT officials review or examine in any way the documentation provided by other departments or agencies to be sent on to the Inquiry?

(i) If so, what was the purpose of that review?

(j) Did DFAT officials exclude any documents that had been provided by other departments from being sent on to the Inquiry?

(k) If so, what was excluded, for what reason and by whom was that decision made?

(l) How many non-DFAT documents were sent from DFAT to the Cole Inquiry?  

(m) How many were excluded?

(n) Did any DFAT official authorise the final package of non-DFAT materials that would be sent on to the Inquiry?

(o) If so, who made that authorisation and when?

(p) On whose authority and instructions were they acting?

(q) Did DFAT officials have to seek approval from outside DFAT, or from any minister or their office before sending the material on to the Inquiry?

(r) If so, please provide full details in regard to that authorisation.

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (r) is as follows:

These matters were discussed and answered during the Senate Estimates hearings on 16 February 2006.  These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.

Question 17
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Canadian Government

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

The Canadian Government and AWB 

(a) Have DFAT, its agencies or overseas posts received any communication or approach of any kind from the Canadian Government or any representative thereof over the last 10 years regarding the activities of AWB or Australian wheat or agricultural exports to Iraq, or the Oil for Food Program? If so, please provide details of the date and nature of the approach, how and where it was made, who was informed and any Australian response.

(b) Have DFAT, its agencies or overseas posts initiated or enacted any communication or approach of any kind to the Canadian Government or any representative thereof over the last 10 years regarding the activities of AWB or Australian wheat or agricultural exports to Iraq, or the Oil for Food Program? If so, please provide details of the date and nature of the approach, by whom it was initiated, how and where it was made, who had knowledge of it and any Canadian response.

Answer

The answer to questions (a) and (b) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.

Question 18
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—UN Office of Legal Affairs
Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

UN Office of Legal Affairs Memo regarding Jordanian trucking company

(a) Page 256, chapter 3 of the Volcker Report of the 27 October refers to a memo from the UN Office of Legal Affairs of 13 June 2000.  Text of the memo is provided for your reference:“it would be impermissible for goods suppliers to pay port charges to a Jordanian company alleged to be furnishing port services, Alia for Transportation and General Trade (“Alia”), assuming—as it appeared—that Alia was acting pursuant to an agreement with Iraq to provide such services. OLA clarified that any payment to Alia without the 661 Committee’s approval would violate the sanctions regime.” Please indicate when DFAT and/or its agencies first became aware of this memo. When was the Minister's office informed of this memo? When was PM&C informed of this memo?

(b) If this memo, or its content was received, please indicate any action taken by DFAT or its agencies in order to ensure that Australian companies were acting in compliance with its terms.

Answer

Please see answer provided to Question number 6.
Question 19
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—AWB

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Contact with AWB

(a) Please provide details of all written contact in any form (including emails) between officials of DFAT, its agencies or overseas posts and AWB or its representatives since July 1 1999. In each instance please indicate:

1. The date of the contact,

2. the names of all individuals involved and their job title,

3. by whom the contact was initiated,

4. the form of contact (e.g. letter, fax email,

5. the purpose of the contact

6. the nature of the information exchanged,

7. any actions arising out of the contact,

8. to whom details of the contact were passed.

(b) Were the departmental ministers and parliamentary secretaries, or their offices, or any other government minister or office, or other department, informed of, or consulted about any of the exchanges between DFAT and AWB?  If so, please provide details of who was consulted, the date, nature and form of the consultation. 

Answer

Please see answer provided to Question number 7.
Question 20
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—AWB contact 2002

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Contact between DFAT and AWB in late 2002

(a) Did the Australian Ambassador in Amman receive a briefing or have meeting with Dominic Hogan from AWB on June 25 2002 or in the following 30 days?  If so please provide the following details:

1. where and when the meeting took place,

2. the nature of the briefing provided to the Ambassador,

3. whether or not a report of the meeting was sent back to DFAT,

4. to whom a report of the meeting was provided.

(b) Did any DFAT, or DFAT agency, or overseas post officials attend any meetings between June 25 2002 and September 30 2002 with any employees or representatives of AWB?  If so, please provide the following details:

1. when and where the meetings took place,

2. the names of all those present,

3. the role of the DFAT or DFAT agency officials present,

4. the purpose of the meeting,

5. the nature of the information exchanged,

6. whether written notes or minutes of the meetings are in the department's possession.

(c) Did DFAT officials attend a meeting in Brisbane in late June or early July 2002 between Minister Downer, Brendan Stewart, Darryl Hockey and Michael Long?  If so, what was the role of the DFAT officials present?

(d) Did DFAT maintain records of what was discussed at that meeting?

(e) Did the meeting discuss the contractual arrangements between AWB and the Iraqi Government?

(f) Were AWB’s Iraqi transport arrangements discussed at the meeting?

(g) Did the meeting discuss the contractual arrangements between AWB and the Iraqi Government?

(h) Were AWB’s Iraqi transport arrangements discussed at the meeting?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (h) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-for-Food Programme.

Question 21
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—DFAT officials

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

DFAT Officials Accompanying AWB to Iraq

(a) Did officials of DFAT, AusAID, Austrade or any other Australian Government officials accompany AWB staff on a visit to Iraq in July or August 2002?
(b) If so, who were the officials and what was their role in the party?
(c) Why, and by whom, was the decision taken to send the officials on the trip to Iraq?
(d) Please provide full details of their movements in Iraq, including any they attended or visits they may have undertaken.

(e) Did DFAT, AusAID, Austrade, or any other Australian government attend meetings with Iraqi Minister for Trade or any other officials of the Government of Iraq, or the Iraqi Grains Council in July or August 2002?

(f) Did Australian officials travelling in Iraq with AWB staff in July or August 2002 report back to DFAT or to any Australian mission, or other government organisation?

(g) What information was contained in those reports?

(h) To whom were the reports provided?
Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (h) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.

Question 22
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—AWB meeting 2002

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Meeting between the Prime Minister, Foreign Minister and AWB

(a) Were departmental officials present at the August 22, 2002 meeting between The Prime Minister, Minister Downer and AWB officials?

