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Question:261

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice
Senator Schacht asked:
Who prepared the initial business plan? Did it reflect the basis of NTN funding?

How was it reviewed to ensure soundness and sustainability? Was the business plan followed?

Who (and how) reviewed the level of capital funding to ensure its adequacy?

Answer:

Representatives of the Greater Green Triangle Region Association (GGTRA) prepared an initial business case supporting the establishment of a regional telecommunications entity.  The business case for the regional telco was one of the elements considered before funding was approved.

GGTRA sought funding from NTN for certain network infrastructure.  The GGTRA business case indicated that other sources of funding would support the operating costs of Green Phone Inc.  PriceWaterhouseCoopers reviewed the business case supporting the provision of NTN funding of $1.4m for certain network infrastructure.  Note, however, that the funding recipient was the GGTRA.  Full details of Green Phone’s financial activities will need to await the liquidator’s report.

As noted above, the grant recipient was GGTRA and the NTN funding related only to the provision of certain network infrastructure for the regional telco.  The issue of working capital for the regional telco was a matter for the local governments who were intending to participate.
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Question:262

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Was the appointment of a Chief Executive and other officers free of potential conflict of interest and conducted appropriately?

Were the qualifications of management, staff and Board members reviewed to ensure they were capable of performing their duties successfully?

Were Board members required to sign confidentiality agreements? If so, why (and by whom)?

Answer:

At the time the Chief Executive Officer was appointed, Green Phone Inc was not the applicant for NTN funding.  Therefore, the Department has no knowledge of the processes used to select the CEO.

As noted above, Green Phone Inc was not the applicant for NTN funding.  The grant for $1.4m for network access points was with the Greater Green Triangle Region Association.  The Association has a strong track record in fulfilling grants from the Commonwealth, including from the NTN Program.

The Department has no knowledge as to whether Board members signed a confidentiality agreement.
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Question: 263

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Were satisfactory business and management systems implemented in the development and operation of Green Phone Inc., including required reporting and acquittals?

Were sound business practices applied in selecting major suppliers to the project?

Answer:

Full details of the business and management systems implemented in the development and operation of Green Phone will not be available until the liquidator’s report is made public.

Full details of the processes used by Green Phone to select major suppliers will not be available until the liquidator’s report is made public.
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Question: 264

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

When did alarm bells first ring in the Commonwealth that a situation was developing that required the appointment of an administrator?

On what basis, by whom, and on what terms were the administrator and liquidator appointed? Will the liquidator investigate issues of legality as well as financial matters? Are all bodies cooperating with the Liquidator’s enquiries?

Answer:

The Green Phone Management Committee first sought additional funding to assist to overcome the cashflow problems being experienced by Green Phone at a meeting on 30 August 2001.  It was these cashflow problems that led to the appointment of an Administrator some 2 months later.

The Committee of Management appointed the administrator for Green Phone on 1 November 2001.  The creditors, at a meeting on 12 December 2001, subsequently appointed the liquidator.  The South Australian Office of Consumer and Business Affairs has advised that the liquidator’s report will cover both financial and regulatory and operational aspects of Green Phone’s business.  As far as the Department is aware, all parties involved with the liquidation of Green Phone are cooperating with the liquidator.
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Question: 265

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked: 

Who owns Green Phone Inc.? How can it be that there is so much confusion about who owns what and who is owed how much?

Answer:

The Department understands that Green Phone had the following legal structure:

· Green Phone Inc would be owned by the Green Phone Unit Trust.  The Management Committee for the Green Phone Unit Trust would also be the Board of Green Phone Inc; and

· there would be two unit holders in the Green Phone Unit Trust, one being the South East Local Government Association (SA) Inc and the other a company to be owned by the participating Victorian councils.

The Department understands that SELGA took up its unit.  Action to allow the Victorian council’s involvement was not completed at the time of the failure of Green Phone.
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Question: 266

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Precisely what have been the roles of SEEDB (South East Economic Development Board, now the Limestone Coast Regional Development Board), SELGA (South East Local Government Association), GGTRA (Greater Green Triangle Regional Association) and their officers in the establishment and ongoing operations of Green Phone Inc.?

