Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Legislation Committee

Budget supplementary estimates 2005–2006; November 2005

Answers to questions on notice from Austrade

Question 1 

Topic: EMDG

Hansard pages 76–82
Senators Hogg and Forshaw asked:
Outcome 1

(a) In relation to the EMDG review, if the review’s findings were to be implemented, would costings be available as to what the impact of implementation would be? (p. 76)

(b) Can confirmation be provided of details of the details of Mr Jollie’s contract with Austrade—particularly the per diem and the number of days worked? (p. 78)

(c) What is Austrade’s response to those propositions raised in the context of the EMDG review aimed at increasing the number of EMDG applications and therefore expenditure of the EMDG budget? (p. 82)

Answer: 
(a) The estimated cost impacts of implementing the EMDG review findings are being taken into account as part of the Government’s consideration of the future of the scheme.  However, the costings are indicative only, and therefore not available for public release.
(b) The upper limit of days allowed by the contract with Mr Jollie is confirmed as 70 days. This limit, as noted during the hearing on 3 November (p. 78 refers), was not exceeded.
(c) A large number of proposals were put forward in the context of the EMDG review.  While there were few that explicitly aimed to increase the accessibility of the EMDG scheme, some could be considered to have this effect. Austrade’s response to these proposals (i.e. the ones that might have a significant impact on the number of EMDG applications and therefore expenditure of the EMDG budget) are summarised below.  The Austrade report, Review of the Export Market Development Grants Scheme 2005, provides further details. Relevant page references for the review report are provided.

Overseas visit allowance (pp. 64–65)
Submissions to the review suggested that the daily overseas visit allowance—set in 1991 at $200(is inadequate. Submissions variously suggested increasing the daily rate to $300, $400 or $500 a day.

Austrade’s review report found that, at $200 per day, the overseas visit allowance has not kept up with the costs of overseas visits, and that increasing the allowance to $300 per day would increase the incentive and assistance for visiting overseas markets. 

Principal status and closely related entities (pp. 52–53)
Some exporters—such as intellectual property owners in the information and communications technology (ICT) and biotechnology sectors—use business structures that involve one company owning the intellectual property and another promoting it. Under current scheme rules, these exporters cannot make EMDG scheme claims because the entity promoting the product does not own that product, and so does not meet the scheme’s requirements.

In its review report, Austrade concluded that the principal status requirement is an important scheme element and should be retained. However, Austrade also found that the scheme’s rules could be amended to provide some flexibility in handling emerging export sector applications, including those with high value-added intellectual property content.

Expenses incurred to increase the return on disposal of intellectual property or know-how to a related company (p. 66)
Section 55 of the EMDG Act excludes from the EMDG scheme any expenses incurred by an applicant to increase the return on the disposal of intellectual property or know-how to a related company. Under this rule, applicants cannot receive a scheme grant for their export activities if they are exporting intellectual property or know-how through a subsidiary.

The intent of this rule is to prevent abuses.  However, it was raised in a number of submissions as hindering legitimate export practices. 

The Austrade review report found that Australian exporters of intellectual property export through subsidiaries for legitimate business reasons, and that removing section 55 from the Act would make the scheme more accessible to these exporters.

Eligibility of larger and more experienced exporters (pp. 50–51)
Some submissions proposed that the seven-grant limit be increased; that the income ceiling be raised; that some form of new markets provision be introduced; and that the $150 000 maximum grant amount be increased.  
In its review report, Austrade acknowledged that these proposals may give greater assistance to more experienced exporters. However, Austrade found that the proposals would be of little help to new and emerging exporters and would be inconsistent with Government priorities. 

Approved bodies—inclusion of state/territory and regional bodies (p. 54)
Under the EMDG Act, individual residents of Australia, companies, partnerships, cooperatives, associations and statutory corporations are eligible to apply for EMDG scheme grants in their own right. However, some non–profit peak industry associations undertake generic export promotion of behalf of their members and the industries they represent. Under the current EMDG scheme, they may apply to Austrade for special approval status and apply for grants if the status is approved.

