QoN 71
SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN CriME COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
How many people have not transferred to the ACC or have left the organisation?  I am seeking figures by programs?

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

All staff who were employed by the National Crime Authority at close of business on 31 December 2002 transferred to the Australian Crime Commission on 1 January 2003.

Following is a list of staff that left the Australian Crime Commission in the period 1 January 2003 to 31 January 2003

	Classification
	Program
	Reason

	Exec Level 2
	Intelligence
	Resignation

	Exec Level 2
	Intelligence
	Resignation

	APS Level 6
	Strategic Policy
	Resignation

	APS Level 5
	Corporate
	Resignation

	APS Level 3
	Corporate
	Resignation

	APS Level 3
	Operations Support
	Resignation

	APS Level 3
	Operations Support
	Move to other APS agency

	APS Level 3
	Intelligence
	Completed Non-ongoing contract

	APS Level 2
	Corporate
	Resignation

	APS Level 2
	Operations Support
	Resignation

	APS Level 2
	Corporate
	Completed Non-ongoing contract
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN CriME COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Please provide a breakdown of ACC staff members employed under the following employment conditions, Australian Workplace Agreement; Certified Agreement (with numbers of APS members and non APS members); Sole contract.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

As at 31 January 2003, the Australian Crime Commission had the following staff:

	Cost Centre
	Ongoing
	Non-Ongoing
	Seconded staff
	Grand Total

	
	CA
	AWA
	Total
	CA
	AWA
	SOH*
	Total
	
	

	Operations Management
	
	2
	2
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	4

	Intelligence
	39
	4
	43
	56
	13
	
	69
	2
	114

	Coordination
	3
	1
	4
	1
	
	
	1
	
	5

	ABCI
	28
	
	28
	3
	
	
	3
	22
	53

	OSCA
	6
	
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	Investigators
	
	1
	1
	3
	4
	
	7
	113
	121

	Investigation Management
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	
	3

	Financial Investigators
	12
	1
	13
	2
	1
	
	3
	8
	24

	Cybercrime
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	
	4
	
	7

	Legal staff
	5
	3
	8
	2
	1
	
	3
	
	11

	Examiners
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	
	3

	CEO
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1

	Operations Support
	36
	2
	38
	12
	
	
	12
	
	50

	Corporate
	36
	7
	43
	22
	7
	
	29
	
	72

	Strategic Policy
	1
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	1
	
	3

	APG
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	5

	
	170
	24
	194
	107
	33
	3
	143
	145
	482


The Australian Crime Commission has no staff who could be described as being on a “Sole Contract”.

* SOH – Statutory Office Holder
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN CriME COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Please provide details of separations from the ACC since commencement as a result of contract expiry and contract termination.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

Staff who separated from the Australian Crime Commission as a result of contract expiry and contract termination during the period 1 January 2003 to 31 January 2003 are listed below.

	Classification
	Program
	Reason

	APS Level 3
	Intelligence
	Completed Non-ongoing contract

	APS Level 2
	Corporate
	Completed Non-ongoing contract


QoN 74

SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
How many pregnancy-related complaints have been received so far this financial year and how do these numbers compare with last financial year.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

Since 1 July 2002 until 14 February 2003 - 245 complaints have been received under the Sex Discrimination Act.  74 (30%) of these complaints allege direct and/or indirect pregnancy discrimination

In the financial year 2001/02 - 399 complaints were received under the Sex Discrimination Act. 116 (29%) alleged direct and/or indirect pregnancy discrimination.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Do you have a breakdown of pregnancy matters that were settled, terminated and resolved?

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

In 2001/02 - 87 complaints relating to alleged pregnancy discrimination were finalised. Of these: 

· 45 (52%) were settled through conciliation;

· 17 (20%) were terminated because there was no reasonable prospect of conciliation;

· 14 (16%) were withdrawn by the complainant;

· 8 (9%) were terminated for other reasons such as, lacking in substance or over 12 months old when lodged; and

· 3 (3%) were closed because they had also been lodged with a State anti-discrimination agency.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following questions at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
With regard to pregnancy related complaints received under the Sex Discrimination Act, please provide details of the number of complainants represented by legal representatives, unions or other advocates and the numbers of unrepresented complainants.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's questions is as follows:

Since 1 July 2002 until 14 February 2003 - Of the 74 complaints received under the Sex Discrimination Act during this period 27 (36%)   are represented, 47 (64%) are unrepresented.