Answer:

The GGRTA was responsible for the development of the Green Phone concept.  The SEEDB (now LCRDB) is a member of GGTRA as is SELGA.  SELGA became formally involved because it was the vehicle used by the South Australian Councils to facilitate their involvement in Green Phone.
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Question: 267

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice:

Senator Schacht asked:

Why did a community telecommunications initiative in the Coorong area succeed and Green Phone Inc. fail?
Answer:

The precise reasons for Green Phone’s failure will not be known until the Liquidator presents his report.  At this stage, the Department is not in a position to draw conclusions about factors affecting the outcomes of the two projects.
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Question: 268

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice:

Senator Schacht asked:

Is Local Government (and ultimately the ratepayers) responsible for the debts of Green Phone Inc.?

Answer:

The Department is not in a position to comment on who may be responsible for the debts of Green Phone ahead of the liquidator’s report.
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Question: 269

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Did SELGA go to each individual council to get authority to commence Green Phone Inc?

Are individual council documents available minuting each council’s commitment to the enterprise called Green Phone Inc?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to these matters.
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Question: 270

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Does the research document in regard to the Community Ownership Model exist? 

Answer:

It is difficult to be certain about which “research document” is being referred to.  The business case researched and developed by GGTRA addressed the community ownership structure.
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Question: 271

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Did SELGA ever go to each individual council to get authority to borrow $175,000 for the acquisition of South East On-line?

By whose authority was SEOL on-transferred to Green Phone Inc?

Can the Commonwealth explain the discrepancy found in the balance sheets regarding SEOL costs?

Answer:

The Department has been advised that South East Online (SEOL) was an existing private ISP operating in the South East of South Australia.  As the purchase of SEOL by Green Phone was undertaken as a commercial acquisition on behalf of SELGA and, as NTN funds were not sought to undertake the purchase, the Department does not have information on processes used to obtain approval to undertake the purchase, or the terms of the purchase.

Outcome 2, Output 2.1





Question: 272

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

The Rules of Green Phone Inc states that the affairs of the Association shall be managed and controlled exclusively by a Committee.  Why was the establishment of this committee delayed for 10 months?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to this matter.
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Question: 273

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

SELGA is a Unit Trust Holder and does not own Green Phone Inc so why did it resolve to change Green Phone Inc corporate status and appoint its President as the Corporate Member?

Did SELGA, as a creditor, have a signed authority over Green Phone Inc?

If authority over the administration affairs of the Committee of Management of Green Phone Inc existed were all creditors of Green Phone Inc notified of the authority contractual arrangements, effectively giving administrative control of Green Phone Inc to SELGA and/or its appointees?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to these matters.
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Question: 274

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Did Marconi have a preferred creditor contract with Green Phone Inc?

Did Green Phone Inc notify other creditors including the Commonwealth of its strategic alliance with Marconi favouring Marconi in the event of a Green Phone Inc receivership?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to this matter.

The Department has not received notification in these terms.
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Question: 275

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Is it correct that Green Phone Inc conducted business and presented its business without a Committee of Management?  Was Green Phone Inc, the Commonwealth and its creditors made aware of the legal implications of such conduct as per Associations Act 1985 – Corporations Act 1990?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to this matter.
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Question: 276

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Did Green Phone Inc use the ringing endorsements it received from Mitch Williams (Liberal) and Rory McEwen (Independent), other Members of Parliament, and the fact that it was run by SELGA, to gain advantage and funding?

Answer:

The application for NTN funding came from the GGTRA.  See question 238 for a list of those who provided written support for this funding.  The Department has no information in relation to any actions undertaken by Green Phone itself in relation to any funding or “advantage”.
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Question: 277

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Did Green Phone Inc in a fee-for-service contract ask a Mr King to approach the Commonwealth for more funding in full knowledge that its financial position was un-auditable and unavailable to a Committee of Management?

(b) Was the approach to the Commonwealth for top-up Green Phone Inc funding made in full appreciation that Green Phone Inc was trading while allegedly insolvent and without a Committee of Management?

(c) Is it true that the Commonwealth was ready to assist with a top-up package of $500,000 but declined on learning that no up-to-date accounts were kept by Green Phone Inc and that Green Phone Inc was probably insolvent as early as June 2001?