Some submissions to the review suggested that state/territory and regional bodies, including regional tourism organisations, should be eligible for approved body status.  
The Austrade review report noted that including bodies like these would increase scheme costs and encourage industry fragmentation, and did not support the change.
Eligibility of strata titled management companies (p. 55)
Management companies that promote the use of strata title units on behalf of the unit owners cannot claim EMDG scheme grants.  A number of submissions to the review suggested that strata title managers should have access to the EMDG scheme.

In its review report, Austrade found that opening the scheme to strata title managers would increase scheme costs and complexity, because it would mean introducing and administering special eligibility provisions for this group, who are not the principals in export transactions.  The Austrade review report therefore did not support the change.
Eligibility of event holders (p. 55)
The EMDG scheme assists a variety of tourism and related industries with grants to tourism businesses that sell their services to foreign residents or to inbound tourism organisations. After the 2000 EMDG scheme review and consultations with the industry, events promoters (that is, professional conference organisers) were also given access to the scheme.

Some submissions to the 2005 review suggested that events holders—that is, event owners—also be allowed to claim grants.

The Austrade review report did not support the proposal, noting that existing scheme provisions already give access to most tourism and event-related sectors, either directly or indirectly, and flagged the potential impact on scheme demand of extending eligibility to event holders. Moreover, it was noted that some events held in Australia are one-off events that may not form part of a sustained and systematic export drive.
Internal services category (p. 60)
To be eligible for the EMDG scheme, an internal service (a service supplied within Australia rather than overseas) must be listed in current EMDG Act regulations. These regulations specify a range of eligible internal services, including repair, health, film, research and education services.
Several submissions suggested extending the internal services definition. 

In its review report, Austrade did not support the proposal, noting that the economic rationale for supporting the sale of services to foreign residents within Australia is generally not as strong as the arguments for supporting the sale of services to foreign residents outside Australia. Moreover, Austrade noted that some internal service providers may compete with other Australian providers, rather than with foreign suppliers.

Eligible expenses categories (pp. 62–63)
Review input on the eligible expense categories focused on expenses related to intellectual property protection and product labelling, with some submissions calling for the reinstatement of these costs under the scheme. Some submissions also suggested broadening the scope of the overseas representatives category by, for example, making the payment of commissions to overseas representatives eligible.
Submissions also included suggestions for adjusting or expanding the claimable expense categories to include spending on tenders and quotes; export education costs; foreign language training; relatives travelling together; product testing costs; accountancy costs; the costs of developing export strategies; costs of engaging export mentors; the costs of web–based advertising and e-commerce; and, for biotech companies, costs related to international collaboration.
The Austrade review report did not recommend that the proposed changes to eligible expense categories be adopted, noting that the EMDG scheme’s underlying principle is that it provides partial reimbursement of export promotion expenses. Based on this principle, the Austrade report noted that many of the proposed expenses listed above would not qualify.

Eligibility of in–house costs (p. 64)
Section 33 of the EMDG Act effectively precludes applicants from claiming their own in-house costs—that is, the cost of paying themselves or their employees to do export-related work (except for free samples and overseas representation expenses).  
A number of submissions to the review raised this issue, and proposed that a variety of in–house costs be made eligible.
In its review report, Austrade found that this would significantly increase the risk of over-claiming and did not support the change.

Overseas representatives and marketing consultants categories (pp. 66–67)
Under current EMDG arrangements, applicants can claim the expenses of engaging overseas representatives and marketing consultants. Following the 2000 EMDG scheme review, a combined expenditure cap of $250 000 for overseas representatives and marketing consultants was set.

In its review report, Austrade noted the high risk of the potential for over-claiming, associated with these expense categories. The report found that risk management would be improved by:

· separating the overseas representatives and marketing consultants expense categories 

· capping overseas representatives expenses at $200 000 per annum 

· capping marketing consultants expenses at $50 000 per annum.