(b) Which departmental officials were present and what was their function at the meeting?

(c) Who else was present at that meeting (including representing AWB)?

(d) Did departmental officials take notes or minutes at the meeting?

(e) What was discussed at the meeting?

(f) Were meetings that had recently taken place between AWB officials and the Iraqi government discussed at the meeting?

(g) Were AWB’s contractual arrangements with the Iraqi Government discussed at the meeting?

(h) Was the subject of transportation, Jordanian transport companies, or the Jordanian transport company Alia discussed at the meeting?

(i) What conclusions were reached, or action recommended out of the meeting?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (i) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.

Question 23
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—AWB assistance
Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) Did the Australian Mission to the UN assist AWB in presenting a submission to the 661 Sanctions Committee in 2002 and / or 2003?

(b) What was the subject of the submission and the nature of AWB's request to the committee?

(c) Did the Mission provide assistance to AWB in preparing the submission? 

(d) What kind of assistance was provided?

(e) Did AWB discuss with officials at the Mission, the nature and details of its arrangements in Iraq, did they discuss the terms of AWB's contacts with Iraq, the pricing structure, or any transport arrangements?

(f) Did the commission communicate back to DFAT, or to the Australian Embassy in Washington, as to the nature of its work with AWB? 

(g) If so, when was such information communicated, and to whom was it passed?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (g) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.

Question 24
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Ambassador Thawley

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Ambassador Thawley's meeting with Senator Norm Coleman

(a) Prior to Ambassador Thawley’s meeting with Senator Norm Coleman in October 2004, were any Australian officials involved in any meetings with staff of the US Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations or other US Senate or senatorial staff, where AWB or Australian wheat exports were discussed?

(b) When and where did these meetings take place and who attended?

(c) What was the role of the Australian officials at these meetings, and what were their instructions? 

(d) What information was provided to the US officials by the Australian officials?

(e) What information was provided to the Australian officials by the US officials?

(f) To whom was information about these meetings passed?

(g) Were there further meetings between Australian and US officials after Ambassador Thawley’s meeting with Senator Coleman?

(h) On what date did then Ambassador Thawley meet with Senator Coleman?

(i) On whose instructions did he meet with the senator?

(j) What events, approaches, or information led to the ambassador’s instructions to meet with the senator?

(k) When did the Ambassador receive his instructions to meet with the senator?

(l) Was he instructed to meet with the senator within any particular timeframe?

(m) Did the Ambassador receive any briefing regarding AWB’s activities in Iraq, or about the allegations raised against AWB prior to his meeting with the senator?

(n) What was the content of that briefing?

(o) From where did the ambassador receive his advice that there was no truth to the allegations of wrongdoing against AWB?

(p) To whom was any report of the meeting between Thawley and Coleman passed?

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (p) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.
Question 25
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Ambassador Richardson

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Ambassador Richardson Meets AWB

(a) Has Ambassador Dennis Richardson met with AWB staff or representatives since his appointment as Australian Ambassador to the US?

(b) When, where and with whom did the meeting take place?

(c) What was the impetus for the meeting between the Ambassador and AWB?

(d) What was discussed at the meeting?

(e) To whom were reports of the meeting provided? 

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (e) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil–for–Food Programme.
Question 26
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Briefing material

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Provision of briefing material to the Minister

(a) Can the Department and its agencies list all requests from the Ministers office for information regarding any of the following topics:

1. AWB

2. UN Oil for Food program

3. Iraq wheat sales

4. UN Volcker Inquiry

5. Kickbacks paid to Iraq

Answer

Please see answer provided to Question number 9.
Question 27
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa

Topic: Western Sahara

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

(a) With reference to previous answers to Questions on Notice (#2684, Hansard 9 February 2006), is the Minister aware that the companies involved in importing phosphates from Western Sahara have confirmed the shipments of phosphate to Australia from the disputed territory through Morocco?

(b) Noting that as at 29 November 2005 the Department had, according to your previous answer, no official record of imports of phosphate mineral rock like substances or any mining or other primary products from the territory of Western Sahara for the period 2004-2006, I attach an email from Wesfarmers dated 7 November 2005 and Australian Financial Review article dated 2 December 2005 and ask

1. Can the Minister now say whether phosphate mineral rock like substances or any mining or other primary products sourced from the territory of Western Sahara are being imported; if so, what is the volume of each substance and product imported in:

2. 2004–2005 and
3. 2005–2006 to date.
(c) Is the Minister aware of the attached UN legal opinion of 29 January 2002 stating that the exploitation of the resources of the non-self-governing territory of Western Sahara is illegal?

(d) In light of UN legal opinion of 29 January 2002 provided to the Security Council that the importation of substances and products from the territory of Western Sahara is illegal, will the Government take consider taking action to stop substances and products being imported from the territory of Western Sahara?
Answer

(a) I am aware that the Australian company in question contracted with a Moroccan entity to import phosphate possibly sourced from Western Sahara.

(b) The Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade has no official records of imports of phosphate mineral rock like substances or any mining or other primary products from the territory of Western Sahara for the period 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 (current at 7 March 2006). Official records of imports of crude fertiliser from Morocco were worth AUD 10,561,000 for 2004 and AUD 32,786,000 for 2005.  It is possible that these figures include the phosphate referred to in (a). 

(c) I am aware of the legal opinion of Mr Hans Corell, United Nations Under-Secretary General of Legal Affairs, of 29 January 2002, which concludes in paragraph 21 that mineral resource activities in a Non-Self-Governing Territory by an Administering Power are illegal “only if conducted in disregard of the needs and interests of the people of that territory”.