Answer:

(a) No information is available to the Department in relation to this matter.

(b) Members of the Committee of Management made the approach for top-up funding.  The request was couched in terms of a need to address cashflow difficulties.  The issue of whether or not the entity was trading when insolvent will need to await the liquidator’s report.

(c) No.
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Question: 278

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Is the Commonwealth aware that SELGA by its actions in the affairs of Green Phone Inc and by seemingly to intentionally mislead the Committee of Management those Members of the Committee of Management may seek substantial redress from SELGA for interference?

(b) Is the Commonwealth aware that SELGA by its interference in the affairs of Green Phone Inc. that they as a creditor of Green Phone Inc placed at risk each and every other creditor, who may seek substantial remedy?

(c) Was the Commonwealth aware of questions seeking assurances of liquidity of Green Phone Inc as early as March 2001, and before the Committee of Management was appointed, and that questions right up to the appointment of an Administrator may be actionable because SELGA knew all along of the precariousness of the viability of Green Phone Inc business?

Answer:

(a) & (b).  No information is available to the Department in relation to these matters.

(c) No.
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Question: 279

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

In consideration of a seemingly non-viability of Green Phone Inc, and claims by Members of the Committee of Management that little information was ready for the Committee to act upon, it is alleged that vital information about the precarious condition of Green Phone Inc affairs was deliberately and with design kept from the Members of the Committee of Management.  Is this the case?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to this matter.
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Question: 280

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Marconi Australia Pty Ltd informed the Administrator that the bulk of the equipment with Green Phone Inc was their possession.  Where is this equipment now?

(b) The 19 NAPs were established and announced according to media releases.  Where is this NAP equipment now?

(c) If more than $1.6 million went to the NAP infrastructure and Marconi claims of $1,312,719 are added, where are property, plant and equipment worth $3 million?

(d) Is the Commonwealth aware that the Administrator is incapable of dealing with winding up the affairs of Green Phone Inc due to the property, plant and equipment having gone missing?

Answer:

(a) The Department understands that the Liquidator, following legal advice, has agreed that Marconi retains title to the Network Access Points.  He has asked them to recover the equipment and they agreed to remove the equipment by 8 March 2002.

(b) There are 26 NAPS.  Refer to answer above for location.

(c) The NTN grant totalled $1.4m for 26 NAPS.

(d) The Department understands that the Liquidator is proceeding with his responsibilities.  The Department is not aware that he has indicated that any property, plant or equipment has gone missing.
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Question: 281

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Is the Commonwealth aware that Marconi Aust Pty Ltd has lodged a preferential claim with the Administrator?  Has the Administrator received any other claims of preferential creditor status from any other creditors?

Answer:

The Department understands that the Liquidator, following legal advice, has agreed that Marconi retains title to the Network Access Points. and that to recover the equipment and they agreed to remove the equipment by 8 March 2002.  The Department is unaware whether any other preferential claims have been received.
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Question: 282

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Was Commonwealth approval sought before the registration of the new business enterprise?

Answer:

Commonwealth approval was not required before the new business entity was registered.
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Question: 283

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Is the Commonwealth aware whether the necessary documents of Charter were published and Gazetted as per direction of Schedule 2, Clause 17, section 2 of the Local Government Act 1999 (SA)?

(b) The constituent councils must prepare a charter.  Was this done?

(c) Does the Commonwealth have a copy of the Charter pertaining to Green Phone Inc and can it be tabled?

(d) Does the Commonwealth have evidence to show the correct procedures were followed in the forming of Green Phone Inc and the authorship of its Charter?

Answer:

(a) & (b)  No information is available to the Department in relation to these matters.

(c) The Department does not have a copy of the Charter.

(d) The first NTN grant was with the GGTRA.  Green Phone became a grant recipient only after it had been formed and hence the Department has no information about the procedures relating to its formation.
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Question: 284

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) The GGTRA received $50,000 from Networking the Nation to fund a study.  Who was the consultant appointed to do this study?

(b) By what criteria was the consultant appointed?

(c) What credentials were advanced by the consultants?

(d) Where is the consultant’s report now?

