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ANSWERS TO ESTIMATES QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Communications, Information Technology and the Arts portfolio

Australian Broadcasting Corporation
Supplementary Budget Estimates Hearings 31 October and 1 November 2005
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Question: 33

Topic: Programming Cutbacks
Hansard Page: ECITA 50  

Senator Allison asked:

Senator Allison—It would be useful to get some figures in some of those areas, particularly overseas journalists and the extent to which you have had to cut back on them.

Mr Pendleton—Yes

Answer: 

There has been a reduction in the number and staffing levels of overseas bureaux. In the last 10 years, News and Current Affairs has lost a net 15 positions from its overseas news gathering strength, including the full closure of bureaus in Brussels, Hanoi, Singapore and Nairobi, loss of correspondent positions in Jakarta, Moscow and Tokyo, loss of producers in Washington and London, editors in Beijing and Tokyo, a researcher position in London and a camera position in Beijing.

The ABC’s drama production has declined over the past 6 years with the average production costs per hour increasing from around $230,000 to $530,000. These cost increases were further exacerbated by increases in license fees that the ABC is required to pay to trigger funding for productions in various genres.

Overall, ABC-made content has shown reductions in first run programmes from 44.3 per cent in 1999-00 to about 41.1 per cent in 2004-05. To work with tightening budgets and still fill the schedule, ABC TV has moved away from higher cost genres such as drama and documentary towards lower cost entertainment programming.  

From Radio’s perspective, the ability to increase its level of unduplicated broadcast hours has been curtailed with a diminished ability to initiate innovative content and localism in regional Australia.
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Question: 34

Topic: ABC program Counterpoint
Hansard Page: ECITA 11/12 
Senator Brown asked:

Senator BOB BROWN—On the matter of the Counterpoint program and its program on guns and forestry, why was no environmentalist—certainly no Green—invited onto that program to counter the accusations which came thick and fast against the environment movement on that program?

Ms Howard—I am not aware of that, but I am very happy to take it up.

Senator BOB BROWN—Would you? When you do, would you also find out how many complaints were made against the program and why there was no rectification of errors made on the program?

Ms Howard—I am happy to take those questions on notice.

Senator BOB BROWN—On the matter of Counterpoint, I heard Senator Santoro having quite a say earlier. Did that program begin one night this week with Mr Duffy, saying ‘two of my favourite senators tonight, Senator Santoro and Senator Joyce’? Could you tell me how many Greens have been on that program since its inception this year?

Ms Howard—Certainly. That would have been Monday’s program that you are talking about?

Senator BOB BROWN—In fact it was.

Ms Howard—The program goes to air once a week. I am happy to take that on notice.

Senator BOB BROWN—Is it normal for a program to begin in that way, with a program presenter declaring favouritism for a political party—and, indeed, very conservative members of a political party out of the welter and diversity there is within the political arena?

Ms Howard—Counterpoint is an opinion program, Senator. That is very much Mr Duffy’s style, but I am happy to have a look at that program.

Answer: 

The Senator’s question relates to impartiality, balance and accuracy in Counterpoint. 
The ABC Board’s Editorial Policy requirements for impartiality and balance apply to news, current affairs and information programs. There are many programs other than news and current affairs that contain significant factual content but do not comprise both news and information relating to current events. These programs include opinion programs, documentaries, review programs, and a range of others.

Counterpoint is an opinion program. It is broadcast as part of the ABC’s commitment to provide programs of relevance and diversity, which reflect a wide range of audience interests, beliefs and perspectives, presented in a wide variety of program styles.

In order to provide such a range of views, the ABC broadcasts programs that explore, or are presented from, particular points of view. For example, the ABC may broadcast programs that contain controversial opinion and comment; on Radio National, such programs include Counterpoint, Late Night Live and The National Interest. Every effort must be made to ensure that the factual content of such programs is accurate and in context. However, there is no requirement for impartiality, and no requirement to provide equal time to the “opposing” perspective within the same or subsequent program. 

The ABC received two complaints from Senator Brown regarding this program. These were the only complaints received about the program of 18 April.

On the matter of accuracy, the ABC investigated the concerns outlined in Senator Brown’s letter of 10 May regarding Mr Duffy’s reiteration of a claim made by Mr Chipman that 40 per cent of Tasmania’s land mass was reserved in National Parks and World Heritage Areas. This reference was incorrect. Mr Duffy issued the following correction in the program of 23 May 2005: 

“I want to correct something that was said on the program back on 18 April. Barry Chipman who works for the group Timber Communities Australia said: ‘Tasmania's got 40 per cent of our land mass... reserved in national parks, world heritage areas.’ End of quote. The figure of 40 per cent is correct, it’s land covered by the Regional Forestry Agreement, but it does not just include national parks and world heritage areas, it also contains other reserves.“

A notation to this effect was added to the transcript. (http://www.abc.net.au/rn/talks/counterpoint/stories/s1344968.htm)

In the ABC’s response to Senator Brown’s complaints, the ABC and the Counterpoint team extended him an invitation to make a written contribution, which Mr Duffy would read out on air. It is understood that Senator Brown chose not to take up this offer. 

Overall, the ABC is satisfied that a range of perspectives on the issue of the ‘Gunns 20’ litigation has been provided on Radio National programs. Indeed, Senator Brown’s views were heard on Radio National’s Law Report on 25 January 2005, together with a number of other defendants in the lawsuit. Additionally, on 1 March 2005, Late Night Live devoted a program to the discussion of the ‘Gunns 20’ litigation and its implications. 

Michael Duffy did state in the introduction to the program of 24 October  “…you’ll be hearing from two of my favourite Senators, Santo Santoro and Barnaby Joyce…”. As stated earlier, Counterpoint is an opinion program and as such, Mr Duffy is entitled and expected to express his opinions on issues. 

The program has not featured any Green politicians since its inception this year.
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Question: 35

Topic: Coverage of Greens 7pm News and 7.30 Report

Hansard Page: ECITA 52

Senator Brown asked: 

Senator BROWN—Before the break I was talking about radio programming and had asked whether Michael Duffy’s program has had a Green senator on it. I want to follow that through a little further because I also asked about the disappearance of any dedicated environmental program from the ABC. We are talking there about ABC Radio, but would it concern you if a perusal of ABC television’s nightly coverage of the national parliament segment coming out of this place showed that the Greens were being disproportionately left out?
Mr Green—Is that in relation to Order in the House?
Senator BOB BROWN—No, it is in relation to the 7 o’clock news coverage at night and the coverage of the great events and debates of this parliament.
Mr Green—I will ask the director of news to respond to that.
Mr John Cameron—It would concern me if we were doing something untoward in the normal course of events. I think as you know, we cover the news as we professionally judge fit on a day-to-day basis and invoke the normal news values, so hopefully all sides of politics get a guernsey.
Senator BOB BROWN—Would you care to find out what proportion of those packages coming out of the newsroom here have covered the Greens over each of the last several years?
Mr John Cameron—I do not know what the degree of difficulty would be there, but I will certainly do my best to discover what you are asking. This is over several years the amount of coverage given in individual nightly news stories to—
Senator BOB BROWN—In the package of parliamentary events coming out of the newsroom here.
Mr John Cameron—There are sometimes two or three packages a day, but yes.
Senator BOB BROWN—I am talking about the nightly one, the main—
Mr John Cameron—Yes.
Senator BOB BROWN—The one that goes on the 7 o’clock news.
Mr John Cameron—That is right. Sometimes there can be two or three on the 7 o’clock news, but I understand your question.
Senator BOB BROWN—The main one; thank you. 

…….

Would you care to look at the interviewing of politicians by Kerry O’Brien and see how frequently the Greens, who play a prodigious role, considering our size, in political events here, have or have not been interviewed by Kerry O’Brien for The 7.30 Report.

Mr John Cameron—Does that include what is in The 7.30 Report night after night and the sorts of packages you are talking about or just the O’Brien—

Senator BOB BROWN—No, I am talking about interviews by Kerry himself.

Mr John Cameron—I can do that.

Answer:
Between 1 January 2004 and 1 November 2005, there were 947 political packages filed from Parliament House in Canberra for the 7pm TV News. 

Over that period there were 57 mentions of the Greens, 59 Democrat mentions and 29 mentions of Independents. That equates to Greens being mentioned in 6 per cent of the packages.