(d) There are no United Nations Security Council sanctions or bilateral sanctions prohibiting imports from Western Sahara.  My department has placed information on relevant legal considerations on its website.
Attachments: Documents cited as attachments are available from the Committee's additional estimates 05–06 webpage.
Question 28
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Coalition Provisional Authority

Hansard, 16 February 2006, pp. 14, 16
Senators Ray and Faulkner asked:
(a) Are there any outstanding liabilities associated with the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) in terms of its previous activities? (Ray, p. 14)

(b) How many Australians served in the CPA and in what areas were they deployed? (Ray, p. 14)

(c) Are there any other DFAT–sponsored officials working for the CPA, excluding those who were selected/funded by AusAID? (Ray, p. 16)

(d) Did the DFAT officers deployed with the CPA report back to the department? (Faulkner, p. 16)

Answer

(a) DFAT has been advised that all successor governments in Iraq are bound under international law by liabilities inherited from the CPA. In the case of domestic laws, decrees and contracts negotiated by the CPA, DFAT has been advised these have all been preserved in CPA Order 100 and subsequently reaffirmed in the Iraqi Constitution. Such laws, decrees and contracts remain in effect unless specifically amended or appealed by successor governments.

(b) Of the agencies within the Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio, AusAID funded 29 short and long term advisers who worked with the US Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Affairs (OHRA) and the US Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA).

(c) No.

(d) There were no formal reporting requirements in place.

Question 29
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: Iraq – suicide bombers
Hansard, 16 February 2006, p. 28
Senator Ray asked:

(a) Did the previous Iraqi regime reward the families of suicide bombers, which bank account were those families funded out of, what currency were they paid in, and was it a Jordanian bank?
Answer

(a) It is a matter of public record that the previous Iraqi regime supported terrorists, including by providing financial support to the families of Palestinian suicide bombers.

Question 30
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: Iraq Task Force

Hansard, 16 February 2006, p. 29

Senator Ray asked:

(a) What are the names of those officers who have held the position; 'Head, Iraq Task Force', since the inception of the Iraq Task Force in 2002?

Answer

(a) Bill Paterson, John Quinn, Bassim Blazey, Marc Innes–Brown.
Question 31
Output 1.1.4 South Pacific, Middle East and Africa
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Volcker inquiry

Hansard, 16 February 2006, pp. 37, 38

Senator Faulkner asked:

(a) Which agencies were contacted by the Iraq Task Force over the course of the Volcker inquiry? (p. 37)

(b) When did DFAT have first contact with Mr Volcker or his investigators? (p. 38)

Answer

(a) DFAT was in contact with relevant agencies and departments over the course of the Inquiry. 

(b) DFAT was in contact with the Independent Inquiry Committee throughout the course of its Inquiry.

Question 32
Output 1.1.6 Trade Development
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—Trade officials

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Trade:

Trade Officials on Trade Missions with Australian Companies

(a) Please outline the process which facilitates the officials of the Department of Trade DFAT or any of its agencies accompanying representatives of Australian companies on overseas trade missions or visits, for example (but not limited to) whether a formal or informal request in made to the Department of Trade by the company, how that  request is process and so forth?

(b) Who makes the decision as to whether the officials of the Department of Trade or any of its agencies will travel overseas with representatives of Australian companies on trade missions or visits?

(c) What is the criterion on which such decisions are made?

(d) What type of assistance can the Department of Trade or any of its agencies officials provide while they are overseas with Australian companies on trade missions or visits?

(e) Please provide details of all rules, regulations and directives governing the activities of the Department of Trade or any of its agencies officials what these officials can do overseas?  

(f) Please provide full details of reporting requirements for the Department of Trade and its agencies officials travelling overseas on trade missions or visits with representatives of Australian companies, including, but not limited to, full details of the type of information that officials have to report?

(g) Do officials have to report back to the Department of Trade or any of its agencies on the substance of meetings they attend, conclusions and agreements reached, or simply that a meeting took place?

(h) To whom are these trip reports provided?

(i) When officials accompany a company overseas in order to advance that company's commercial interests, who covers the expenses incurred by the officials?

(j) Can you provide full details of all occasions on which the Department of Trade or any of its agencies' officials have travelled overseas with officials of Australian companies on trade missions over the last ten years, including date and length of trip, commercial organisation involved, itinerary and any costs borne by the taxpayer?

Answer

Note:  There is no separately constituted Department of Trade. This answer refers to officials from the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, engaged on trade policy or trade promotion work, and includes input from the Australian Trade Commission (Austrade) on trade promotion work in respect of its employees.  

(a) Requests for DFAT or Austrade officials to accompany or assist trade missions or company visits are made on a case-by-case basis, and are dealt with on that basis.

(b) The decisions are made by the relevant manager, either in Canberra or at an overseas post.

(c) The general criteria include: potential contribution of the mission to Australia’s export effort; specific skills and experience of the officer concerned including ability to address the challenges of doing business in the country concerned; and an assessment of the level of professional advice and guidance required on a case-by-case basis.

(d) Among the forms of assistance they can provide are in-market assessments and briefings, introductions, representational activity, and on-the-ground logistical facilitation and assistance.

(e) Officials on trade missions overseas are bound by the DFAT or Austrade Codes of Conduct.

(f) Reporting requirements depend on the circumstances of the particular visits and meetings, the need for follow-up action, the value of keeping a detailed record, and the links between the visit and wider Post or departmental work. 

(g) See answer to question 9

(h) If reports are provided, they would be to the Head of Mission and/or to the manager of the relevant area(s) in Canberra. 

(i) Costs are normally borne by the department or the Australian Trade Commission.

(j) To provide an answer to this question would require an unreasonable diversion of resources.  
Question 33
Output 1.1.6 Trade Development
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—DFAT officials

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

DFAT Officials on Trade Missions with Australian Companies

(a) Please outline the process which facilitates DFAT or any of its agencies' officials accompanying representatives of Australian companies on overseas trade missions or visits, for example (but not limited to) whether a formal or informal request in made to DFAT by the company, how that  request is process and so forth?

(b) Who makes the decision as to whether DFAT or any of its agencies' officials will travel overseas with representatives of Australian companies on trade missions or visits?

(c) What is the criterion on which such decisions are made?

(d) What type of assistance can DFAT or any of its agencies officials provide while they are overseas with Australian companies on trade missions or visits?

(e) Please provide details of all rules, regulations and directives governing the activities of DFAT or any of its agencies officials what these officials can do overseas?  

(f) Please provide full details of reporting requirements for DFAT or DFAT-agency officials travelling overseas on trade missions or visits with representatives of Australian companies, including, but not limited to, full details of the type of information that officials have to report?