(e) Why has this report and its observations, findings, reasoning, and recommendations not been made public?

(f) Is the consultant of this report insured against possible class action?

(g) Is the Commonwealth aware that on receipt of the consultant’s multi-staged plan, was any document signed by the GGTRA protecting the report’s authors from class action in the event that the advice and recommendations in the report were found to be in error, misleading, explicitly at variance with the SA Local Government Act 1999, or imprudent?

Answer:

(a) The consultancy was awarded to Motorola/Maxi Marketing.

(b)&(c) The consultant was appointed by the GGTRA.  The Funding Deed with the GGTRArequired that the GGTRA follow an open and transparent selection process.

(d) A copy of their report is held by the NTN Secretariat.

(e) This question is more appropriately directed to the GGTRA

(f)&(g) No information is available to the Department in relation to these matters.
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Question: 285

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Was Green Phone Inc a significant business enterprise?

Answer:

Green Phone would not be a significant provider of telecommunications services on a national scale.
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Question: 286

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

To what extent was competitive neutrality envisaged?

Answer:

This project was funded under the Building Additional Rural Networks (BARN) element of the NTN program.  BARN will support the development and implementation of innovative telecommunications and IT infrastructure and services in regional Australia including among others, the development of new market models for delivery of regional communications services.
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Question: 287

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Would the customer base projection of Green Phone Inc of 100,000 subscribers be deemed a significant business?

Answer:

The Greater Green Triangle Region Association received Commonwealth funding assistance for Green Phone because the model Green Phone represented, of a community-owned regional telecommunications entity, was consistent with the Guidelines for the Building Additional Rural Telecommunications (BARN) program.  In particular, it represented an innovative solution to enhancing the competitive supply of telecommunications services in rural Australia.  With a subscriber base of 100,000, it would not be a significant provider of telecommunications services on a national scale but it offered a new model for competitive services at the regional level.
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Question: 288

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Taking into account the subsidised enterprise of Green Phone Inc and the selection criteria to be satisfied, where then are the 100,000 new subscribers coming from if it competes in a marketplace of many established providers of the same services?

What experience has SELGA to enter into a TELCO business? 

Answer:

They would comprise some new customers and some people and organisations previously customers of other providers.

As SELGA was not the applicant for the funding, the Department is not aware of its qualifications.
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Question: 289

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

On entering into a binding contract, did SELGA brief member councils, allow members councils time to consider their position and vote on the matter in question?

Is the Commonwealth aware of a proper robust debate conducted among councils regarding entering into a competitive arena with a business backed by ratepayers’ guarantees and government largesse?

Answer:

No information is available to the Department in relation to this matter.

The Department is not aware of the level or standard of debate undertaken amongst the Councils.
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Question: 290

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) The original Internet Exchange was a type of community ownership model of indifferent performance according to the Case Study.  Who advised that the Green Phone Inc model would perform any better?

(b) Who negotiated the purchase of SEOL ISP?

(c) What qualifications did that person have to make an informed judgement?

(d) Was the purchase of SEOL for all assets of SEOL ISP?

(e) What exactly did SELGA buy when purchasing SEOL?

(f) How much was paid for the ‘goodwill’?

(g) It is alleged that the goodwill was set at $70,000.  Is this correct?

(h) Was the C Class license a part of the purchase of SEOL?

(i) What assets of SEOL were retained by a Mr Tony Owen?

Answer:

(a) It is not clear what Case Study is being referred to.

(b) The Department has been advised that the purchase of SEOL was negotiated, on behalf of the South East Local Government Association (SELGA), by representatives of the Limestone Coast Regional Development Board and Green Phone Inc.
(c)–(i)  As the purchase of SEOL was undertaken as a standard commercial acquisition on behalf of SELGA and as NTN funds were not sought to undertake the purchase, the Department does not have information on the terms of the purchase. 
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Question: 291

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) The Points of Presence already in place in the region were publicly funded.  Is this correct?

(b) The sale package was reported in the media to include Points of Presence – were they then owned by SEOL to sell?

(c) Is it true that several Points of Presence no longer exist?

Answer:

(a) The South Australian Local Government Association (SALGA) received NTN funds to establish Points of Presence (POP) in South Australia.  SEOL leased access to these POP in the South East of the state.