In the year 2001/02 - Of the 116 complaints received under the Sex Discrimination Act 44 (38%) were represented, 72 (62%) were unrepresented. 
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 13 February 2003:
Do you keep statistics on that or do you just have anecdotal evidence?

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

The information for Question on Notice 76 is based on statistical data collected to date. However not all of the ‘received’ complaints have been finalised. Complainants may engage representation later in the complaint handling process. In cases such as these statistical data is updated when the matters are finalised.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
With regard to the Commission’s report into paid maternity leave entitled “A Time to Value”, please advise how many copies were printed and how many distributed.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

There were 2,000 copies of the Commission’s report “A Time to Value” printed and 1,280 had been distributed as at 18 February 2003.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:

How many times has the report “A Time to Value” been downloaded from the Web site?

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

As at 17 February 2003, there had been 574 downloads of  “A Time to Value” from the Commission’s Web site.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

FAMILY COURT OF AUSTRALIA

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Grieg asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Please describe the effect of binding pre-nuptial agreements on decisions of the Family Court – ie. Have such agreements eased or complicated the Court’s decisions or have they had no effect.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

‘Pre-nuptial’ agreements are included in the definition of financial agreements in Part VIIIA of the Family Law Act 1975.  Financial agreements can be made between people who are contemplating marriage, during a marriage or after a decree nisi dissolving the marriage.  These agreements are binding when certain conditions are met.

Financial agreements would come before the Court in two circumstances.  First, if a party applies to have the agreement set aside under the limited circumstances set out in section 90K, or enforced under section 90G(2).  Secondly, they may be relevant to a dispute about property not covered by the agreement.  Otherwise, effective agreements will be unknown to the Court.  

Responses to consultation on this question with judges and registrars in the Court have been that there is no noticeable impact.  It is considered far too early for there to be any discernable trend, as the provisions were enacted less than two years ago. 

A search of the Court’s judgements database has not delivered any decisions on the subject of financial agreements under Part VIIIA.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

FAMILY COURT OF AUSTRALIA

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Please advise which Court registries provide on-line access to the Family Court website within their registry.  Where this capability exists, has there been an observable effect on unrepresented litigants who come before the Court.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

The following Family Court registries provide access to the Family Court of Australia’s web-site and related links only, through stand alone PC facilities:

Adelaide

Brisbane (2)

Canberra

Darwin

Hobart

Launceston

Newcastle

Parramatta

Sydney (2)

The Court is currently looking at expanding this service across all registries.   
With respect to the observable effect of this service, the most important element of the web-site for self represented litigants is the new “Step by Step Guide to Proceedings in the Family Court”.  This was a product of the Court’s “Self Represented Litigants – a challenge” project and was launched in October 2002.  During 2003 the Court will be developing an evaluation strategy for this initiative in the context of all initiatives for self-represented litigants which have emerged from the project.  This will include input from Judges as to observable effects on people who come before the Court.  When this evaluation is available the Court will be able to provide the information requested. However, in the meantime there is anecdotal feedback that the facility is well used and has been well received in the community.  Usage is indicated by the data already provided to the Committee.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

family court of australia

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Subject to availability, please provide a copy of the report to be considered by the Chief Justice’s Consultative Committee regarding strategies to manage the loss of Band Two Court Registrars.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

The Senate is aware of the project the Family Court originally established under the leadership of Justice Brown to develop strategies to manage the loss of Band Two Court Registrars, known as the Mercury project.  Given that the largest area of work undertaken by Band Two Registrars related to applications for interim orders, this was the area of work to which the Mercury project paid attention.  