According to 7.30 Report records back to October 2003, Senator Bob Brown has appeared once as a studio guest of the program. The interview with 7.30 Report host Kerry O’Brien came in the last week of the Federal election campaign and focused on Senator Brown’s assessment of the Coalition’s forestry policy. 
It is worth noting also that during a series of stories on Eden-Monaro (one of the seats the program covered during the course of the 2004 campaign), reporter Mark Bannerman gave a great deal of attention to the Greens candidate Cecily Dignam, who participated in a couple of reports.
Elsewhere over the two-year period, Senator Brown appeared 22 times in 7.30 Report field stories with commentary about a wide range of issues. Senator Brown was referred to in a further seven stories during the period.
The 7.30 Report spends a great deal of time and effort putting together its studio interviews in the context of a dynamic, developing news environment and with an eye to the key identity within a national or international story. The studio interview is a significant aspect of the program’s activities – arguably its centrepiece element. Not surprisingly, given this focus, the Prime Minister and senior Government Ministers appear often as the program probes policy and Government decision-making of behalf of its audience. The Opposition Leader and key Opposition frontbenchers also appear regularly. 
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Question: 36

Topic: Greens election coverage

Hansard Page: ECITA 53

Senator Brown asked:

Senator BOB BROWN—According to these figures, the sitting member in Cunningham, Michael Organ, a Green, had 11 minutes and 28 seconds of voice time; however, the coalition got 16 minutes and 53 seconds, and the ALP got 17 minutes and 21 seconds. Here you have a sitting member being cheated out of reasonable coverage in his own electorate. Can you explain that?

Mr Green—The brief to the programmers was that Mr Organ should be treated the same as the other parties.

Senator BOB BROWN—But he was not, was he?

Mr Green—I do not have that information in front of me, but I am very happy to look at it.

Senator BOB BROWN—This is your letter.

Mr Green—We did publish that report. If I may, I will get back to you with any other matters that may be relevant to your question.

Answer: 

The ABC’s focus in election coverage is on equal coverage and treatment for government and opposition and coverage of other parties and independents on the basis of news value. There is no direct relationship between an anticipated primary vote and the extent of coverage by the ABC.

The figures quoted by the Senator are for radio news bulletins broadcast in the Illawarra region, which covers a number of electorates, not only the electorate of Cunningham.

From a practical standpoint, it is impossible to provide election coverage in proportion to an anticipated primary vote within individual electorates, given that the reach of ABC programs extends across many electorates, particularly in metropolitan areas. 
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Question: 37

Topic: Funding cuts to Foreign Correspondent program

Hansard Page: ECITA 54

Senator Brown asked: 

Senator BOB BROWN—I understand that in 2003 there was a $2 million cut to Foreign Correspondent.

Mr John Cameron—The program Foreign Correspondent?

Senator BOB BROWN—Yes; an excellent program. What impact has that had on the program?

Mr John Cameron—I would have to check the figures.

Answer:

The ABC’s Managing Director announced in August 2003 that there would be budget cuts across the Corporation amounting to $26.1million - necessary for the ABC to operate within its budget. 
One of the cuts announced related to the reformatting of the Foreign Correspondent program together with other News and Current Affairs Division savings measures, totalling $2million over two years.

The actual Foreign Correspondent program budget reduction was $1million – the other $1million in savings was achieved across the News and Current Affairs Division as a whole. 

The program managed the budget cut by restricting travel to the most expensive regions of the world. There was more single-person crewing (that is, fewer sound recordists travelled), and fewer assignments are now supported by a field producer to accompany the reporter or correspondent.
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Question: 38

Topic: Survey of ABC Fraud Prevention Practices
Hansard Page: ECITA 56  

Senator Wortley asked:

Senator WORTLEY—Is it true that the ABC has recently engaged Deloittes to undertake a survey about fraud prevention in the ABC?

Mr Pendleton—Part of the annual work program for internal audit regularly includes an update of the fraud policies and procedures, and part of that is a survey. I think they did recently put something on the net seeking feedback from staff. I think that might have been over the last couple of months.

Senator WORTLEY—Are you able to provide us with the cost of that consultancy?

Mr Pendleton—Yes.

Senator WORTLEY—Has the ABC undertaken any assessment of where it is vulnerable to fraud? If so, what was the result of the outcomes of that assessment? I understand there was something on that.

Mr Pendleton—Every two years the group audit undertake an assessment of the fraud risk of the organisation and update fraud control strategy. I think the last time that was done was about a year ago.

 …………..

Senator WORTLEY—Do you have the results of that at the moment?

Mr Pendleton—I could get you a summary of the results of that.
Answer:

The engagement formed part of ABC Group Audit’s internal audit plan and was undertaken in accordance with the contract to provide internal audit services between the ABC and a service provider selected under open tender.

The cost of the contract was $35,440, which included undertaking a Fraud Risk Assessment and the preparation of a Fraud Control Plan for the period 2005-2007, as detailed in the Commonwealth Fraud Control Guidelines (approved by the Minister for Justice and Customs in May 2002).

The last Fraud Risk Assessment and Fraud Control Plan was conducted for the period 2003-2005 and included an assessment of fraud risks across the Corporation. The results of this assessment indicated that the overall residual risk of fraud to the ABC is ‘medium’ to ‘low’. Strategies to address the general risk of fraud within the ABC were detailed in the Fraud Controls Strategies within the Fraud Control Plan. In this regard, the Corporation’s fraud control strategies were assessed against recognised better practice by Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu, who concluded that the strategy is ‘highly effective’ and existing fraud control efforts are ‘excellent’.

In addition, the current Fraud Risk Assessment and Fraud Control Plan for 2005-2007 is in the process of being finalised and the results are due to be presented to the Audit and Risk Committee at its December meeting.
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Question: 39

Topic: ABC and Film Finance Corporation
Hansard Page: ECITA 57

Senator Wortley asked:

Senator WORTLEY—Further, does FFC policy prevent the ABC making full and effective use of these government funded facilities?

Mr Green—I would have to take that on notice. I cannot give you an unequivocal answer about that at this point.

Senator WORTLEY—Take that on notice. Has the FFC expressed a view to the ABC that it would treat as double-dipping attempts by the ABC to supplement its existing appropriation by seeking additional funding for its programs from the FFC?

Mr Green—I am not aware of any communication, but that does not mean to say it has not happened. Again, perhaps I may take that on notice.

Answer: 

FFC policy does not prevent the ABC from making use of its facilities.

The ABC has not received any communication in which the FFC has expressed the view that it would treat as double-dipping attempts by the ABC to supplement its existing appropriation by seeking additional funding for its programs from the FFC. The FFC has advised the ABC that it has never expressed such a view, nor does it hold such a view. The FFC has further noted its history of co-investment in independent, Australian productions with the ABC on the same basis as other broadcasters.  
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Question: 40

Topic: ABC Documentary Production
Hansard Page: ECITA 58

Senator Wortley asked:

Senator Wortley – What documentaries did the ABC produce in house over the past three years?

Mr Ward – It depends a bit on your definition. If you include the broadest definition of documentary programs, there is about 140 hours of documentary projects. I do not have the full list of those in front of me. Some of those would include independently and internally produced documentaries. Here is a figure of 136 hours in 2004. But I do not have a breakdown of titles or what was internal or what was produced by the independent sector. The independent sector would be around 20 hours of that.

Senator Wortley – Are you able to provide us with those?

Mr Ward – Yes, we can get you the titles, if you would like them.