(g) Do officials have to report back to DFAT or any of its agencies on the substance of meetings they attend, conclusions and agreements reached, or simply that a meeting took place?

(h) To whom are these trip reports provided?

(i) When officials accompany a company overseas in order to advance that company's commercial interests, who covers the expenses incurred by the officials?

(j) Can you provide full details of all occasions on which DFAT or any of its agencies' officials have travelled overseas with officials of Australian companies on trade missions over the last ten years, including date and length of trip, commercial organisation involved, itinerary and any costs borne by the taxpayer?

Answer
(a) Requests for DFAT or Austrade officials to accompany or assist trade missions or company visits are made on a case-by-case basis, and are dealt with on that basis.

(b) The decisions are made by the relevant manager, either in Canberra or at an overseas post.

(c) The general criteria include: potential contribution of the mission to Australia’s export effort; specific skills and experience of the officer concerned including ability to address the challenges of doing business in the country concerned; and an assessment of the level of professional advice and guidance required on a case-by-case basis.

(d) Among the forms of assistance they can provide are in-market assessments and briefings, introductions, representational activity, and on-the-ground logistical facilitation and assistance.

(e) Officials on trade missions overseas are bound by the DFAT or Austrade Codes of Conduct.

(f) Reporting requirements depend on the circumstances of the particular visits and meetings, the need for follow-up action, the value of keeping a detailed record, and the links between the visit and wider Post or departmental work. 

(g) See answer to question 9

(h) If reports are provided, they would be to the Head of Mission and/or to the manager of the relevant area(s) in Canberra. 

(i) Costs are normally borne by the department or the Australian Trade Commission.

(j) To provide an answer to this question would require an unreasonable diversion of resources.  

Question 34
Output 1.1.6 Trade Development

Topic: Indonesian bilateral debt

Written questions on notice, 17 February 2006

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) Can the Department please provide an exact figure for the total bilateral debt currently owed by Indonesia to Australia?

(b) Can the Department provide a detailed breakdown of any such debt by category of origin, including details, on:

1. how much of the debt arose out of sovereign loans to Australia, and what years these loans were made?

2. how much of the debt arose by the insurance of Australian exports to Indonesia?

3. Itemized description of products of any export deal so insured, their financial value and the years that they were made?

Answer
(a) As at 28 February 2006, Indonesia owed the Australian Government A$1,165.4 million. This amount includes sovereign (i.e. owed by the Government of Indonesia) and bank debt owed through the Export Finance and Insurance Corporation (EFIC).

(b) 1.  As at 28 February 2006, the amount of sovereign debt owed to EFIC which arose out of loans to the Government of Indonesia was A$1,159.5 million. These loans were entered into between May 1987 and June 1999.
2.  No debt arose from the insurance of Australian exports to Indonesia.

3.  As no export deals were insured, this question is not applicable.  

Question 35
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment

Topic: Human rights – China and Vietnam

Written question on notice, 16 February 2006

Senator Faulkner asked:

In relation to China the department's Annual Report for 2004-2005 states (p. 32, para 2):

"The department continued to seek to influence human rights issues in China through the bilateral human rights dialogue and representations to the Chinese Government".

Further, on p. 97, the report says the department:

"… led delegations to bilateral dialogues with China and Vietnam for frank and constructive exchanges and for identifying areas where Australia can help dialogue partners implement international human rights standards".  

Please provide:

(a) Precise details of which "international human rights standards" Australia is capable of helping the Chinese and Vietnamese dialogue partners implement,

(b) The Australian documents and reports which deal with the specific issues raised by Australia in the dialogues, and

(c) The responses provided by the Chinese Government and the Vietnamese Government as part of the dialogues.

Answer

(a) Australia, as a party to all of the six core human rights treaties – the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRoC), and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman and Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT)—is capable of helping our human rights dialogue partners implement all of the human rights covered by those treaties.
In China’s case it has ratified all these treaties except ICCPR (which it has signed). Vietnam has acceded to all these treaties except the CAT. Australia is able to assist our partners in implementing their obligations under the treaties they have acceded to, encourage them to accede to the treaties they have not yet ratified and encourage and assist them to give practical effect to the human rights covered by the treaties they have not yet ratified.

(b) The details of Australia’s human rights dialogues are confidential as this ensures a relationship of trust and candour between participants. As such there are no public reports of the specific content of the dialogues. However, a media release is issued following the conclusion of the dialogue round, and usually a press conference (in recent years a joint press conference in the case of China) held.  Parliamentarians from the Government and Opposition parties have been invited to join Australia’s delegations to the China dialogue. In 2004 the Government facilitated a meeting between Australian NGO representatives and the Chinese delegation, which led to the Chinese government inviting Australian NGOs to travel to China for further discussion during the 2005 dialogue process.  Details of technical cooperation human rights assistance provided to our dialogue partners are made public through AusAID.

(c) See answer (b).
Question 36
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment

Topic: Human rights—Sudan, North Korea, Cuba and Myanmar

Written question on notice, 16 February 2006

Senator Faulkner asked:

In relation to Sudan, North Korea, Cuba and Myanmar:

The department's Annual Report for 2004–2005 states (p. 97), that Australia had "promoted practical improvements to the international observance and implementation of human rights standards".  

Please provide:

(a) Details, in number and kind, of the practical improvement successes Australia has achieved by means of this promotion activity,

(b) Details of which "human rights standards" Australia is promoting in relation to Sudan, North Korea, Cuba and Myanmar, 

(c) If applicable, how these latter "human rights standards" differ in number or substance from those mentioned under "international human rights standards" in relation to China and Vietnam, and

(d) How these "human rights standards" are applicable in Australia, under what Australian Bill or Charter of Rights, or under what other legislative or administrative provisions?

Answer

(a) The quotation mentioned is from the following paragraph which, in context, is self–explanatory of the practical improvements achieved by Australia:

“At the 61st session of the UN Commission on Human Rights (CHR) the Australian delegation, led by our UN Ambassador in Geneva, promoted practical improvements to international observance and implementation of human rights standards. Australian-run resolutions on good governance and national human rights institutions were adopted by consensus. We won acceptance of improved access to CHR for national institutions. We also contributed to good outcomes on resolutions dealing with the human rights situations in Sudan, North Korea, Cuba and Myanmar, but were disappointed that the Commission failed to take action in regard to egregious human rights abuses in other countries.”