The project set up a pilot in Melbourne and Hobart to stream applications for interim hearings through the Case Assessment Conference (CAC).   In essence the pilot investigated the potential to use the CAC to determine whether the interim needs of clients could be met by ways other than an interim hearing before a Band Two Registrar.  The pilot also included a number of associated procedural variations aimed at increasing efficiency. 

On 18 February the Chief Justice’s Consultative Committee (CJCC) considered the results of the pilot along with other work the Court has undertaken to better integrate the services delivered to clients along the Court’s entire case management pathway.

All the strategies are still under development and are likely to be implemented in the context of this broader attention to client service in all registries.  They will all be aimed at supporting future Family Court workload and in light of the reduction of Band Two Registrars.

Both projects reported to the CJCC meeting without providing a formal written document.  Oral and powerpoint presentations were made on the basis of the findings of the teams who had developed the relevant strategies.  It is now not expected that there will be formal publishable reports from either project.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

Commonwealth Director of Public prosecutions 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Could you say what conditions were imposed by the Court (Adler bail application)? 

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

1. The defendant to reside at his residential address.

2. The defendant to surrender his passport to the Australian Securities and Investments Commission (ASIC) on the condition that ASIC will return the passport to the defendant if he wishes to travel outside Australia if the defendant gives ASIC not less than 7 days notice prior to departure, gives ASIC a written itinerary and a photocopy of his return ticket. The defendant will return his passport to ASIC within 48 hours of his return to Australia. 

3. The defendant not to apply for any other passports or travel documents.

4. No later than 5 December 2002 an acceptable person to deposit security to the value of $50,000 and agree to forfeit this amount if the defendant does not comply with his bail conditions.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

Commonwealth Director of Public prosecutions 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Are the principles governing bail applications set out in the Prosecution Policy?  

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

The Prosecution Policy of the Commonwealth sets out guidelines for making decisions in the prosecution process.  The Policy contains statements of general principle applicable to all aspects of the prosecution process including bail.  It does not cover all questions that can arise and does not specifically address bail.  

Under operational guidelines on bail the DPP receives information from referring agencies, including as to the circumstances of the offence, the accused’s personal circumstances, the seriousness of the offence, and whether the referring agency expects the offender to answer bail.   

In each jurisdiction the courts make decisions on bail in accordance with legislation and decided cases.  
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT SOLICITOR

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following questions at the hearing of 10 February 2003:

What sorts of arrangements are in place with the AAT, the AIRC, the MRT, the RRT, the Family Court, the Federal Court and the High Court? 

What is the nature of the arrangements in the past 12 months in respect of the cost of fee for service if a service has been provided?

I am advised that the answers to the honourable Senator's question are as follows:

Following consultation with its clients, AGS is able to advise that it has provided services to the administrative bodies of each of the following courts and tribunals over the last 12 months:

a) Administrative Appeals Tribunal

b) Australian Industrial Relations Commission

c) Family Court of Australia

d) Federal Court of Australia

e) High Court of Australia

f) Migration Review Tribunal

g) Refugee Review Tribunal

These services were provided under a fee for service basis whereby AGS accepted instructions from the client and provided services on the basis of those instructions. In no case was there a pre-existing contractual commitment by the client to AGS.

The administrative body of the Family Court of Australia is finalising the development of a panel of legal service providers, of which AGS is to be a member. Engagement will be on a fee for service arrangement through a deed of standing offer.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT SOLICITOR

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Kirk asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
Could you provide the statutory provisions governing provision of services to private individuals by AGS?

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

AGS may provide services to a private individual provided that the provision of services would be within the functions of AGS as set out at section 55K of the Judiciary Act 1903 and:

(a)
the Attorney-General requests AGS to do so under subsection 55N(3) of that Act, or 

(b)
the CEO of AGS so determines under subsection 55N(4) of that Act.

Sections 55K and 55N of the Judiciary Act became operative with the commencement of the Judiciary Amendment Act 1999 on 1 September 1999.