Answer: 

The following lists contain documentary program titles that are ABC productions and ABC co-productions. 
	Documentary Program_Title 2002

	Documentary Program_Title 2003

	Documentary Program_Title 2004


	Australian Story 39x30
	Big Country Revisited, A (8eps)
	Bradman: Reflections On The Legend (2eps)

	Aussie Animal Rescue (14eps)
	Catalyst (3eps)
	Cricket In The 80s: Rookies, Rebels And Renaissanc (2eps)

	Bay of Birdwood
	Celestial Laundry on the Omnibus of Dreams
	Dynasties (6eps)

	Big Country Revisited, A (8eps)
	Compass (21eps)
	Planet of the Rings

	Bodyline: It's Just Not Cricket
	Dynasties (8eps)
	Anne Deveson and Resilience

	Cricket In The 70s (2eps)
	Holy Cow ! The Art of John Kelly
	Art of Bill Henson, The

	Dopeland
	Houses of the Finnish Gods
	Aussie Animal Rescue 13x30

	Dynasties (10eps)
	Love Letters From A War
	Australian Story 41x30

	Gentlemen of the Flashing Blade
	Message Stick (7eps)
	Batavia : The Making of

	God is a DJ
	Nick Mount's Fascination with Glass
	Beyond Architecture

	Island Life (6eps)
	Police Training Academy (4eps)
	Boarding House Blues

	Outstanding Australians (6eps)
	Rise And Rise Of Australian Rugby, The (2eps)
	Breathing with the Earth - A Film about Riley Lee

	Salinity
	Rough Justice (3eps)
	Call of the Land

	Three Ballerinas
	Australian Story 40x30
	Claiming the Memory

	Tribal Frontier
	Wild Swans: Behind the Scenes
	Compass (6eps)

	 
	 
	Converting Newcastle

	Dreamtime to Dance (4eps)
	China (4eps)
	Corryong Revisted

	Heart of the Country (6eps)
	 
	Damn Right I'm a Cowboy

	Navigators, The (2eps)
	 
	Deadly Enemies

	Second Step, The
	 
	Family Stories 2 eps

	Show, The (5)
	 
	Downshifting

	Southern Exposure (4eps)
	 
	Fighting Ageism

	Ten Million Wildcats
	 
	Fly on the Wall Messiah

	Yen For A Dollar, A (4eps)
	 
	Frank Brennan : People's Priest

	
	
	From the Heart

	
	
	Gay Christans

	
	
	Good Riddance!

	
	
	Guy Sebastian's Church

	
	
	Lights on the Hill: The Slim Dusty Story

	
	
	Message Stick (9eps)

	
	
	Obsessions: Julie Dowling

	
	
	Shepherd One

	
	
	Sisters of Charity

	
	
	Street Preacher, The

	
	
	Three Faces of Hope

	
	
	Voice of the Sea

	
	
	Wildwatch Australia 

	
	
	Worries on a String

	
	
	Zulya and Friends

	
	
	 

	
	
	Street Practice (4eps)

	
	
	Desperate Times, Desperate Measures: The Michael Mansell Story

	
	
	Jimmy Little's Gentle Journey

	
	
	Primal Instincts 6x30

	
	
	Shark Bay

	
	
	Sisters in the Black Movement

	
	
	Wild Australasia
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Question: 41

Topic: Employment of ABC Journalists 

Hansard Page: ECITA 58

Senator Wortley asked: 

Senator WORTLEY—Can you provide details of the number of journalists employed at each band within major city newsrooms?
Mr John Cameron—Yes.
Senator WORTLEY—And also provide the number of journalists at each band in regional newsrooms as of, say, 1 October?
Mr John Cameron—Over a period of?
Senator WORTLEY—1 October 2004 to 1 October 2005.
Mr John Cameron—I can do that.
Answer: 
The following tables show the number of journalists in each band in capital city and regional newsrooms around Australia. The data includes casuals but not cadets.

Table 1: 

Total number of journalists in capital city and regional newsrooms (full-time equivalents)

	
	Date
	Date
	 

	PayBand
	Nov-04
	Nov-05
	Change

	Band 9
	13.0
	15.7
	2.7

	Band 8
	9.8
	10.7
	1.0

	Band 7
	81.3
	81.7
	0.3

	Band 6
	84.7
	78.2
	-6.5

	Band 5
	68.6
	66.2
	-2.4

	Band 4
	51.2
	52.6
	1.5

	Band 3
	31.1
	45.5
	14.4

	Band 2
	27.0
	28.7
	1.7

	Grand Total
	366.7
	379.3
	12.6


Table 2:

Breakdown of journalists in capital cities and regional newsrooms (full-time equivalents)

	 
	PayBand
	Nov-04
	Nov-05
	Change

	Capital City
	Band 9
	13.0
	15.7
	2.7

	 
	Band 8
	9.8
	10.7
	1.0

	 
	Band 7
	75.3
	76.7
	1.3

	 
	Band 6
	74.7
	68.2
	-6.5

	 
	Band 5
	53.0
	51.7
	-1.3

	 
	Band 4
	37.2
	36.7
	-0.5

	 
	Band 3
	17.1
	29.5
	12.4

	 
	Band 2
	9.9
	10.4
	0.5

	Cap City Total
	 
	290.1
	299.6
	9.5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Regional
	Band 7
	6.0
	5.0
	-1.0

	 
	Band 6
	10.0
	10.0
	0.0

	 
	Band 5
	15.5
	14.4
	-1.1

	 
	Band 4
	13.9
	15.9
	2.0

	 
	Band 3
	14.1
	16.0
	1.9

	 
	Band 2
	17.1
	18.3
	1.3

	Regional Total
	 
	76.6
	79.7
	3.1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Grand Total
	 
	366.7
	379.3
	12.6
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Question: 42

Topic: Funding for New ABC Services
Hansard Page: ECITA 63  

Senator Conroy asked:

Senator CONROY—How many of these new or extended functions for the ABC have received supplementary funding?

Mr Pendleton—We have received supplementary or additional funding under the National Interest Initiative, which we have been receiving for about five years now. The number of services that we have extended have been funded from that. But we have funded the other services from within our own appropriation.

Senator CONROY—Do you have any calculation of what the additional cost to the ABC of providing these new or extended services has been? You have received some moneys, but it has cost you more than the moneys you have received, I am guessing.

Mr Pendleton—The National Interest Initiative funding was again quarantined very much towards those services. There has been a number of new services we have started—ABC2. We have grown new media. We have absorbed other costs. Captioning costs have grown substantially over that period. We could add those up.

Senator CONROY—Just so we can see.

Answer:

The additional services provided by the ABC for which it absorbed the cost are shown in the following table:

	 
	1994/95
	1995/96
	1996/97
	1997/98
	1998/99
	1999/00
	2000/01
	2001/02
	2002/03
	2003/04
	2004/05
	2005/06
	Total

	Captioning
	 
	 
	 
	1.693
	1.681
	1.682
	2.384
	3.386
	3.884
	3.760
	3.692
	 
	22.162

	New Media
	0.500
	0.720
	0.720
	1.789
	2.439
	3.782
	10.033
	10.305
	11.106
	11.226
	14.729
	14.983
	82.332

	Multi Channel
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3.690
	4.584
	7.266
	 
	 
	 
	15.540

	ABC2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2.000
	2.037
	4.037

	Complaints Handling Unit
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.600
	0.500
	 
	 
	0.100
	0.400
	1.600

	Increases in rights/royalties
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.250
	0.250
	0.250
	0.250
	0.250
	0.250
	1.500

	ACT weekday news/Stateline/Insiders
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.020
	2.754
	3.834
	3.943
	3.771
	4.409
	18.731

	Foxtel Agreement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1.000
	1.500
	2.500

	Radio Australia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.500
	0.500
	0.500
	0.500
	0.500
	0.500
	3.000

	Running Total
	0.500
	0.720
	0.720
	3.482
	4.120
	5.464
	17.477
	22.279
	26.840
	19.679
	26.042
	24.079
	151.402
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Question: 43

Topic: ABC Asia Pacific Service
Hansard Page: ECITA 65

Senator Conroy asked:

Senator CONROY—Is the tender document not a public document?

Mr Pendleton—The tender document would be.

Senator CONROY—I am asking you to comment on a public document and whether it is the same as—

Mr Pendleton—I will have to take that on notice, I am afraid.

[……………………..]

Senator CONROY—Could the ABC take that on notice and come back to us?

Answer: 

The ABC has provided the following advice.

The parameters of the service required by the Tender (05/070172) are similar to the requirements of the current service. The tender documents that were available on the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade website require far greater business plans. The only obvious differences in content requirements are that:

(1) There is no requirement under the Tender to provide educational content (although such content is seen as an enhancement over the essential requirements of the service), which is a requirement of the current service; and
(2) The service will have to be operated under a generic brand ultimately owned by the Commonwealth.
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Question: 44

Topic: ABC Radio Programming WA
Hansard Page: ECITA 70 
Senator Adams asked:

Senator ADAMS—We can access the Liam Bartlett program from 8.30 to 10. If it is for Perth, why are we able to get it then?