Expenses for trade with New Zealand (pp. 67–68)
Expenses for trade with New Zealand were excluded from the scheme in 1988. Several submissions advocated that expenses related to trade with New Zealand be reinstated.
Austrade found that, given the scheme’s fixed budget, reinstating expenses related to trade with New Zealand would reduce the scheme’s effectiveness by diverting funds from exporters in more difficult markets to exporters in a relatively accessible market. The Austrade review report therefore did not support the change.
Maximum grant for individual business applicants (p. 71)
Several submissions suggested that the maximum yearly grant of $150,000 available under the scheme is too low.

The Austrade review report did not support increasing the limit, noting that only a small percentage of Austrade’s SME clients actually qualify for maximum level grants. The median grant paid to recipients for the 2003–04 grant year was $22 643 and only 3.7 per cent of recipients qualified for a grant of $150 000 or more.

The report also noted that the current limit of $150 000 was set by the government in 2003 as part of a package designed to target the EMDG scheme to ‘small and emerging exporters—that is, those businesses that most need assistance’.

Maximum grant available for approved bodies (p. 72)
Approved bodies are non-profit, peak industry associations that carry out export promotion on behalf of their members and the industries they represent. Austrade approves these bodies as eligible to apply for EMDG scheme grants.

Because an approved body can assist many firms into export, some submissions suggested they should have more and higher grants than other classes of applicants. As well, some suggested that approved bodies could be exempt from the scheme’s funding cap of $150 000 a year.
In its review report, Austrade found that these changes would increase scheme costs by at least several million dollars per annum, and would also tend to increase scheme complexity because of a need to establish separate provisions for multiple maximum grant rates and for grant amounts outside the normal two–tier payment system. The Austrade report therefore did not support the changes.
Small business access and the $15 000 minimum eligible expenditure threshold (pp. 72–73)
Under the current scheme, firms must spend $15 000 on eligible promotion expenses during a year to be eligible for a grant. (First-time applicants may combine two consecutive financial years expenses to meet this threshold.)
Several submissions suggested reducing this minimum expenditure threshold from $15 000 to, say, $10 000 to improve access to the scheme for firms in the initial stages of export.
Suggestions for improving small business access also included partial reductions in the $15 000 minimum expenditure requirement, for example, by lowering the threshold for the first two or three grants only, or by reducing it within a separate but parallel claims structure for small businesses that had met state/territory government export-ready tests.

The Austrade review report did not support lowering the $15 000 eligible expenditure threshold, noting that such a reduction would significantly increase scheme costs; firms spending less than $15 000 on export promotion sometimes lack the business planning experience and skills needed to be ready for export; and the current threshold ensures that grant applicants demonstrate a material commitment to export through an initial commitment of their own funds.
Non-reimbursable amount (p. 73)
Under the current scheme, firms must spend $15 000 on eligible promotion expenses during a year to be eligible for a grant. This first $15 000 threshold expenditure is not reimbursable. 

Several submissions suggested removing the non–reimbursable amount.
In its review report, Austrade noted that the non-reimbursable amount was introduced in 1990 to reduce program costs and to ensure that applicants made a worthwhile contribution to their own export efforts. The report noted that removal of the non-reimbursable amount could only be considered if the scheme’s budget were increased or other changes were made to the scheme to offset its cost.

Attachment: Response from the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister or Trade, Senator Hon Sandy Macdonald to a question on EMDG from Senator John Hogg. [Separate electronic document.]
Question 2

Outcome 1

Topic: Oil–for–Food program

Hansard pages 65–67
Senator Hogg asked:

(a)
Which Austrade posts provided advice to AWB on OFF issues? (p. 65)
(b)
What was the nature of advice provided to AWB, and by which posts, on OFF program? (p. 66)

(c)
Austrade to provide details of ‘specific times’ on AWB advice (SenHogg, p. 66)

(d)
Can you provide copies of information provided at meetings with AWB; whether they were one-on-one or group meetings, or how the program operated? (SenHogg, p. 66)

(e)
How many contacts in respect of the oil for food program would have been made by other clients? (SenHogg)
(f)
What is the time frame within which information referred to in 4 was distributed (to confirm relevance of advice provided (p. 66)

(g)
Austrade undertook to confirm Amman the post involved (Sen Hogg, p. 66)

(h)
Were there any requests from AWB in respect of service providers…whether legal services or transport services. ‘Wherever they may have felt that there were deficiencies, were there any such requests for Austrade assistance in the oil for food program that operated under UN auspices? (SenHogg, p. 67)

(i)
Is there any current engagement with AWB in seeking export markets? (SenHogg, p. 67)

Answer:
(a)
Which Austrade posts provided advice to AWB on OFFP issues? (p. 65)

The Austrade posts which provided and distributed advice in relation to the Oil for Food Program were Amman, New York and Washington.