Section 55K
Functions
The AGS has the following functions: 

(a)
to provide legal services and related services to the Commonwealth; 

(b)
to provide legal services and related services to persons and bodies for any purpose for which the Commonwealth has power to make laws; 

(c)
to provide legal services and related services, upon the request of the executive government of a State or of Norfolk Island, to persons and bodies mentioned in subsection 55N(2); 

(d)
to provide legal services and related services to the Territories; 

(e)
to perform any function conferred on it by this Act or any other Act; 

(f)
to do anything incidental to any of its functions.

Section 55N
Persons and bodies for whom the AGS may provide services
(1)
In performing its functions, the AGS may provide services to the following: 

(a)
the Commonwealth; 

(b)
a person suing or being sued on behalf of the Commonwealth; 

(c)
a Minister of the Commonwealth; 

(d)
a body established by an Act or regulations or by a law of a Territory; 

(e)
an officer of, or a person employed by: 

(i)
the Commonwealth; or 

(ii)
a body established by an Act or regulations or by a law of a Territory; 

(f)
a person holding office under an Act or a law of a Territory; 

(g)
a member of the Defence Force; 

(h)
a company in which the Commonwealth has a controlling interest 
(including a company in which the Commonwealth has a controlling interest through one or more interposed Commonwealth authorities or Commonwealth companies); 

(i)
a person who has at any time been a person referred to in paragraph (c), (e), (f) or (g). 


Note: For Territory see subsection (5). 

(2)
In performing its functions, the AGS may provide services to the following
persons and bodies if the AGS receives a request to do so from the executive
government of the State concerned or of Norfolk Island (as the case requires): 

(a)
a State or Norfolk Island; 

(b)
a person suing or being sued on behalf of a State or of Norfolk Island; 

(c)
a Minister for a State or a member of the Government of Norfolk Island; 

(d)
a body established by a law of a State or of Norfolk Island; 

(e)
a person employed by: 

(i)
a State or Norfolk Island; or 

(ii)
a body established by a law of a State or of Norfolk Island; 

(f)
a person holding office under a law of a State or of Norfolk Island; 

(g)
a company in which a State or Norfolk Island has a controlling interest (including a company in which the State or Norfolk Island has a controlling interest through one or more interposed State or Norfolk Island authorities or State or Norfolk Island companies). 


Note: For State see section 55I. 

(3)
The AGS may provide services to a person or body, or class of persons or bodies, not referred to in subsection (1) or (2) if: 

(a)
the Attorney-General requests the AGS to do so; and 

(b)
to do so would be within the functions of the AGS. 

(4)
The AGS may provide services to a person or body, or class of persons or bodies, not referred to in subsection (1) or (2) if: 

(a)
the CEO so determines; and 

(b)
to do so would be within the functions of the AGS. 

(5)
In this section: 

Territory does not include the Australian Capital Territory, the Northern Territory or Norfolk Island.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT SOLICITOR

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following question at the hearing of 13 February 2003:
Were requests for representation made by the individuals or by the Office of the Employee Advocate?  

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

Following consultation with its client, the Office of Employment Advocate (OEA), AGS is able to advise that Messrs Carson and Lyten made the requests to the OEA.  The OEA subsequently instructed AGS to act for the Employment Advocate and Messrs Lyten and Carson in this matter.
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN CUSTOMS SERVICE 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following questions at the hearing of 10 February 2003:

Could you provide PMC revenue for 2001-02 and monthly revenue figures for the period since 30 June 2002?  Can you provide a breakdown by airlines?

I am advised that the answers to the honourable Senator’s questions are as follows:

PMC revenue collected during 2001/02 was $283.64m

The breakdown for PMC revenue collected by month for the period since July 2002 is as follows: 

Month

Amount $

	July
	    42,898,313 

	August
	      5,108,936 

	September
	    45,106,928 

	October
	      7,393,517 

	November
	    40,691,603 

	December
	      6,802,482 

	January
	    47,341,433 

	Total
	   195,343,212 


PMC collected by airline for the 2001/02 financial year. 