Ms Howard—Everywhere else in the country, I think you will find that the morning programs go from 8.30 to 10 or 8.30 until 11, and then the last hour is sometimes networked from the city. You seem to have a very unusual arrangement in Western Australia. I am happy to have a look at it.

Senator ADAMS—I would be very happy if you could, and I am sure that most of rural Western Australia would be happy if you did.

Ms Howard—I doubt that the Perth morning program is appropriate to be heard from 8.30.

Senator ADAMS—It is.

Ms Howard—I am happy to have a look at it. It appears as though the Perth morning program has strayed a long way from its brief, and perhaps I will start by looking at that.

Answer: 

At the beginning of 2005, West Australian Local Radio management changed the 720 ABC Perth Morning broadcast schedule to network the program across the State from 8.30am to 10am, rather than to 11am. At the same time, new local Mornings programs were introduced from all WA regional stations from 10am to midday to focus on truly local issues. These new Morning programs were in place of local Drive shifts in regional areas where a networked regional Drive program from Bunbury is now in place. The Morning program presented by Liam Bartlett continues for Perth listeners only from 10am to midday, focused on issues of interest to the metropolitan audience.

The early statewide portion of 720 Mornings focuses on issues that are relevant to listeners living outside Perth, offering plenty of opportunity for regional listeners to participate in talkback. Most of the hard news and state-based issues, including political debates, health, education and transport, are broadcast before 10am. 

Between 10am and midday, the Mornings program brief is to tackle issues of particular relevance to metropolitan listeners. During this timeslot the six regional Mornings programs deliver relevant, informative local programs with a focus on what is important to local communities. 

It is the aim of Local Radio to give all Western Australian listeners, regardless of where they live, a diverse mix of local, state and national content throughout the day, and the intent of introducing local Mornings programs was to add value and depth to the service we deliver.

Local Radio Management undertook to and is currently reviewing this programming decision. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 45

Topic: 7.30 Report Item 19 July 2005 

Hansard Page: ECITA 71/72

Senator Boswell asked: 

Senator BOSWELL—I am referring to the one where Mr Corbett was televised at Tesco in the UK by, from what the minister has told me, the ABC. He was standing in Tesco, advocating all the benefits that would flow to the users if only the government would allow Woolworths and Coles to dispense drugs. I am sure that you did see it, because I wrote to the minister in protest and I have no doubt that if you were doing your job you would have had a look at it.
Mr John Cameron—I know the story you are talking about. I am thinking, though, that it was one of a number, or one of at least two, where obviously the story was balanced out. There were pros and cons.
Senator BOSWELL—The story was balanced out because you had to offer a public apology for what your producer did. When Mr Tatchell, who was speaking for the Pharmacy Guild, spoke to an adviser you kept the
television cameras running, and subsequently had to make an apology.
Mr John Cameron—I know the case you are talking about.
Senator BOSWELL—I found it unreal. No doubt some PR guy had taken your guys out to lunch and they have fallen for a story. You are not there to promote one side of any argument; you have to balance it. That was the most unbalanced program I have ever seen on the 7.30 Report. I hope I never see the like of another one.
Mr John Cameron—We do not aim to do unbalanced reports. As you have raised it again, I will have another look at it and make sure that everyone is fully across the points you are making.
Senator BOSWELL—It was biased, and it was blatantly biased. It is not something you would expect from the ABC. If Woolworths had paid for 30 minutes of advertising, they could not have got a better promotion from the ABC. You really let the side down, and you admitted so when you had to offer a public apology to the spokesman for the Pharmacy Guild.
Mr John Cameron—That was over one editing technique, that particular apology.
Senator BOSWELL—That is your flagship program, the 7.30 Report, and normally it is a very good program.
Mr John Cameron—The clarification/apology was offered because we accepted that the editing technique used—that is the off-camera aside—should not have been broadcast in the way it was. As for the wider question of bias, again I will go back and make sure that we are on solid ground, because I do not recall there being a major issue over that on that story.
Senator BOSWELL—You started off with a five-minute build-up of the reasons for this and how much money people would save. That was hard enough to cop. But then the CEO of Woolworths was televised in a Tesco store, saying, ‘Look at this, isn’t it wonderful?’
Senator CONROY—Why do you hate Roger Corbett?
Senator BOSWELL—I do not hate Roger Corbett. Roger Corbett is doing his best for Roger Corbett and his shareholders. But I do not think he has to be aided and abetted by a public broadcaster. I would like you to look at this again, and I am sure that you would come up with the same observation that I have— that it was
blatantly biased and not up to the standard of the 7.30 Report’s normal programming.
Mr John Cameron—It is an excellent program. I will have another look. 
Answer: 
The 7.30 Report has given considerable attention to the question of Woolworths’ commercial aspirations beyond its conventional supermarkets, most notably in fuel retailing and its push to develop in-store pharmacies. 

The ABC believes that the program has presented these stories in a balanced way. To look at the Roger Corbett interview in isolation is inappropriate, as the 7.30 Report has provided balance across its programs, as required by ABC Editorial Policies, which state:

Balance will be sought through the presentation, as far as possible, of principal relevant viewpoints on matters of importance. This requirement may not always be achieved within a single program or news bulletin but will be achieved as soon as possible.
The issue of Woolworths’ push for in-store pharmacies first surfaced in a 7.30 Report story in 2003. It related to a stand-off between two pharmacies in Karratha in Western Australia over the right to stock and sell items on the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme. The final part of the story looked at Woolworths’ plans, and while comments from the company were not included in that story, comments from the Pharmacy Guild were.

Subsequently (in 2004) the program reported at length on the Federal Government’s decision to block Woolworths’ pharmacy plans in a story that included comments from the Pharmacy Guild’s John Bronger and Woolworths CEO Roger Corbett. 
In 2005, the program carried a story about Woolworths’ continuing aspirations and the Pharmacy Guild’s concerns. This featured Mr Corbett and the Pharmacy Guild’s Michael Tatchell.
In relation to the on-air correction, as Mr Cameron pointed out at the Estimates Hearing, this was related to an editing technique used in an interview with a Pharmacy Guild representative and was not related to the interview with Mr Corbett.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 46

Topic: Audiences for ABC Radio Networks
Hansard Page: ECITA 72 
Senator Joyce asked:

Senator JOYCE—……Within the portfolio of the ABC, can you give me a break-up between your listening audience for Classic FM, Triple J, Radio National, local radio and world news? If you call the whole lot 100 per cent, what is the percentage break-up between them?  

[………………………..]

Ms Howard—Are you talking about listening audiences?

Senator JOYCE—Of the 100 per cent of the people who listen to the national broadcaster, what is the split-up between Classic FM, Triple J, Radio National, local radio and world news?

Ms Howard—I am not sure if I have figures that could cut it for you that way. I am happy to take it on notice. 

Answer: 

If one takes the 2005 year-to-date combined average weekly reach of ABC Radio in the 5 mainland capital cities to be 100 per cent, the following is the approximate percentage breakdown of audience (people aged 10+) for each network:

ABC Local Radio 

60 per cent

Triple J 


28 per cent

ABC Classic FM

18 per cent

Radio National

17 per cent

ABC NewsRadio

17 per cent

Please note that the totals add to more than 100 per cent due to multiple station listening.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 47

Topic: AFL Broadcast Rights
Hansard Page: ECITA 73

Senator Conroy asked:

Senator Conroy – Are you considering being involved in a consortium to bid for the AFL rights?

Mr Ward – I think I would like to take that question on notice. I am not sure where we stand at the moment.

Answer: 

The ABC is not involved in a consortium to bid for AFL rights. 

The ABC is in negotiations regarding possible retransmission of football matches.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 48

Topic: AFL Broadcast Rights
Hansard Page: ECITA 77

Senator Conroy asked:

Senator CONROY – …..We are asking you not in your capacity as Mr Green, we are asking you as the person who answers questions on behalf of the ABC. You have heard Mr Ward admit that the conversations have happened and you have admitted you are aware of an article that quotes the ABC, yet you keep saying, ‘I am not aware’.

Mr Green – That is right.