(b)
What was the nature of advice provided to AWB, and by which posts, on Oil For Food Program? (p. 66)

From the establishment of the Oil for Food Program, Austrade posts and offices in Australia provided information and export facilitation services to Australian companies in relation to the program.  Austrade advice included the need for strict compliance by Australian companies with relevant UN sanctions and related Australian domestic implementing legislation.

(c)
Austrade to provide details of ‘specific times’ on AWB advice (p. 66)

i.e. , when was advice provided in 2000–2001 period?

Advice was provided on a number of occasions over this period.  

(d)
Can you provide copies of information provided at meetings with AWB; whether they were one-on-one or group meetings, or how the program operated? (. 66)

Refer to (b).

(e) How many contacts in respect of the Oil for Food Program would have been made by other clients?

The OFFP was promoted widely with many companies seeking information on the program. No details of the number of enquiries received were maintained.
(f)
What is the time frame within which information referred to in (d) above was distributed (to confirm relevance of advice provided (p. 66)

Distribution of information for Australian companies in regard to the OFFP commenced as part of the generic promotion of OFFP in May 1996 and continued intermittently throughout the program.

(g)
Austrade undertook to confirm Amman the post involved (p. 66)

The posts involved in promoting the OFFP were Amman, New York and Washington.

(h)
Were there any requests from AWB in respect of service providers, whether legal services or transport services. ‘Wherever they may have felt 
that there were deficiencies, were there any such requests for Austrade assistance in the Oil For Food Program that operated under UN auspices? (p. 67)
Austrade provided minor charged services to AWB on a number of occasions, such as organising taxis.

(i)
Is there any current engagement with AWB in seeking export markets? (p. 67)

Answer: Yes.

Question 3

Outcome 1

Topic: Export market opportunities and promotion

Hansard pages 69–73)
Senator Hogg asked:

(a)
What specific opportunities would you have identified for the Australian marketplace in breaking into the China market? (p. 69)

(b)
Austrade undertook to provide more detail of how export opportunities in China are connected to various Australian states (p. 70)

(c)
Austrade undertook to provide feedback information on success arising from specific China related activities, such as Australian trade events. (p. 70)

(d)
Does Austrade conduct specific promotions in terms of specific sectors—manufacturing, commodities, agriculture and services? What expenditure does Austrade make on each sector? (pp. 70–71)

(e)
Where is Austrade's main focus in its promotion for exporters? Is it focussed on the Asian region or is it fairly diversified in two places such as the US and the EU? Can you give some sort of balance as to how that is apportioned? (p. 71)

(f)
In relation to Austrade presence in India, the figure provided is 23 staff in 6 locations in India. Can you give some idea of what the base might have been 12 months ago? (p. 71)

(g)
The WTO annual publication ‘International Trade Statistics’ released on 27 October 2005 shows Australia’s;’ ‘trade ranking’ to be 46 out of 50 exporting countries. Can you advise what Australia’s ranking was in the same statistics in 1996? What was Australia’s ranking in 2000? (p. 73)

Answer:

(a)
Austrade has identified export opportunities for Australian companies in China in a diverse range of sectors that reflect Australia’s industry supply capability.

Austrade is currently promoting opportunities in China in a number of high priority areas including mining and resources, food and beverages, education, building and construction, automotive, agribusiness, ICT, biotechnology and niche consumer products and services.

The Chinese market continues to expand and consumer buying habits become more sophisticated.  Opportunities are emerging in environmental services and technology, mining equipment and services, arts and entertainment, sports, design and fashion, giftware, pet goods, furniture and marine sectors.