Australian-sponsored resolutions on good governance and national human rights institutions are focused on practical measures designed to improve other countries’ awareness and observance of human rights standards. As noted, our national institutions resolution helped improve access to the Commission for these bodies. Our good governance resolution built on the success of the Seoul seminar on good governance practices, and authorised a follow–up seminar (to be held in Poland later in 2006) on anti-corruption measures in good governance practices. Australia is a significant financial contributor to and supporter of both seminars. 

(b) The details of the particular “human rights standards” Australia is promoting in relation to Sudan, North Korea, Cuba and Myanmar can be found, respectively, in CHR Resolutions 2005/82, 2005/11, 2005/12, and 2005/10, all of which were adopted by CHR with Australia’s support.

(c)
The “human rights standards” promoted by Australia in all forums include those enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in the six core human rights treaties:  the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRoC), and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman and Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT).  

(d)
The Australian Constitution does not incorporate a Bill of Rights. Human rights standards are upheld in Australia through democratic institutions, effective review mechanisms, Constitutional rights and human rights legislation. 

Australia’s democratic institutions that protect human rights include the independent judiciary and the system of responsible and accountable government.

Australia’s democratic institutions are underpinned by the Constitution, the common law and current legislation, including anti-discrimination legislation at the Commonwealth, State and Territory levels. The Constitution protects certain rights and freedoms, including trial by jury, freedom of religious association, and just terms for the acquisition of property, as well as an implied right to political communication. The Constitution guarantees the right to challenge the lawfulness of government decisions, as does the administrative review system.  The criminal justice system requires that those accused of crimes are subject to a fair, transparent investigation and trial process.

The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (HREOC) was established under the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission Act 1986. HREOC’s functions include monitoring the Government’s compliance with human rights standards and investigating human complaints. 

HREOC has a function of inquiring into acts or practices of Commonwealth authorities that are alleged to infringe human rights as set out in specific international instruments to which Australia is a party (including the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief, the Declaration of the Rights of the Child, the Declaration on the Rights of Mentally Retarded Persons, and the Declaration on the Rights of Disabled Persons).

HREOC can also investigate and attempt to conciliate complaints of unlawful discrimination under the Racial Discrimination Act 1975, Sex Discrimination Act 1984, Disability Discrimination Act 1992 and Age Discrimination Act 2004.

Question 37
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment
Topic: UN Oil for Food Program—International legal obligations

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Evans asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) What measures has DFAT or any of its agencies taken to ensure that the Australian Government complies with its legal and procedural obligations under the United Nations Oil for Food Program since that program's inception? 

(b) Please provide full details of approaches DFAT or any of its agencies have made to the UN as to the Australian Government's obligations in respect of any aspect of the administration of the Oil for Food Program?

(c) Have DFAT or any of its agencies prepared any advice as to the Australian Government's obligations in regard to any aspect of the Oil for Food program at any point since that program's inception?

(d) If so, please indicate who requested that the advice be prepared, when was the request made, what was the specific request and to whom was the advice provided.

(e) Please provide details of any other request to DFAT or any of its agencies for advice as to the Government's obligations under the Oil for Food program that is not covered in answer to questions 1—4 above.

Answer

The answer to questions (a) to (e) is as follows:

These matters are before the Inquiry into certain Australian companies in relation to the UN Oil-For-Food Programme.  

Question 38
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment

Topic: David Hicks

Written questions on notice, 17 February 2006

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) In light of the Foreign Minister Alexander Downer’s comments that Australia will not interfere in the process involving David Hicks release from Guantanamo Bay to the United Kingdom, as it is not a matter concerning Australia, can the Department confirm it will not engage in dialogue with the United States at all in that process, even at the request of the United States?

(b) If the Department will engage in dialogue with the United States on that issue, can it confirm that it will not discourage the release of David Hicks to the United Kingdom?

(c) Considering the release of almost all other citizens of Western countries from Guantanamo Bay, including from the United Kingdom, France, Spain, Sweden and Belgium, does the Department know why David Hicks has not been released?

(d) Considering all other countries who have requested the release of their citizens have been successful in their request, has the Australian Government requested David Hicks’ release?

(e) Considering the criticism of the detention and military tribunal process David Hicks has been subject to by the Law Council, the Australian Bar Association and international jurists including British High Court Justice Lawrence Collins, what is the Department’s reason for not actively seeking David Hicks’ release?

(f) Is the Department unwilling to seek David Hicks’ release?

(g) If yes, what are the reasons for this unwillingness?

Answer
(a) – (b)  Mr Hicks' application for UK citizenship is a matter for Mr Hicks and the UK Government.  If asked by the United States Government to comment on Mr Hicks’ application for UK citizenship, we would advise it accordingly.

(c) – (g)  The Government has consistently made representations to US authorities that Australians detained in Guantanamo Bay should be prosecuted or released. Mr Hicks has been charged by US authorities with three offences: conspiracy to commit war crimes, attempted murder by an unprivileged belligerent, and aiding the enemy. These charges arise out of acts allegedly committed by Mr Hicks whilst overseas. Like all Australians that travel overseas, Mr Hicks is liable to the laws of foreign jurisdictions and must expect to face foreign courts if he is charged with a breach of those laws. Military commissions are recognized as a part of United States law and their jurisdiction is set out in the United States Uniform Code of Military Justice. The Government continues to urge the United States Government to ensure that Mr Hicks’ case is resolved as expeditiously as possible, consistent with the interests of justice.  