Senator Conroy – I am intrigued how you cannot be aware, yet Mr Ward is aware and Mr Knight is in the papers.

Mr Green – We are happy to get back to you.

Senator Conroy – You said you are aware of this article?

Mr Green – We are happy to get back to you, and clarify the situation.

Answer: 

See answer to Question 47.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 49

Topic: AFL Broadcast Rights
Hansard Page: ECITA 77

Senator Conroy asked:

Senator CONROY—What is the average Channel 9 Friday night ratings at the moment for the footy in Melbourne?

Mr Ward—I would have to look that up. 

Answer: 

According to television industry audience data, in 2005, Channel Nine broadcast 22 weeks of AFL on Friday evenings in Melbourne attracting an average audience across the year of 437,000 viewers.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 50

Topic:  Use of “our” by ABC
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Please find enclosed a copy of the ABC transcripts of the almost 500 instances of NewsCaff journalists and presenters breaching the “our” rule. Please note the 74 instances involving Quentin Dempster and the 152 relating to the period between March 2003 when Mr Cameron banned journalists from referring to "our troops in Iraq” and November 2003 when Mr Balding denied outright my assertion that the rule was still being breached.


Also find enclosed the transcript of the item regarding “do we need to get rid of the government?".


Also please note the very high number of instances of the same reporter breaching the "our” rule including two references to “our Anzacs”.


Also please note the very high number of breaches relating to several other staff.
Why did Mr Cameron take action in March 2003 in respect of the breach of the “our” rule relating to Iraq, but apparently do nothing, on the nearly 500 subsequent occasions?


I do not accept Mr Cameron’s proposition that he put to the committee that the rule actually related to the Olympics and that he cannot recall his March 2003 memo on this matter (copy enclosed). This memo was actually supplied by the ABC at a previous estimates hearing.

Why did Mr Balding tell the committee that the “our” rule had not been breached between March and November 2003, or if it had it was only occasionally, particularly in light of the 152 examples provided?

Did Mr Balding check? 

How did he check and who did he check with? Can I have the details please?

If Mr Cameron believes that expressions such as "our dollar" are “in such common parlance”; why did he ban journalists referring to “our troops” which is also in common parlance?

Answer:

The ABC does not intend to comment on each of the examples provided by the Senator regarding the use of the word “our”. 

The current Style Guide says:

 
Our: As in ‘our cities’, ‘our troops’, ‘our swimmers’, ‘our weather’, ‘our dollar’, etc. The ABC does not own cities, troops, a swimming team, or the weather - and it’s certainly not ‘our dollar’ that changes in value. 

The News Director’s various notes to staff about this issue, going back many years and including the March 2003 note before the start of the Iraq war, are aimed at clarity of language in News and Current Affairs programs.

The ABC has previously noted in correspondence with the Senator that there are occasional lapses in adherence to the Style Guide or Editorial Policies. It would be unrealistic for anyone to expect that they will not happen, when one considers that program-makers are making minute-by-minute decisions, often in rapidly changing situations where there are numerous competing sources, and they are often making decisions while they are broadcasting live to air. 

When such lapses occur, the ABC’s internal guidelines are followed. Occasional lapses are noted and followed up, and repeated transgressions will result in more serious action against staff. This internal management of staff when there are lapses, is appropriate and, importantly, a matter for the ABC. This is a crucial element of the ABC’s independence, as enshrined in the ABC Act. 

The Managing Director’s evidence to the committee on this matter followed advice from the News and Current Affairs Division. The use of the term “occasional” is appropriate given the thousands of News and Current Affairs items broadcast by the ABC each year.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 51

Topic:  Remembrance Day
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

To clarify the lack of a complete answer to my question in relation to Remembrance Day:  did ABC Sydney TV news presentation staff consult the relevant manager, Head, Local Coverage Ms Lisa Sweeney, about the wearing of poppies last Remembrance Day?

Did she state words to the effect that “we don’t do World Aids Day so we won’t do poppies on Remembrance Day”?

Answer:

There is no record of Ms Sweeney saying words to that effect. The ABC is unable to comment further, as Ms Sweeney is on a year’s leave. 

There is no News and Current Affairs policy that prevents presenters wearing poppies on Remembrance Day. It is left to individual presenters to decide if they want to do so. The same applies to wearing rosemary on Anzac Day.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 52

Topic:  Workforce 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Why did Mr Cameron dismiss my examples of breaches about ABC rules by referring to staff turnover and casualisation of the workforce when almost all of my examples relate to long term and often very senior staff (see the attached transcripts for details)?

Answer:

The ABC does not accept that Mr Cameron dismissed the examples given; he was merely pointing out the high turnover in staff in News and Current Affairs. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 53

Topic:  References to David Hicks 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

The first name issue relating to David Hicks was (reporter to Terry Hicks) “What does this mean for David”. I would respectfully suggest the correct action by the reporter would have been:  “What does this mean for your son”. As with the other attached examples, can the ABC please provide an explanation as to why the various journalists have breached this rule in each instance?


To aid these efforts, please find attached the 95 examples I referred to.

Answer:

Refer to answer to Question 24.

The Senator has forwarded two examples of David Hicks being referred to by his first name.

News and Current Affairs would prefer that the reporters had not referred to David Hicks by his first name, however, such usage is understandable in the context. In both cases the father of David Hicks was being interviewed.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 54

Topic:  Use of First Names by Broadcasters
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Additionally I would like to know why it is that when anonymity is required an anonymous surname cannot be used instead?  Wouldn't an anonymous surname be more in line with the spirit of the guidelines in relation to the use of first names and their empathy evoking effect?

Why does a programme like Radio National breakfast not create an impression of empathy when using first name terms in the same way the practice is against the style guide in NewsCaff programmes?  My question on this matter was not answered entirely to my satisfaction. The question is not about the style of the programme it is about the way an impression of empathy is created. Empathy is empathy. Many interviews (e.g. on Lateline) are very free-flowing and “go for more than a few minutes.” 

First names are able to be used to protect the confidentiality of the person, however this “would be made clear in the script” as per the ABC style guide. Can the ABC please indicate where this was the case in the examples where confidentiality was a concern?

Answer:

Refer to answer 24.

The ABC believes the use of first names may be acceptable where there are valid reasons to protect the identity of a person. 

The use of a first name only for reasons of confidentiality is widespread in the media. It is an immediate indicator to the audience that the person is not disclosing his or her identity. Where first names are used for reasons of confidentiality, the ABC would prefer this to be disclosed.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 55

Topic:  Reference to War on Terror
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Regarding the answer about the War on Terror:  If the ABC NewsCaff division “has moved on from that memo” why is the ban on the usage still in the style guide?  

Why do staff continue to refer to the “so-called war on terror”?  

What exactly is the current rule? 

Answer:

There is still a reference to this in the current version of the Style Guide. The expression “war on terror” has become a more widely accepted term than when the Style Guide was written and is an acceptable usage in News and Current Affairs programs. By the same token, there is no ban on “so-called war on terror”.

The Style Guide is under revision at present.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 56

Topic:  Lateline and Mark Latham 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

In relation to Mark Latham, Andrew Denton, Lateline, Maxine McKew and the ALP, and The 7.30 Report:  could the ABC explain the process that led to the fiasco over the Denton broadcast supplanting Lateline? 

Did the ABC break its agreement with the publishers by bringing the broadcast forward?  There seems to be a disparity between the differing versions of events. Anita Jacobi from Enough Rope has one version and John Cameron another. 

Why didn’t Mr Balding sit down with Sue Lester, the acting head of TV, and Mr Cameron and explain the two side's positions to each other? 

Where was the Managing Director's leadership?  If I can quote an apparent comment from Mr Charley: “I was very unhappy and dispirited with what happened.” 

Why was Lateline then dropped?  Evidently Mr Cameron decided 11.15pm was too late, but Lateline has gone to air in that slot three times this year.

Why did Mark Latham tell Triple J on September 20 that he had to go to Tony Jones for a decent interview because Andrew Denton would be hopeless?  

Did Mr Jones who spent time beforehand with Mr Latham convince Mr Latham in advance of the interview with Mr Denton, that he would have to come on Lateline to get a proper interview? 