(b)&(c)
As NTN funds were not sought to undertake the purchase of SEOL, the Department does not have information on the details of the purchase.
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Question: 292

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Allowing for the confusing number of dates in the many news reports when exactly was the date of purchase of SEOL?

(b) Mr Tony Owen was retained by Green Phone Inc.  Why?  At what cost?

(c) Did SELGA ever purchase the C Class license of SEOL?

(d) Were the other server licenses and C Class licenses the property of Marconi?

(e) Was the property ownership transfer of SEOL to Green Phone Inc authorised and ratified by member councils?

Answer:

(a) The Department has been advised that SEOL was purchased on behalf of SELGA on 1 July 2000.

(b)–(i)  As the purchase of SEOL was undertaken as a standard commercial acquisition on behalf of SELGA and NTN funds were not sought to undertake the purchase, the Department does not have information on the terms of the purchase.

Outcome 2, Output 2.1




Question: 293

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Are some connectivity debts incurred by Green Phone Inc a liability of  Mr Tony Owen who actually owns the SEOL license?

(b) Was the obligatory paperwork of the purchase of SEOL by Green Phone Inc correctly taken care of and in a timely manner regarding those statutory authorities concerning this issue?

(c) Web Sites at SEOL are hosted on Tony Owen’s server/.  Did the sale of SEOL not include the “hosting” assets and who was paid the “hosting” fees?

(d) Today DNS registrations are held by Tony Owen for seol.net.au and by Tony Brown for green-phone.com.  Why is this so?

Answer:

(a)-(d)As the purchase of SEOL was undertaken as a standard commercial acquisition on behalf of SELGA and, as NTN funds were not sought to undertake the purchase, the Department does not have information on the terms of the purchase. 
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Question: 294

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Why did Green Phone Inc outsource its billing system?

(b) At what percentage was RML charges on collecting accounts payable?

(c) Did Green Phone Inc enter into the RML partnership with due process?

(d) What binding agreements were signed?

(e) It appears that the billing system for Green Phone Inc never worked correctly.  Why? And wasn’t Marconi supposed to arrange a professional system?

(f) The Marconi news release dated 10 August 2000 claims they will manage the billing system.  Was RML a Marconi initiative and subsidiary company?

Answer:

(a)-(f).

The Grant Recipient is GGTRA.  The Department does not maintain detailed information on the internal operations of service providers to NTN grant recipients.  The Liquidator’s report may shed some light on these matters.
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Question: 295

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Did the GGTRA full funding acquittals report to Networking the Nation as per the Deed of Agreement inform correctly that only 4 Network Access Points were in place and the other 18 were not operating?

If $1,400,000 was granted by the Commonwealth for 22 Network Access Points at a cost of over $60,000 each, where is the balance of over $1,140,000 unexpended funding now? 

Answer:

The GGTRA has not made a ‘full fund acquittal’ report to the Department.  The Department was notified that installation of the Network Access Points had commenced by the end of December 2000 and in August 2001 was advised that all 26 were installed.

It is expected that the liquidator’s report will shed further light on Green Phone’s financial transactions and any unexpended funds.
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Question: 296

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Was the GGTRA reports to NTN based on information which was flamboyantly optimistic?

Answer:

GGTRA reports to the Department were based on information provided to them by Green Phone.
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Question: 297

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Who will pay for the ongoing connection and line rental of the 4 NAPs?

Answer:

The Department understands that the Liquidator, following legal advice, has agreed that Marconi retains title to the Network Access Points.  He has asked them to recover the equipment and they agreed to remove the equipment by 8 March 2002.
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Question: 298

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Was a fully integrated functioning accounts receivable system in place?
Answer:

It is anticipated that the Liquidator’s report may shed some light on this matter.
Outcome 2, Output 2.1




Question: 299

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice
Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Were these Internet access points fully functioning at the time of announcement?

(b) At the time of this announcement Green Phone Inc claimed it had over 3000 customers.  Where are these customers since the failure of Green Phone Inc?