(b)
Austrade attempts to tailor its promotional activities on the industry strengths and capabilities of companies based in the various states around Australia.  

For example in March 2005, Austrade ran a series of “Opportunities for SMEs” seminars for Australian companies interested in doing business in China. The seminars provided information and advice on exporting to China and outlined opportunities in sectors that are particularly relevant in specific states.

Although the typical lead time it takes to convert clients to successful exporters is 18 months, a number of seminar participants have already gone on to achieve export success in China with Austrade’s assistance. Queensland attendees have gone on to achieve exports in the mining and agriculture sectors. NSW and Victoria attendees have achieved export successes in industries ranging from food and beverages to business and finance and ICT. 

(c)
Austrade has organised a number of events in Australia to promote opportunities in China that have lead to successful outcomes for participants.

The “Opportunities for SMEs” seminars held across Australia have attracted a number of clients to the Chinese market. For example, a Victorian company was introduced to a major project vendor in Tianjin by Austrade which resulted in a $30,000 contract for architectural services. An attendee of the Sydney seminar, went on to bid for and win a $5 million construction project in Shanghai with Austrade’s assistance.
The “China Community Seminar” series held in Melbourne and Sydney was aimed at promoting opportunities to the Chinese business community living in Australia. The event was attended by 55 delegates and to date has yielded at least 4 contracts in the education and training sector.
Buyer visits organised by Austrade have been successful at linking Chinese customers with Australian suppliers. Chinese buyers were invited to attend the Fine Food Exhibition in Melbourne in September 2005. Two have subsequently made purchases from Australian companies that exhibited at the show.
(d)
Austrade dedicates resources to industries that offer good prospects for Australian exporters. We have deployed 47 staff in China with specialist industry knowledge whose role is to identify and promote opportunities in key priority sectors including building and construction, services, agribusiness and food, mining and commodities, manufacturing, automotive, marine and environment.

Expenditure is allocated to sectors on a project basis to cover marketing, operational and logistical costs to support events and activities that promote priority industry sectors.


Austrade’s promotional events in China are primarily industry focussed.  A number of activities have been organised to promote Australian capability in key industry sectors.

· Austrade coordinated the Australian national pavilions at “Cosmoprof Asia” and the “Natural Health Fair” exhibitions in November 2005. 48 Australian companies were recruited and 212 buyers from across north and southeast Asia were invited to meet the Australian exhibitors. To date at least 15 Australian companies have achieved sales with further contracts currently under negotiation with other exhibitors.
· Austrade’s China Marine Team coordinated the participation of over 20 Australian companies at the China International Boat Show in April 2005. Industry team members from across China invited customers from other parts of the country to visit the show to meet the Australian exhibitors. As a result of introductions to buyers at the show, Australian companies secured contracts for four vessels and 100 metres of marina pontoons, with further deals expected.

(e)
Austrade determines its promotional priorities by taking into account various factors including the demand for services from our clients, government priorities and policy objectives and markets that present significant and emerging opportunities based on Australia’s supply capability.

Austrade’s priorities for 2005/06 are to increase the international success of both new and established exporters by:

· identifying and promoting opportunities in growth markets such as China and India; 

· ensuring Australian businesses are well-positioned to take advantage of opportunities resulting from free trade agreements in the US, Singapore and Thailand; and

· assisting companies to expand their markets and grow their export value by targeting industry sectors that present significant export potential.

Austrade’s overseas network is divided into four regions—North East Asia (NEA), South East Asia, South Asia and the Pacific (SEASAP), Europe Middle East and Africa (EMEA) and the Americas. Resources are apportioned to each based on how countries within these regions meet the criteria described above:

· NEA has 32 per cent of Austrade’s overseas staff numbers reflecting the fact that China, South Korea and Japan are each top five destinations for Australian exporters. China is also an emerging market which presents significant export and outward investment potential for Australian businesses.

· SEASAP has 26 per cent of overseas staff numbers which also reflects the importance of countries in South East Asia to Australian exporters. Our offices in Singapore and Thailand are focussed on ensuring Australian businesses are well-positioned to take advantage of opportunities emerging from the recent signing of free trade agreements.