Did he set out to gazump Mr Denton by telling Mark Latham that he could do a better job? Mr Jones clearly arranged the interview before the Denton interview, therefore he would not have known the scope or quality of the interview before the arrangement was made.
I make this point based on a quote from an interview Mr Latham gave with Triple J on September 20 (Latham to Chris and Craig):  "Well I know you are mates with Andrew Denton but you know he is not much of a political interviewer is he? I had to do the Tony Jones one to get a political professional as opposed to an amateur. Now Denton’s been good at wit, The Chaser and funny ha ha stuff but he doesn’t really cut the mustard as a political interviewer so we had to go to the professional Jones.”
Answer:

In September, the ABC broadcast television interviews with the former leader of the Labor Party, Mark Latham, at the time his memoirs were being released.

The ABC recorded several interviews with Mr Latham. The first with Andrew Denton for the Enough Rope program that was scheduled to go to air on Monday, 19 September, at 9.30pm and the other with Tony Jones to be broadcast on Lateline. This interview was scheduled to go to air on Monday, 19 September, at 10.30pm.

On Thursday, 15 September, the ABC decided that, in the public interest, the Enough Rope interview should be re-scheduled and broadcast that evening at 8.30pm, as the matters discussed in the interview were already the subject of extensive reporting in that day’s newspapers.

In response to this decision, News Limited successfully applied for a Supreme Court injunction preventing the ABC from broadcasting the program. 

At 10.15pm that night, ABC lawyers were successful in overturning that injunction. The ABC then decided that Enough Rope should be broadcast that night at 10.30 pm.

The Director of News and Current Affairs decided that 11.15pm was too late to broadcast an hour-long interview with Mark Latham on Lateline that night and that the program’s viewers would be better served by the interview running in an earlier timeslot the following evening. 

The Lateline interview was broadcast in two parts: on Friday, 16 September, at 10.15pm and on Monday 19 September, at 10.30 pm.

The ABC is pleased to have broadcast two quite different but equally compelling interviews with Mr Latham about matters of some national significance. These interviews reached more than 2 million people. The ABC did not act dishonourably in this matter nor breach any agreements in the process of broadcasting these interviews. 

The ABC did not break its agreement with the publishers of Mr Latham's book.

Mark Latham’s comments about Tony Jones’ interview compared with Andrew Denton’s interview are the opinions of Mr Latham and have no bearing on any remarks made to Mr Latham by Mr Jones or the producers of Lateline. 

Lateline was approached first by Mr Latham, who offered to speak to Tony Jones about the diaries on the condition that a Lateline interview would not go to air before the Enough Rope interview. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 57

Topic: Interview with Mark Latham on ABC Asia-Pacific
Written Question on Notice 

Senator Santoro asked:

Regarding the ABC's reputation in the Asia Pacific:  why did ABC Asia Pacific TV broadcast an old Mark Latham interview from several years ago instead of the latest Andrew Denton version?  

Given that this happened on a Saturday and the Denton show was aired on the Thursday, what was the problem?  
In doing so, can I relate some feedback from an Australian viewer in Thailand, Rob Astbury, who had invited two British friends to join him for the Latham interview. Having been fed the tired old version, he writes: “In a few minutes ABC Asia Pacific destroyed all the good work it has done recently in promoting its service and credibility.”  

Why play the old Latham interview?

Why not the new one?

If for some sort of technical reason the ABC couldn’t get the new one out in two days, why not put something else on instead?  As Mr Astbury writes: “Surely someone must be held accountable for what I feel was a bad programming mistake.”
Answer: 

A worldwide practice in the television industry is to broadcast repeat and older programs in non prime time. ABC Asia Pacific follows that practice. It is not economically feasible to broadcast new programs around the clock.
 

The Enough Rope series was one such example. The programs are repeated on daytime television. The first run Enough Rope programs are broadcast in prime time relatively soon after the Australian broadcasts. It was by chance that the repeat series of mainly timeless interviews happened to include an interview with Mark Latham. The main interviewees on the program were Jane Turner, Gina Riley (Kath and Kim) and author Nikki Gemmell, not Mr Latham.

In further correspondence, the viewer accepted the explanation. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 58

Topic:  Interviews with Labor figures
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

During the publicity for the Latham Diaries, the ABC interviewed the following senior Labor figures:  Barry Jones and Kevin Rudd on The 7.30 Report with Kerry O’Brien; Julia Gillard on Sunday Profile with Monica Attard;  Stephen Smith on Lateline with Maxine McKew and Bob Hawke on The 7.30 Report again with Maxine McKew. 


I would like to suggest to the ABC the single most important question arising from the Latham episode is this:  What does it say about the judgement of the Parliamentary Labor Party that decided to foist this person onto the Australian voters as an alternative prime minister?


How can the voting public trust the judgement of the ALP defence spokesman Robert McClelland, who went into a shower a Beazley voter and came out as the casting vote for Latham?  With that kind of wishy-washy thinking, that appalling lack of judgement, how can he be trusted with Australia’s national security?


I believe that these are very difficult, and blatantly obvious questions for the federal Labor Party to answer. But who at the ABC asked either of them in an interview? 

Kerry O’Brien had two chances, did he ask the question, or one of a similar nature? Maxine McKew had two chances, did she ask the question, or one of a similar nature? Monica Attard, did she ask the question, or one of similar nature?

For questions 29 to 32, why not?  My reading of those interviews suggests that the interviewers asked no questions like this, despite their obviousness and clear public interest. Is it a case of the journalists in question protecting their mates?  


Section 5.1.5 of the charter of editorial practice states that journalists should not be unquestioning. How does this section of the charter compare with the aforementioned interviewers' performance against that criteria?

Answer:

The release of the Latham Diaries and their content were extensively covered by the ABC. This coverage complied with relevant sections of the ABC Editorial Policies.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 59

Topic:  Interview with Kevin Rudd
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

When Mr O’Brien interviewed Kevin Rudd, I would like to know why he didn’t ask another obvious question and that is about Mr Latham’s assertion in his book that he set up Mr Rudd to prove he was untrustworthy in leaking material to Laurie Oakes. It is an explosive allegation that goes to the heart of Mr Rudd’s trustworthiness. The question wasn't asked. Why not? 

Answer:

The decision about what is asked in interviews rests with the program team. The ABC believes Kerry O’Brien’s interview with Kevin Rudd was fair and balanced and canvassed appropriate issues. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 60

Topic:  Remarks by Maxine McKew 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

7.30 Report presenter Maxine McKew on ABC Radio said: “Yesterday, for the first time, I got a real sense of the inevitability of the Latham ascension.”  I’ve also asked why Ms McKew went soft on Labor on the two previous occasions and didn’t ask the most obvious hard questions. Was Maxine McKew considering standing for the ALP at the 2001 election in the seat of Fowler? 
According to Mr Latham, she did, but she backed out because she didn’t want to leave Mosman and live in Liverpool or Cabramatta. Is that true?
Has an ABC presenter - in this particular case Ms McKew - ever considered standing for Labor in an election while also covering the election as an ABC presenter and interviewer?  If so, did she tell her bosses, as per section 5.5 on conflicts of interest, and was she negotiating with the ALP when also hosting Lateline and The 7.30 Report?  
I have other examples of Ms McKew quizzing government ministers over Tampa and so forth, with what most people would describe as aggressive questioning. Ms McKew interviewed Stephen Smith and Chris Pyne on Lateline on September the 23rd. Mr Pyne wanted to find out from Mr Smith what the election of Mark Latham as leader said about the party’s judgement and he was cut off by Ms McKew who said “I’ll come to that” and then went on to another point. Ms McKew never did come back to that point. Why wasn't the hard question asked, and why didn't Ms McKew return back to the point that she'd earlier interrupted?  
To the typical viewer this scenario appeared as though Ms McKew cut off Mr Pyne to deny him his point and therefore protect Mr Smith and consequently the Labor Party 
Why did Tony Jones not ask Mr Latham about Maxine McKew’s ALP ambitions when he interviewed him?

Who is the prominent ABC TV presenter, who was according to Mr Latham, was drunk and driving the wrong way up Canberra Avenue?

Answer:

Since no date has been provided for the alleged comment by Ms McKew, the ABC is unable to make a judgement as to the accuracy of the quote or about the context in which any comment may have been made.