	AIRLINES
	 AMOUNT $

	AEROLINEAS ARGENTINAS
	        278,350.00 

	AIR CALEDONIE INTERNATIONAL
	     1,122,768.00 

	AIR CANADA
	     2,732,343.00 

	AIR CHINA
	     1,651,062.00 

	AIR FRANCE
	           6,346.00 

	AIR MAURITIUS
	        453,982.00 

	AIR NAURU
	        192,110.00 

	AIR NEW ZEALAND
	   28,369,058.00 

	AIR NUIGINI
	     1,454,368.00 

	AIR NORTH
	        744,182.00 

	AIR PACIFIC
	     2,752,998.00 

	AIR VANUATU
	        990,978.00 

	ANSETT AIRLINES
	     1,112,191.00 

	ASIANA AIRLINES
	     2,027,602.00 

	BRITISH AIRWAYS
	     8,143,636.00 

	CANADA 3000
	         73,620.00 

	CATHAY PACIFIC
	   10,597,756.00 

	CHINA AIRLINES
	     1,338,392.00 

	CHINA EASTERN
	        935,276.00 

	CHINA SOUTHERN
	     1,123,130.00 

	CONTINENTAL AIRLINES
	        390,802.00 

	EGYPT AIR
	        607,922.00 

	EMIRATES
	     4,142,844.00 

	EVA AIRWAYS
	     1,140,638.00 

	FLIGHT WEST
	         13,490.00 

	FREEDOM AIR
	     4,753,872.00 

	GARUDA INDONESIAN
	     7,128,940.00 

	GULF AIR
	     1,136,850.00 

	HEVILIFT
	        140,234.46 

	JAPAN AIRLINES
	   11,750,210.00 

	KOREAN AIR
	     4,059,964.00 

	LAUDA AIR
	     2,184,116.00 

	MALAYSIAN AIRLINES
	   14,838,738.00 

	MERPATI NUSANTARA
	           2,400.00 

	MILNE BAY AIR
	         71,248.60 

	NATIONAL JET
	         38,116.00 

	OLYMPIC AIRWAYS
	        969,722.00 

	PHILIPPINE AIRLINES
	        988,088.00 

	POLYNESIAN AIRLINES
	        355,035.00 

	QANTAS AIRWAYS
	   94,816,848.00 

	ROYAL BRUNEI AIRLINES
	     1,848,016.30 

	ROYAL TONGAN AIRLINES
	         39,142.23 

	SINGAPORE AIRLINES
	   33,612,808.00 

	SOLOMON AIRLINES
	        260,000.00 

	SOUTH AFRICAN AIRWAYS
	     1,646,950.00 

	SRILANKAN AIRLINES
	        134,686.00 

	THAI AIRWAYS
	   10,648,622.00 

	UNITED AIRLINES
	     8,722,918.00 

	VIETNAM AIRLINES
	     1,332,608.00 

	VIRGIN ATLANTIC AIRWAYS
	        253,284.00 

	
	

	Total PMC Collected for Airlines 2001-02
	 274,129,260.59 


PMC collected by airline for 2002/03 financial year to 31 January 2003

	AIRLINES
	 AMOUNT ($) 