· EMEA has 24 per cent of overseas staff numbers who are positioned to service the needs of Australian exporters from a region which spans Dublin to Vladivostok and Moscow to Johannesburg. The Middle East continues to be a growth export and investment destination for Australian companies.

· The Americas has the remaining 18 per cent of overseas staff who are primarily focussed on capturing business related to the US free trade agreement, as well as niche growth opportunities in target industry sectors such as mining in South America.

(f)
The number of staff providing services to clients in India has not changed in the last 12 months, it remains at 23.

(g) According to IMF data, Australia is ranked as the 26th largest exporter in world merchandise trade in 2004. This compares with 25th in 2000 and 21st in 1996.

According to WTO data, Australia is ranked as the world’s 17th largest exporter in merchandise trade in 2004. This compares with 17th in 2000 and 15th in 1996.*
These rankings do not take into account data from 2005 which has shown considerable positive change for Australian exports.  

*Please note that the difference between the IMF and WTO ranking is due to the treatment of intra–EU trade (the WTO includes only extra–EU trade). If EU trade is included, Australia’s ranking was 23rd in 1996, 27th in 2000 and 27th in 2004. 

However, not much can be drawn from these comparisons, except to show that some countries (particularly developing countries) are improving their share of world trade. For example, China has improved its ranking from 12th in 2000 to 3rd in 2004. This is a welcome development for Australia and for the global economy as a whole.

Furthermore, Australia’s export performance should be judged against how we best use our comparative and competitive advantages to best reach our potential.

Question 4

Written question on notice 

Topic: Performance of information technology outsourcing arrangements

Senator Stephen Conroy asked:
1. Please provide details of total departmental/organisational spending on Information and Communications Technology products and services during the last 12 months.

2. Please break down this spending by ICT function (eg communications, security, private network, websites).

3. Was this spending in line with budget forecasts for this 12 month period?

a. If not, please provide details of:

i. The extent that ICT spending exceeded budget forecasts for this 12 month period;

ii. Details of on specific ICT contracts which resulted in department/organisation spending in excess of budget forecasts for this 12 month period;

iii. The reasons ICT spending exceeded budget forecasts for this 12 month period.

4. Please provide details of any ICT projects that have been commissioned by the Department/organisation during the past 12 months that have failed to meet designated project time frames (ie have failed to satisfy agreed milestones by agreed dates).

a. For such projects that were not completed on schedule, please provide details of:

i. The extent of any delay;

ii. The reasons these projects were not completed on time;

iii. Any contractual remedies sought by the Department/organisation as a result of these delays (eg penalty payments).

5. Please provide details of any ICT projects delivered in the past 12 months that have materially failed to satisfy project specifications.

6. Please provide details of any ICT projects that were abandoned by the Department/organisation within the last 12 months before the delivery of all project specifications outlined at the time the project was commissioned.

a. For such abandoned projects, please provide details of:

i. Any contractual remedies sought be the Department as a result of the abandonment of these projects.

ii. Any costs of re-tendering the ICT project. 

Answer:

1.
As supplying figures for the twelve-month period to 4 November would place a significant burden on Austrade’s resources, details are provided for the last standard accounting period, which was financial year 2004–05.
Austrade does not have a single consolidated budget for all Information and Communications Technology (ICT) products and services, incurring ICT expenditure in some posts and state and territory offices. Providing details of the expenditure for each posts and office requires a major commitment of resources. Austrade’s response provides details of ICT expenditure for which Austrade’s Finance and Information Division is responsible. This constitutes primary expenditure on ICT products and services within Austrade and minor ICT expenditure incurred outside this area of responsibility.
Depreciation is excluded from the ICT expenditure calculated as it does not constitute new expenditure.

Property costs are excluded because they are not strictly ICT expenditure.