(c) It was claimed that 80% of the Greater Green Triangle population now had access to the Internet for the cost of a local call – 92,000 homes.  Does this mean that over 89,000 homes have no trouble connecting to the Internet using other competitive service providers?
Answer:

(a) It is not possible to provide an answer to this question as it is not clear what equipment is being referred to.

(b) We understand that most Green Phone customers are now the customers of other telecommunications service providers.

(c) With the recent introduction of new commercial services by Telstra all the population of the Greater Green Triangle potentially now has access to the Internet at local call rates.
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Question: 300

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice
Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Apparently these Network Access Points use Marconi equipment.  Will they be reclaimed by Marconi?

(b) Several of the access points were already in place when SEOL was purchased as Points of Presence (POP) paid for by public funding.  Were they then re-accessed and recounted?

Answer:

(a) The Department understands that the Liquidator, following legal advice, has agreed that Marconi retained title to the Network Access Points. He asked them to recover the equipment and they agreed to remove the equipment by 8 March 2002.

(b) As the purchase of SEOL was undertaken as a standard commercial acquisition on behalf of SELGA and as NTN funds were not sought to undertake the purchase of SEOL, the Department does not have information on the terms of its purchase.
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Question: 301

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

(a) Is the Commonwealth aware that it is alleged that the Victorian Shires withdrew their interest in the Green Phone Inc Telco business – is this true?

(b) When did their withdrawal as a Unit trustee happen?

(c) Could it be that the 20 Shires were never a Unit Trustee?

(d) Is SELGA the sole Unit Trustee?

Answer:

(a) The Department understands that the Victorian Councils were still seeking the required Victorian State Government approvals when Green Phone was placed into administration.

(b) See the answer to the above question.

(c) The Department understands that the Victorian Councils never became a Unit trustee.

(d) Yes
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Question: 302

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

The GGTRA was funded by the NTN and has a Deed of Agreement with the Commonwealth and the funds went to Green Phone Inc during the time when the Green Phone Inc Board of Management comprised of both Victorian and South Australian appointees – so who is ultimately responsible for the debts of Green Phone Inc?

Answer:

It is anticipated that this will be clarified after the Liquidator’s report has been made public.
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Question: 303

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice
Senator Schacht asked:

Is the Commonwealth aware why the Victorians never committed and/or withdraw to the Green Phone Inc scheme?

What interest do the Victorians have in Green Phone Inc now?
Answer:

The Department understands that the Victorian Councils did not complete the Victorian Government approval processes to enable them to become a Unit trustee before Green Phone was placed into liquidation.
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Question: 304

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice
Senator Schacht asked:

It is alleged that the management committee of Green Phone Inc failed to take out ‘Officials Indemnity Insurances’ of any kind – is this so?

Answer:

The Department is not able to provide an answer to this question until it has the opportunity to examine the Liquidator’s report.
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Question: 305

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice
Senator Schacht asked:

Did the response from the Green Phone Inc CEO adequately inform and assist GGTRA to fulfil its obligations to report to the Commonwealth and State?

Answer:

GGTRA met the first reporting condition specified in its Deed.  Its second report was due at the end of June 2001.  This was not received on time.  The GGTRA explained this lateness was due to difficulties it was having in obtaining information from Green Phone management.  The situation of Green Phone Inc became clear at the meeting between the Committee of Management and the Department at the end of August 2001.
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Question: 306

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Of the $2.31 million granted to GGTRA $1.9 million is claimed as creditor of Green Phone Inc.  Does this indicate that $410,000 was not handed over?

Where is the $410,000?

Answer:

Of the $2.31 million NTN grant the GGTRA retained $671,000 for public Internet facilities and additional Internet portal development.  These funds are being progressively expended by the GGTRA for the purposes for which they were provided.
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Question: 307

Topic: Green Phone Inc

Written Question on Notice

Senator Schacht asked:

Is KPMG the independent auditor reviewing the Green Phone project and when will the audit be completed?

Will the full independent audit report be made public?

Answer:

KPMG has conducted a review of the management of the grants to GGTRA and GPI under the NTN program for the NTN Board. The report was recently presented to the Board.

The NTN Board will convey the outcome of their consideration of the report to the Minister.  The Minister will decide on the appropriateness of the release of the report.
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