Question 39
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment
Topic: UN Oil for Food—Cole commission—Notice to produce
Hansard, 16 February 2006, pp. 32–34

Senator Faulkner asked:

(a) What were the terms of the 'notice to produce' received from the Cole commission on 1 December 2005? (p. 32)

(b) On what date was this notice complied with? (p. 33)

(c) In regard to the second and third 'notices to produce' received from the Cole commission:

1. What was the date of each notice?

2. What was the compliance date of each notice?

3. Have the notices been complied with? (p. 34)

Answer

(a)
The first notice to produce received by the Department dated 1 December 2005, is attached.
(b)
The deadline for responding to the first notice to produce was 9 December 2005. The Department sought and received an extension of this deadline until 22 December 2005. The notice was complied with by this revised deadline.

(c) 1.
The second notice to produce is dated 9 January 2006. The third notice to produce is dated 25 January 2006.

(c) 2.
The second notice to produce stated that it should be complied with by 16 January 2006.  The third notice to produce stated that it should be complied with by 30 January.

(c) 3.
The Department complied with the second and third notices to produce within the time frames stipulated by those notices.  

Attachment: Document cited as an attachment is available from the Committees additional estimates 05–06 webpage.
Question 40
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment
Topic: Sparke Helmore
Hansard, 16 February 2006, p. 68
Senator Hutchins asked:

(a) Has the firm of solicitors representing DFAT at the Cole inquiry, Sparke Helmore, represented DFAT before?
Answer
(a) No

Question 41
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment
Topic: International Court of Justice, Australia
Hansard, 16 February 2006, p. 94
Senator Hogg asked: 

(a) Does Australia recognise the compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice?

Answer

(a) Yes. Australia has accepted the compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) continuously since its inception. The terms of Australia’s most recent declaration accepting the jurisdiction of the ICJ, made on 21 March 2002 under Article 36(2) of the Charter of the United Nations, can be found at http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/other/dfat/treaties/2002/5.html.
Question 42
Output 1.1.7 International Organisations, Legal and Environment
Topic: International Court of Justice—Indonesia
Hansard, 16 February 2006, p96
Senator Hogg asked:

(a) Does Indonesia recognise the compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice?

Answer

(a) No

Question 43
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports

Topic: Tallaal Adrey

Written questions on notice, 17 February 2006

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) Can the Department explain why an inquiry to the Kuwait Desk in November about Australian citizen Tallaal Adrey has not yet been responded to?

(b) How long did it take the Kuwait officials to grant Australian consular access to Mr Talaal Adrey, and what were the reasons for this delay?
(c) Given public allegations that Mr Adrey had been subjected to torture, why did a medical practitioner not accompany consular officials when they visited Mr Adrey in May 2005?
(d) With reference to the Parliamentary Secretary for Foreign Affairs (Mr Billson) statement that consular officials, following their visit, had concluded that Mr Adrey was in good health; is it usual practice to rely on the assessment of non‑medical personnel to assess whether an Australian has been tortured?

(e) Can the Department confirm the suggestion made at the estimates hearings of the Foreign Affairs Defence and Trade Legislation Committee on 1 June 2005, that Mr Adrey’s family never asked for a doctor to be taken to assess his health, which contradicts family assertions that such a request was made?

(f) Does the Department deny that a request from Mr Adrey’s family was made?

(g) Given further allegations that a previously healthy 29 year old prisoner arrested at the same time as Mr Adrey died in custody from an alleged heart attack 8 days after his arrest; can the Department confirm whether Mr Adrey has ever been seen by an Australian medical practitioner?
(h) Is the Department aware that a DFAT consular services official confirmed on 11 August 2005 that Somalian prisoners, with whom Mr Adrey shares shackles contaminated with blood, are in fact infected with HIV and Hepatitis C? 
(i) Can the Department confirm the information given at this time that there were five or six HIV positive Somalian prisoners and 'numerous' cases of Hepatitis C?

(j) Is the Department aware that the blood tests on these prisoners were processed in an external facility as the prison services were inadequate?
(k) With reference to Mr Billson’s statement that consular officials did notice some physical evidence consistent with Mr Adrey’s allegation that he had been tortured, what physical condition did the consular officials note?

(l) What steps has the Department taken to investigate Mr Adrey’s allegation that he was tortured? 

(m) Has the Government raised these allegations and sought a response from the Kuwaiti Government?
(n) What steps has the Department taken to ascertain if there is any substance to Mr Adrey’s allegation that a Westerner was present during his torture?

(o) Given that Mr Adrey’s family speak virtually no English: 
1. how have Government officials communicated with them; 
2. has an interpreter been present?

Answer
(a) There is no record of an inquiry having been received by the Kuwait Desk.

(b) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401, tabled on 28 February 2006.  

(c) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(d) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(e) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(f) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(g) He has not been seen by an Australian medical practitioner.  Consistent with normal consular practice, the Australian Embassy Kuwait has ensured that Mr Adrey has received access to medical care.

(h) No.  A report from the Australian Embassy Kuwait following its 10 August visit to Mr Adrey noted that he had said the prison shackles were abrasive, and was concerned that they may carry traces of another person’s blood.
(i) The Assistant Prison Director told the Australian Embassy Kuwait that there were 5-6 HIV cases and numerous Hepatitis C cases, but did not specify the nationalities of those infected.  He said that the HIV cases were confined to an isolation ward.
(j) The blood test was conducted by an external facility as the prison did not have facilities to test for HIV.
(k) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(l) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(m) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(n) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
(o) See answer to Senate Question No. 1401.
Question 44
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports
Topic: Australians imprisoned overseas

Written questions on notice, 17 February 2006

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) Does the Department have a protocol with respect to information sharing with foreign nations for criminal matters involving minors?

(b) Does the Department take any measures to ensure that minors who are Australian citizens are tried as minors in countries who either set an age lower than 18 or do not recognise the rights of minors, in line with Australia’s international obligations under the Convention on the Rights of the Child?

(c) Can the Department outline what the Australian Government does to ensure the prevention of ill treatment of Australians while imprisoned overseas?

(d) Does the Department have a formal protocol for investigating claims of torture made by Australians while in foreign custody?

(e) If not, how does the Department ensure that claims are fully investigated?

(f) For the past 5 years, how many Australians is the Department aware of who allege that they have been tortured outside of Australia?

(g) What is the Department’s response to the suggestion that the previous response by the Department that “Australia does not involve itself in the justice system of sovereign nations” is unsatisfactory given the incarceration, and execution of Australians overseas based on the cooperation of the AFP?