(i)
2004–05 total Operating expenditure on ICT Products and Services (excluding depreciation and property costs)

$14.7 million

(ii)
2004–05 total Capital expenditure on ICT Products and Services (excluding depreciation and property costs)

$3.1 million

2.
Austrade’s 2004–05 expenditure on ICT products and services by function:

	Function
	Expenditure ($A million)

	OPERATING EXPENDITURE
	

	Web related software & maintenance
	0.3

	All other software acquisition, consultation and maintenance
	2.8

	Telecommunications
	3.9

	Help desk including regional support
	1.4

	Maintenance & support of the standard operating environment
	2.5

	Computer equipment
	3.7

	Support to external agencies
	0.1

	Total operating ICT expenditure by function
	$A14.7 million

	
	

	CAPITAL EXPENDITURE
	

	Software acquisition and development
	2.9

	Computer equipment
	0.2

	Total capital ICT by function
	3.1

	
	$A3.1 million


3.
Operating and capital expenditure for IT services, products and projects were within budget. 

4.
All project timeframes met.

5.
All project specifications met.

6.
No projects were abandoned.

Question 5

Written question on notice
Topic: Order for departmental and agency contracts

Senator Andrew  Murray asked: 

1.
What guidance is provided to staff with responsibilities for contract negotiations specifically about the requirements of the Senate Order? If relevant guidance is not provided, please explain why this is the case.

2.
What training and awareness sessions are provided, either in-house or through other training providers (e.g. DOFA, APS Commission or private firms) in respect of the Order? Please provide a list of the dates, the identity of the training providers and the content of the training that staff attended in 2005. If training and awareness sessions are not provided, please explain why this is the case. 

3.
Has the department/agency revised its procurement guidelines to incorporate the new Commonwealth Procurement Guidelines that took effect from 1 January 2005, particularly with respect to the confidentiality elements contained in those guidelines? If so, when did this occur and can a copy be provided? If not, what is the cause of the delay and when will the revision occur?

4.
ANAO audits for the last three years have revealed a consistently low level of compliance across most agencies with DOFA confidentiality criteria (February 2003) for determining whether commercial information should be protected as confidential. The ANAO's latest report on the Order (No.11 2005–2006, September 2005) states that departments and agencies need to give higher priority with this important requirement of the Senate Order.

· What specific measures have been or will be taken to address this problem, give it higher priority and raise compliance levels?

· What guidance and training are provided to staff about the confidentiality criteria and the four tests employed to determine whether information should be protected?

· What internal auditing or checking is performed to test compliance in this area? If none is performed, why not and is the agency considering the adoption of internal controls and checks?

5.
What problems, if any, has the agency and/or relevant staff experienced in complying with the Senate Order? What is the nature and cause of any problems? What measures have been, or could be, adopted to address these concerns?

Answer:
The following answer has been provided by the Minister for Trade to the honourable senator’s question:

1.
All staff in Austrade’s procurement and legal teams are aware of the requirement of the Senate Order. 

Austrade has a suite of Request for Tender (RFT) and contract templates that contain reference to Austrade’s obligations to report all contracts and which requires suppliers to identify any information they consider confidential within the contract. Compliance with and acceptance of the clause is confirmed during tender evaluation.

Any changes to the standard contract need to be approved by Austrade’s internal legal team. Changes to Austrade’s reporting obligations are not and will not be approved.

2. During 2005 Austrade has conducted training in best practice procurement to staff across its international network.  

In Australia face-to-face training has been provided to staff in Adelaide on 13 April 2005, in Brisbane on 21 March 2005, in Canberra on 22 February 2005, in Melbourne on 16 March and 26 July 2005, in Perth on 22 March 2005 and in Sydney on 10 March and 19 July 2005. This has been supplemented by telephone hook-ups with Darwin and Hobart.

Training for overseas based staff has also been provided at pre-posting workshops, held 3-4 times during the year and to the Europe Middle East and Africa office manager conference held during April 2005.

In addition, awareness sessions have been provided via teleconference to Austrade’s global network of Managers, Finance & Administration (MFAs), who oversee major expenditure within overseas regions.