The ABC rejects any suggestion that Ms McKew was trying to “protect Mr Smith and consequently the Labor Party”. Christopher Pyne did not complain about the conduct of that interview or any of the others Ms McKew has conducted. Nor have there been any complaints from her other Liberal Party guests on Lateline, including Senator George Brandis and Malcolm Turnbull.

The claim about Ms McKew having political ambitions for a Federal seat is made in The Latham Diaries. Ms McKew was quoted as rejecting the claim in The Australian shortly after the publication of the Latham book. The ABC has no further knowledge of the anecdote in Mr Latham’s book. In any case, the ABC has clear guidelines and procedures about staff members who decide to stand for election in any tier of government and is satisfied that these procedures are followed in such cases.

Tony Jones conducted a probing interview with Mark Latham that covered what he judged to be the most newsworthy and controversial aspects of the book.

The ABC has no knowledge of the allegation regarding “the prominent ABC TV presenter, who was according to Mr Latham, was drunk and driving the wrong way up Canberra Avenue”.
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 61

Topic:  Use of description “Terrorists” 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

In relation to the ABC's justification for calling J-I "Terrorists" under the previous policy, even though they were not on the UN list, and the follow on implications for describing Hezbollah. The ABC has previously written to me stating that the reason journalists called J-I a terror group was because: “the group J-I has been shown to have had connections to the group Al Qaeda.”
Dr Sidney Jones, said by “Lateline” to be one of the best informed analysts of jihadist extremism in Indonesia, was asked about this specific point on the programme of Monday October 3. 
Tony Jones: “Do you think the links, maybe the ideology is similar to Al-Qaeda. Do you think the links are there?” 
Sidney Jones: “It’s a question we can’t answer at this stage.”
Will the ABC document the specific links between Al Qaeda and J-I that ABC journalists were aware of when they called J-I "Terrorists" before the UN listed them?  

Can the ABC ask those journalists what information they were aware of, especially Tony Jones, Mark Colvin and Nick Grimm?

The US bill of indictment against the Bin Laden Terrorists who went on trial in New York in 2001, stated that Bin Laden’s Al Qaeda “forged alliances with the National Islamic Front in the Sudan, with representatives of the government of Iran, and its associated terrorist group Hezbollah.”
Ali Mohammed, a member of Al Qaeda who pleaded guilty to involvement in the 1998 attacks on American embassies in Africa, stated in his plea that “Hezbollah provided explosives training for Al Qaeda.”
US Senator Charles Grassy said after a briefing by senior law enforcement officers that “those officials believe Al Qaeda is very much involved with Hezbollah.”
According to the US 9/11 Commission Report: “While in Sudan senior managers of Al Qaeda maintained contacts with Iran and Hezbollah. Al Qaeda members received advice and training from Hezbollah.”
In light of those links, why doesn’t the ABC apply the rule as explained in the written answer to question 61 from the May Estimates, to Hezbollah?

Can the ABC explain how the new policy on labelling operates in the context of Terrorism?
Is it the case that the policy seeks to avoid the use of labels “as a general rule”. But where labels have been clearly ascribed to an individual or organisation by a third party, this will be made clear within the broadcast, as explained in section 6.14.4. 
To clarify:  if a person or organisation refers to a person or group as “terrorists” or a "terror group” then the ABC would broadcast that reference. 
In the context of the latest Bali bombings, Tanya Nolan on The World Today of October 3 referred to “the terrorist organisation Jemaah Islamiah” and again on October 4, without attribution, why?

Without attribution, Mark Colvin on “PM” of October 3 said “Blame is already being pointed at the regional terrorist outfit Jemaah Islamiah,” – again, why?

Barry Cassidy on “Insiders” on October 2: “terrorists have again struck in Bali,” why did Mr Cassidy not provide an attribution, or was there not one?

I asked a similar question at the last Estimates and received no meaningful or respectful answer, but I will ask again:  What is the difference between a suicide bomber walking into a restaurant in Bali and killing and maiming dozens of innocent people, and a suicide bomber doing the same thing in a restaurant or night club in Tel Aviv or Jerusalem? 

According to ABC journalists, when J-I do it they are terrorists, when it’s Hamas they are militants. Why? 
Answer:

The question is based on the false premise that the ABC has a policy that involves labelling certain groups as terrorists and others not. There is no such policy. 

The words “terrorist” and “terrorism” can be used by ABC reporters and presenters in appropriate circumstances. As a general indication, it would be expected that, where the facts of a matter clearly point to it being a terrorist act then it may well be that the word “terrorist” or “terrorism” may be used, particularly where it provides important context and information relevant at the time. The ABC’s judgements about the particular circumstances where such usage is appropriate are guided by the ABC Board’s Editorial Policies. These policies set out specific standards of accuracy and impartiality for news, current affairs and information programming, and also articulate the Board’s policy for labelling of groups and individuals, which came into effect on 23 March 2005. 

The policy on labelling of groups and individuals emphasises that the overriding objective for the ABC is to report the facts clearly, accurately and impartially to enable our audience to make their own judgements and form their own conclusions. The policy acknowledges that at times, labels can provide valuable information or context. However, if inappropriately applied, they can also be seen as subjective, over simplistic or as portraying stereotypes. The ABC has reviewed the examples cited by the Senator and is satisfied that the reports were accurate, impartial and fair. They were not subjective or overly simplistic and did not portray stereotypes. There has been no breach of ABC Editorial Policy requirements.

The series of questions about “attribution” are similarly based on a false premise. They assume that the ABC can use the words terrorism or terrorist only when they are attributed. However, like any other label, the words can be used if their use complies with ABC Editorial Policy requirements, as explained above. Furthermore, this clause does not oblige the ABC to use a particular label which has been ascribed to an individual or group by a third party. Such a requirement would clearly be unworkable for an independent news organisation such as the ABC. Section 6.14.4 means that if a report uses a label that has been ascribed by a third party, this will be made clear within the broadcast. For example, "what the US Government calls a terrorist cell".
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3




Question: 62
Topic:  Use of description “Terrorists” 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

In relation to the ABC's justification for calling J-I "Terrorists" under the previous policy, even though they were not on the UN list, and the follow on implications for describing Hezbollah. The ABC has previously written to me stating that the reason journalists called J-I a terror group was because: “the group J-I has been shown to have had connections to the group Al Qaeda.”
Dr Sidney Jones, said by “Lateline” to be one of the best informed analysts of jihadist extremism in Indonesia, was asked about this specific point on the programme of Monday October 3. 
Tony Jones: “Do you think the links, maybe the ideology is similar to Al-Qaeda. Do you think the links are there?” 
Sidney Jones: “It’s a question we can’t answer at this stage.”
Will the ABC document the specific links between Al Qaeda and J-I that ABC journalists were aware of when they called J-I "Terrorists" before the UN listed them?  

Can the ABC ask those journalists what information they were aware of, especially Tony Jones, Mark Colvin and Nick Grimm?

The US bill of indictment against the Bin Laden Terrorists who went on trial in New York in 2001, stated that Bin Laden’s Al Qaeda “forged alliances with the National Islamic Front in the Sudan, with representatives of the government of Iran, and its associated terrorist group Hezbollah.”
Ali Mohammed, a member of Al Qaeda who pleaded guilty to involvement in the 1998 attacks on American embassies in Africa, stated in his plea that “Hezbollah provided explosives training for Al Qaeda.”
US Senator Charles Grassy said after a briefing by senior law enforcement officers that “those officials believe Al Qaeda is very much involved with Hezbollah.”
According to the US 9/11 Commission Report: “While in Sudan senior managers of Al Qaeda maintained contacts with Iran and Hezbollah. Al Qaeda members received advice and training from Hezbollah.”
In light of those links, why doesn’t the ABC apply the rule as explained in the written answer to question 61 from the May Estimates, to Hezbollah?

Can the ABC explain how the new policy on labelling operates in the context of Terrorism?
Is it the case that the policy seeks to avoid the use of labels “as a general rule”. But where labels have been clearly ascribed to an individual or organisation by a third party, this will be made clear within the broadcast, as explained in section 6.14.4. 
To clarify:  if a person or organisation refers to a person or group as “terrorists” or a "terror group” then the ABC would broadcast that reference. 
In the context of the latest Bali bombings, Tanya Nolan on The World Today of October 3 referred to “the terrorist organisation Jemaah Islamiah” and again on October 4, without attribution, why?