Answer

(a) No.  Information sharing with foreign nations for criminal matters involving minors is a matter for the AFP.  
(b) In the event that an Australian minor was to be tried for an offence overseas, upon becoming aware of the case, consular officers would offer consular assistance to the minor concerned. In appropriate circumstances such assistance may include the making of representations to the relevant State authorities requesting that the child be tried as a minor, and making reference to the country's obligations under the Convention on the Rights of the Child. It should be noted that Australia's obligations under the Convention only extend to minors within its jurisdiction. 
(c) Consular officers endeavour to ensure that the basic needs of Australian prisoners are met, that the prisoners receive humanitarian standards of prisoner welfare, and that Australians imprisoned abroad are treated no less favourably than local citizens confined for similar offences.

(d) In the event that an Australian held in foreign custody made claims of torture, and those claims were of a nature warranting further investigation, Australian consular or diplomatic officials would make representations expressing the Australian Government's concern to the relevant State authorities requesting the matter be properly investigated. The Australian Government has no authority itself to investigate such matters in foreign jurisdictions but will take all appropriate steps to ensure they are properly addressed. 
(e) The Australian Government makes direct representations to the government of the country in question, seeking that the claims be properly investigated.

(f) Allegations of mistreatment or torture have been raised with us in a number of cases over the past five years and we have made strong representations for them to be fully investigated by local authorities.
(g) Longstanding and internationally accepted consular practice, codified in Article 55 of the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations, is that consular officers have a duty not to interfere in the internal affairs of other states, including judicial processes. Issues related to AFP cooperation with other governments on law enforcement matters are a matter for the AFP.
Question 45
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports

Topic: Death Penalty

Written question on notice, 17 February 2006.

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

Australia’s obligations under the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, aimed at abolishing the death penalty. 

(a) Does the Department have any plans to promote the abolition of capital punishment in the region? 

(b) Does the Department convey its objections to the death penalty, in its relations with other countries where the death penalty is imposed.

(c) Does the Department consider it has a role in advocating for the promotion of human rights in the region.

(d) Other than official pardons for clemency, what is the Department doing to prevent the execution of Australian citizens on death row overseas.

Answer

(a) The Government supports international action encouraging states to either abolish the death penalty, or as an interim measure to establish a moratorium on executions. Australia has traditionally co–sponsored and lobbied strongly in favour of resolutions on the death penalty at the United Nations Commission on Human Rights which call upon all States that still maintain the death penalty to establish a moratorium on executions, with a view to completely abolishing the death penalty. Australia has also co–sponsored and been a strong proponent of related resolutions in the Third Committee of the General Assembly. 
(b) It is a matter for the Government to decide if and when it chooses to make representations to other countries on the death penalty in particular cases. The Department does, for example, raise the death penalty in each of our three bilateral human rights dialogues (with China, Vietnam and Iran). The Government will, as a matter of course, make representations on behalf of Australian citizens who are given the death penalty seeking clemency on their behalf. This is consistent with Australia having abolished the death penalty as a punishment on its own territory. 
(c) Yes.

(d) Under longstanding policy, where Australians may face the death penalty overseas the Government looks for early opportunities to advocate to local authorities that they not be executed. In keeping with accepted international practice, we make these representations at the political level, that is, without interfering in the judicial process.  Consistent with Australia’s international obligations, the Government also takes a firm position in opposition to the death penalty in multilateral fora.
Question 46
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports
Topic: Van Nguyen

Written questions on notice, 17 February 2006

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) Can the Department advise what steps were taken to put pressure on Singapore in the case of Van Nguyen?

(b) What constraints did the Department experience in this process?

(c) Does the Department have any suggestions for alternative action that may have been taken?

(d) Can the Department advise as to the impact of visits by Australian Members of Parliament?

Answer

(a) The Government pursued a range of options to persuade the Singapore Government to spare Van Nguyen’s life. It made over 30 representations on Van Nguyen’s case, starting with Senator Ellison on 16 Dec 2002. From that point on, Ministers raised his case with Singapore at senior government to government levels: with Singapore President S R Nathan by the Governor–General, the Prime Minister and Mr Downer and by letter from the Governor–General in December 2004 and in November 2005; with Singapore Prime Minister Lee by a written personal appeal for clemency from Mr Howard on 17 May, by Mr Howard during a visit to Singapore on 1 February, where he also raised it with Senior Minister Goh, by Mr Howard at APEC in November 2004 and October 2005 and at APEC and CHOGM in November 2005; with Singapore’s Foreign Minister, Mr Yeo, by Mr Downer at APEC in 2004 and 2005 and at the Singapore–Australia Joint Ministerial Commission meeting on 22–23 August 2005; by Mr Downer in writing on 25 October and 4 May 2005 and to Mr Yeo’s predecessor, Professor Jayakumar; and with other Singapore Ministers by Mr Downer, Mr Vaile, Mr Ruddock, Mr Williams, Senator Ellison, Mr Billson, our High Commissioner and senior DFAT officials.

(b) None.  All appropriate efforts were made to deal with this case. 

(c) No.  The Government examined every feasible option and followed every practical suggestion to seek to have Van Nguyen’s death penalty commuted to life imprisonment. 

(d) Ultimately the efforts of the Government and Members of Parliament failed, regrettably, to save Van Nguyen’s life. 
Question 47
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports

Topic: E–passport

Written questions on notice, 17 February 2006

Senator Stott Despoja asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) What information has the government published to enable public assessment of the ePassport project?  In particular:

1. what documents are available to explain how it works?

2. what documents are available to explain how it will improve security?

3. what documents are available to explain how it will "help protect Australia from a terrorist attack"?
[ABC news report on Alexander Downer's media conference, Tuesday, October 25, 2005, at http://www.abc.net.au/news/newsitems/200510/s1490342.htm]

4. what documents are available to explain the technical protections implemented in the Australian scheme that prevent access to the data in the chip by devices other than those at Australian border–crossing points? (the government has so far merely provided ICAO references, without the iron-clad assurance that the device and processes are ICAO-compliant)

(b) Were public meetings held in relation to this project? Were public interest groups satisfied with public consultation on this project?  