Training content included the 2005 changes in the Commonwealth Procurement Guidelines (CPG) for Austrade; mandatory rules for conducting tenders; advertisement of contracts awarded on AusTender; role of procurement and contracts management; guidelines for covered procurement; procurement benchmarks and exemptions; contract rollovers; planning and concluding the procurement process; evaluation of submissions; and contract management planning. All training has been undertaken by Austrade’s Procurement and Contracts Management team. 

3.
Austrade updated its Management Policy Manual and issued revised Austrade Procurement Guidelines incorporating the confidentiality elements in January 2005. The Management Policy and the Procurement Guidelines have both been independently audited (internal auditors) to ensure compliance with all CPG requirements. A copy of the guidelines can be provided if required.

As required under the CPGs all RFT and contract documents identify Austrade’s reporting requirements. 

Relevant extracts from the templates are as follows:

RFT TEMPLATE

Unless Austrade agrees otherwise with a Tenderer (Part F), Austrade reserves the right to disclose the contents of all tenders for the purpose of:

conducting the RFT process; or

as otherwise required to any Commonwealth department, agency, authority, Minister, the Parliament or any Parliamentary officer or committee, for the proper performance of their statutory or governmental responsibilities…...

DEED OF STANDING OFFER TEMPLATE

Exception

Notwithstanding clause 22.1, Austrade may disclose Confidential Information of the Contractor if required or requested to do so by any judicial, Parliamentary or governmental committee, member, house, body, agency or Authority.  If appropriate, Austrade must give reasonable notice to the Contractor of the relevant disclosure.

4.

· Austrade will continue to ensure all tender documents and draft contracts contain Confidentiality of Material clauses that comply with the CPG. Any request by a supplier for information to remain confidential will be assessed in light of the tests contained within the guidelines on Confidentiality of Contractors Commercial Information published in February 2003 by the Department of Finance and Administration.

· All staff in Austrade’s procurement and legal teams have been made specifically aware of and given a copy of the confidentiality criteria. 

Austrade’s Procurement Guidelines also include references to transparency and accountability requirements and standard form contracts and RFT documentation include appropriate clauses.

· Austrade has centralised procurement and contract management policy and functions. All tenders require approval before being issued and in accordance with Management Policy, all contracts are to be cleared by the internal legal team before being changed from the standard templates.

An internal audit by KPMG was conducted in early 2005 to ensure all procurement policies and practices are consistent with the Commonwealth Procurement Guidelines. No discrepancies were discovered. 

5.
None.

Austrade is currently examining an enhanced contract management system to streamline the gathering of information and increase the quality of the data captured. This process is expected to be completed in the 2005–2006 financial year. 
Question 6
Written question on notice 
Topic: Cadetships
Senator Evans asked:

In relation to the AUSTRADE Indigenous cadetships:

(1) In 2003–04, and 2004–05, no money was spent under this budget item, from budget allocations of $48, 000 and $30, 000 respectively. Please provide a reason.

(2) The 2005–06 budget allocates $12,111. Can you explain the reason for this significant drop in funding? Please provide a specific breakdown outlining funding per activity and the amount of departmental costs included in that sum.

Answer:
(1)
There were no cadet placements in 2003–04 or 2004–05.
In 2003–04 Austrade was assisting two cadets employed in 2002–03 for transition to permanent full time positions in Austrade’s Brisbane and Melbourne offices. Both indigenous staff members remain employed within Austrade and continue establishing successful career paths. Re-structuring of business operations precluded action of the program and cadetships being offered in 2004–05.

(2)
Due to deferral of 2004–05 cadetships there were no forward expenses into 2005–06. The 2005–06 the figure reflects Austrade’s decision to participate in a portfolio recruitment process led by the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade in October 2005 for an anticipated intake of one cadet on 1 March 2006. Austrade listed position profiles on the Department of Employment and Workplace Relations Indigenous Cadetship website in August 2005 with numerous enquires received. The number of inquiries and calibre of students resulted in Austrade conducting interviews in October and November 2005. Successful interviews have resulted in Austrade offering one cadet position in each of Austrade’s Sydney and Melbourne offices commencing in mid January 2006. The total estimated cost of two cadets from mid January 2005 to 30 June 2005 will be $31,192.76.
102