	AEROLINEAS ARGENTINAS
	        432,326.00 

	AIR CALEDONIE INTERNATIONAL
	        700,738.00 

	AIR CANADA
	     1,839,580.00 

	AIR CHINA
	     1,019,770.00 

	AIR MAURITIUS
	        300,510.00 

	AIR NAURU
	        126,266.00 

	AIR NEW ZEALAND
	   17,856,048.00 

	AIR NIUGINI
	        697,072.00 

	AIR NORTH
	        413,926.00 

	AIR PACIFIC
	     2,011,097.10 

	AIR VANUATU
	        714,742.00 

	ASIANA AIRLINES
	     1,347,898.00 

	AUSTRALIAN AIRLINES
	     1,403,530.00 

	BRITISH AIRWAYS
	     5,927,162.00 

	CATHAY PACIFIC
	     8,254,038.00 

	CHINA AIRLINES
	        735,440.00 

	CHINA EASTERN
	        524,570.00 

	CHINA SOUTHERN
	        825,890.00 

	CONTINENTAL AIRLINES
	        274,656.00 

	EGYPT AIR
	        145,426.00 

	EMIRATES
	     3,598,654.00 

	EVA AIRWAYS
	        812,774.00 

	FREEDOM AIR
	     4,203,978.00 

	GARUDA INDONESIAN
	     4,915,870.00 

	HEVILIFT
	         77,046.00 

	JAPAN AIRLINES
	     9,126,760.00 

	KOREAN AIR
	     2,654,032.00 

	LAUDA AIR
	     2,296,506.00 

	MALAYSIA AIRLINES
	   10,406,460.00 

	MILNE BAY AIR
	         36,530.90 

	NATIONAL JET
	         34,276.00 

	OLYMPIC AIRWAYS
	        445,658.00 

	PHILIPPINES AIRLINES
	        670,586.00 

	POLYNESIAN AIRLINES
	        203,604.00 

	QANTAS AIRWAYS
	   71,881,305.00 

	ROYAL BRUNEI AIRLINES
	     1,422,951.30 

	ROYAL TONGAN AIRLINES
	         11,438.00 

	SINGAPORE AIRLINES
	   19,841,020.00 

	SINGAPORE AIRLIENS CARGO PTY LTD
	           2,736.00 

	SOLOMON AIRLINES
	        205,960.00 

	SOUTH AFRICAN AIRWAYS
	     1,179,908.00 

	THAI AIRWAYS
	     8,638,904.00 

	UNITED AIRLINES
	     4,835,690.00 

	VIETNAM AIRLINES
	        830,870.00 

	VIRGIN ATLANTIC AIRWAYS
	        154,774.00 

	
	

	Total Airline Collections
	 194,038,976.30 


In addition to the amounts collected from airlines there are amounts collected from sea passengers and charter, itinerant and military aircraft. 
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SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN CUSTOMS SERVICE 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator Ludwig asked the following questions at the hearing of 10 February 2003:

Is there a break-up of where the 460 people put on under the quarantine initiative are now located and the tasks that they are assigned to?  What turnover has there been amongst those new employees since the program started?

I am advised that the answers to the honourable Senator’s questions are as follows:

A figure of 467 Customs staff performing IQI functions was provided to Senate Estimates in January 2002.  The staff were distributed between the regions in the following manner:

NSW 

220

Vic

  85

Qld

  97

SA

  16

WA

  36

NT

    6

ACT

    7

The additional staff were required for increases in Customs activity arising from the IQI initiative.  Staff recruited under the IQI initiative were deployed across a range of border processing activities including cargo, postal centres, airports and administrative support. 

Customs officers are deployed in a range of border intervention activities that support the IQI initiative and create additional workload components.  For this reason, movement of individual employees recruited during the IQI initiative has not been closely monitored. 

National turnover of new Customs officers recruited during 2001/02 following the introduction of IQI is calculated at 11%.  

QoN 90
SENATE ESTIMATES COMMITTEE

AUSTRALIAN cUSTOMS SERVICE

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Senator LUDWIG asked the following question at the hearing of 10 February 2003:
What additional equipment can you identify that was purchased as a consequence of the quarantine intervention.  Where is the equipment installed or, if it was not installed, what the nature of the equipment is and where it is kept.

I am advised that the answer to the honourable Senator's question is as follows:

As a consequence of the quarantine intervention Customs purchased 18 static x-ray units and 1 new mobile x-ray van.  The purchases were coordinated with AQIS, so that common technology was deployed wherever possible.  The mobile x-ray van was bought as part of an upgrade of Customs existing fleet of nine mobile vans, bringing the total to ten.

Mobile vans are deployed at all capital cities and in Cairns. The static machines are part of a total of 55 static x-rays deployed in air cargo depots, airports and postal centres throughout mainland Australia (Customs currently has over 80 x-ray machines, ranging from container and pallet x-rays to cabinet x-rays). 