(c) Did the Department provide information to intending participants that enabled them to understand, and comment meaningfully on, the proposal?  If so, why do public interest groups say the opposite?

(d) What organisations will be authorised to read the data in the chip?

(e) Will the information in the chip be accessible to foreign governments?

(f) What additional data is being considered for inclusion in the chip?

(g) How will Australian border authorities deal with people whose RFID chip is not readable?  Will they be refused entry to the country? How can a person check that their chip is undamaged and functions properly in conjunction with the contents of the magnetic stripe in their passport?

(h) How will U.S. border authorities deal with people whose RFID chip is not readable?

(i) What, if any, independent organisation has assessed and tested the implementation of the protections against third-party access to the data, and what documents have been made publicly available to show that the results were satisfactory?
Answer

(a)
1, 2 and 3.  Documents explaining how the ePassports work, improve security and assist in protection against terrorism are available on the Department’s website at www.passports.gov.au.  A brochure is also available from Passport Offices.

(a) 4.  Basic Access Control (BAC) has been included in the ePassport to ensure that the data on the chip cannot be skimmed by unauthorised readers. Full details of BAC can be found in the ICAO PKI Technical Report which is available on the ICAO website at www.icao.int/mrtd/Home/Index.cfm. ICAO does not provide compliance certification. It is a matter for vendors to ensure their devices are ICAO compliant. The Australian ePassport has been read successfully (and is thus ICAO compliant) on all currently available readers that will be deployed at borders.

(b) Yes. ePassports and the use of facial biometrics were specifically included in the public consultation process in 2005 for the new Australian Passports Act. It is a matter for the public interests groups to advise on their satisfaction with the consultations.

(c) Yes.  See answer to (b).

(d) The data on the chip is the same as that which appears on the data page. This data will be able to be read by the same organisations that have been reading the data page, provided they have the necessary equipment to do so. While no specific authorisations will be required, these organisations will require a specialist BAC–enabled reader to “unlock” the chip.

(e) Yes.

(f) No additional data is being considered for the chip.

(g) In the event that an RFID chip cannot be read the passport will be processed in the same manner as a passport without a chip. Entry into Australia is a matter for the Australian Customs Service and the Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs. It is understood that entry to Australia would not be refused solely because the chip could not be read. Passport holders can check the data on their chip and that it is undamaged and functioning properly at any Australian Passport Office. There is no magnetic stripe on the Australian ePassport.

(h) It is a matter for the U.S. border authorities to determine and provide advice on how they will deal with RFID chips that are not readable. Recent informal discussion with them suggests that their practices could be similar to our own.

(i) Protection against third party access to the data on the chip was subject to extensive testing in the development of the ePassport. Notwithstanding that the same data is already clearly available on the data page special access controls including BAC were introduced. The Government is satisfied with the results of this testing. The Government is not aware of any independent testing or of any public documents that have been made available. The Government would welcome any independent testing and would be happy to discuss any outcomes which might further enhance the integrity of the ePassport.  

Question 48
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports
Topic: Director of Public Prosecutions
Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Ludwig asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) How many briefs have you forwarded to the DPP for 2001–02, 2002–03, 2003–04, 2004–05?

1. How many briefs were returned without action, and how many were actioned?

(b) For each year, what was the average time (as well as indicating the minimum and maximum time in each case) in which it took the DPP to…

1. Bring charges against the accused party

2. Formally bring the matter to a conclusion through either a verdict of guilty or not guilty, the entrance of a nolle prosequi or dropping the charges

3. Return the brief for no further action.
(c) Did the department or agency forward any formal complaints to the DPP regarding the handling of the brief?

1. If so, give details.

(d) Did the department or agency forward any informal complaints to the DPP regarding the handling of the brief?

1. If so, give details.

Answer

(a) No data is available for period 2001-02;

In 2002–2003 6 briefs were forwarded to CDPP;

In 2003–2004 10 briefs were forwarded to CDPP;

In 2004–2005 29 briefs were forwarded to CDPP.

1.  All briefs forwarded to CDPP were actioned.

(b) This information is not available from departmental records.
(c) No.

(d) No.  

Question 49
Output 2.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports
Topic: Media interest

Hansard, 16 February 2006, p. 43

Senator Faulkner asked:

(a) What is the pattern of outside (media) interest in those issues raised at the Cole inquiry that are relevant to DFAT and is a log of this interest being kept?

Answer

(a) Constant.  Media enquiries on all subjects are logged.
Question 50
Output 3.1 Public Diplomacy, Consular and Passports
Topic:  Departmental media release

Hansard, 16 February 2006, pp. 44, 48, 51

Senator Faulkner asked:

(a) When did Mr Downer's office receive a copy of the departmental media release responding to issues raised at the Cole inquiry on 7 February 2006? (p. 44)

(b) Was Mr Vaile's office informed of the departmental media release? (p. 48)

(c) What was the date of the second most recent departmental press release? (p. 51)

Answer

(a) 7 February 2006

(b) Yes

(c) 25 January 2006

Question 51
Output: Enabling Services, Corporate Management (DFAT, AJF, EFIC and ACIAR)
Topic: Hillsong Church

Written questions on notice, 20 February 2006

Senator Ludwig asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

(a) How many grants have you issued to Hillsong Church, its associated corporations and entities?  List name, price and duration of funding by department.

Answer

(a) A search of my department’s accounting system shows that no grants have been issued to Hillsong Church and/or any of its associated corporations and entities known to my department.

Question 52
Output: Enabling Services, Corporate Management
Topic: UNNY position

Hansard, 16 February 2006, p93

Senator Hogg asked:

(a) What are the costs associated with the temporary appointment of an officer to the vacant head of mission position at the United Nations post in New York?

Answer

(a) As was the case between Ambassadors for a period in 1988–89, an officer was temporarily filling the position of Ambassador to the United Nations in New York from 13 February to 18 April 2006. The officer was en route to another assignment as Ambassador to the United Nations in Geneva. The cost associated with this temporary assignment was $24,907.73.
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