Without attribution, Mark Colvin on “PM” of October 3 said “Blame is already being pointed at the regional terrorist outfit Jemaah Islamiah,” – again, why?

Barry Cassidy on “Insiders” on October 2: “terrorists have again struck in Bali,” why did Mr Cassidy not provide an attribution, or was there not one?

I asked a similar question at the last Estimates and received no meaningful or respectful answer, but I will ask again:  What is the difference between a suicide bomber walking into a restaurant in Bali and killing and maiming dozens of innocent people, and a suicide bomber doing the same thing in a restaurant or night club in Tel Aviv or Jerusalem? 

According to ABC journalists, when J-I do it they are terrorists, when it’s Hamas they are militants. Why? 
Answer:

See answer to Question 61.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3




Question: 63

Topic:  Use of description “Terrorists” 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

In relation to the ABC's justification for calling J-I "Terrorists" under the previous policy, even though they were not on the UN list, and the follow on implications for describing Hezbollah. The ABC has previously written to me stating that the reason journalists called J-I a terror group was because: “the group J-I has been shown to have had connections to the group Al Qaeda.”
Dr Sidney Jones, said by “Lateline” to be one of the best informed analysts of jihadist extremism in Indonesia, was asked about this specific point on the programme of Monday October 3. 
Tony Jones: “Do you think the links, maybe the ideology is similar to Al-Qaeda. Do you think the links are there?” 
Sidney Jones: “It’s a question we can’t answer at this stage.”
Will the ABC document the specific links between Al Qaeda and J-I that ABC journalists were aware of when they called J-I "Terrorists" before the UN listed them?  

Can the ABC ask those journalists what information they were aware of, especially Tony Jones, Mark Colvin and Nick Grimm?

The US bill of indictment against the Bin Laden Terrorists who went on trial in New York in 2001, stated that Bin Laden’s Al Qaeda “forged alliances with the National Islamic Front in the Sudan, with representatives of the government of Iran, and its associated terrorist group Hezbollah.”
Ali Mohammed, a member of Al Qaeda who pleaded guilty to involvement in the 1998 attacks on American embassies in Africa, stated in his plea that “Hezbollah provided explosives training for Al Qaeda.”
US Senator Charles Grassy said after a briefing by senior law enforcement officers that “those officials believe Al Qaeda is very much involved with Hezbollah.”
According to the US 9/11 Commission Report: “While in Sudan senior managers of Al Qaeda maintained contacts with Iran and Hezbollah. Al Qaeda members received advice and training from Hezbollah.”
In light of those links, why doesn’t the ABC apply the rule as explained in the written answer to question 61 from the May Estimates, to Hezbollah?

Can the ABC explain how the new policy on labelling operates in the context of Terrorism?
Is it the case that the policy seeks to avoid the use of labels “as a general rule”. But where labels have been clearly ascribed to an individual or organisation by a third party, this will be made clear within the broadcast, as explained in section 6.14.4. 
To clarify:  if a person or organisation refers to a person or group as “terrorists” or a "terror group” then the ABC would broadcast that reference. 
In the context of the latest Bali bombings, Tanya Nolan on The World Today of October 3 referred to “the terrorist organisation Jemaah Islamiah” and again on October 4, without attribution, why?

Without attribution, Mark Colvin on “PM” of October 3 said “Blame is already being pointed at the regional terrorist outfit Jemaah Islamiah,” – again, why?

Barry Cassidy on “Insiders” on October 2: “terrorists have again struck in Bali,” why did Mr Cassidy not provide an attribution, or was there not one?

I asked a similar question at the last Estimates and received no meaningful or respectful answer, but I will ask again:  What is the difference between a suicide bomber walking into a restaurant in Bali and killing and maiming dozens of innocent people, and a suicide bomber doing the same thing in a restaurant or night club in Tel Aviv or Jerusalem? 

According to ABC journalists, when J-I do it they are terrorists, when it’s Hamas they are militants. Why? 
Answer:

See answer to Question 61.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 64

Topic:  Use of description “Terrorists” - Alan Sunderland
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

The new head editorial co-ordinator for news, Alan Sunderland, on the 30 June's Radio National Media Report, said to Richard Adey: “We should give our audiences the facts and allow them to make the judgements. In other words if somebody has just been a suicide bomber, who’s just got onto a bus and blown up a bus full of people, do we call them a terrorist? Well, what we do is, we call them a suicide bomber. We call them somebody who has just killed 20 people.”  
That was a week before the London bombings. And that terrorist attack has exposed a major problem with the ABC logic as explained by Mr Sunderland. 
The ABC's London correspondent Rafael Epstein on Monday July 11, four days after the attacks: “The police have almost certainly ruled out suicide bomb theories.” 
In the end that theory has proved wrong. But the point is, at the time of the attack and for several days after, we didn’t know whether it was a suicide attack and we didn’t know how many people died. 
The one thing we did know is that it was a terrorist attack, and the people to blame were terrorists. 
How are ABC journalists dealing with a major breaking story expected to follow Mr Sunderland’s policy?  
Must they make blind assumptions about the method of attack and the number of dead, but not state the blindingly obvious – these were terrorist attacks, carried out by terrorists?

Answer:

Mr Sunderland’s comments, as reported on the Media Report, are straightforward. If there has been an attack by a suicide bomber, then the ABC should report it as an attack by a suicide bomber. 

The ABC does not believe this is a controversial – it relates to clear, factual reporting.

If there were a terrorist attack then the ABC would likely report that there was a terrorist attack. However, if there were some doubt as to whether it was a terrorist attack or not, then it would not be reported that way.

ABC policies are designed to prevent reporters from making “blind assumptions” about anything to do with the stories they report – this includes assumptions about the motivation of an attack, for example, as much as it includes assumptions about the method of an attack.

A clearer perspective on this matter could have been provided had the Senator included the complete transcript of Mr Sunderland’s answer in the Media Report, rather than just a small section of it:

Richard Aedy: I wanted to ask you about language also, Alan, because the Beeb’s code spells out that journalists will not, and should not use the word ‘terrorist’. Where does the ABC stand?

Alan Sunderland: We don’t have a similar restriction. What we say in our use of labelling is not that ‘terrorist’ is a word that should never be used. What we say is whether it be the word ‘terrorist’, or any other word that involves labelling a person or a group, these things come with judgments, and we need to avoid making judgments for our audiences. We should give our audiences the facts and allow them to make the judgments. In other words, if somebody has just been a suicide bomber, who’s just got onto a bus and blown up a bus full of people, do we call them a terrorist? Well, what we do we call them a suicide bomber. We call them somebody who has just killed 20 people. The reason the word ‘terrorist’ creates so much conflict is because there has been so much political argument about what constitutes terrorism. There are people who don’t believe that State-based terrorism can possibly exist. There are people that don’t believe you can call someone a terrorist if they are working for a government, as opposed to another group. So our view is always not to ban the word, but to say Give our audience the information, give our audience the facts in a non-judgmental way and that’s not to skirt the issue, but that’s to give people more rather than less information.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 65

Topic:  Use of description “Terrorist” (Beslan) 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Despite the answer to question 72 of May Estimates where Mr Balding wrote:  “Neither the recently added section of the Editorial Policies on labelling nor the Style Guide entry mean that the words terrorism or terrorist cannot be used. At times, these words will be the most appropriate to use in a report. The Style Guide says we won’t resile from using the word 'terrorism' in appropriate cases. These guidelines allow program staff to use their discretion and common sense.”  
Can the ABC please explain what common sense was being used by Emma Griffiths during coverage of the 1st anniversary of the Beslan massacre when she called the butchers who murdered hundreds of innocent children “militants” instead of "terrorists”?  

Could the ABC please supply this committee with the original transcript of the interview between the reporter and one of the survivors of the Beslan massacre, Elena Kasumova , on “PM” September 1, 2005, which the programme translated as “neither the federal forces nor the militants expected it.”?  The original Russian and the accurate English translation, please.

If the ABC resiles from calling these callous killers in Beslan “terrorists”, under what circumstances would ABC journalists use the term “terrorist”? 

Why would it be inappropriate to call the Beslan killers "terrorists"?

Is it the case that the reporter has become so confused by the ever-changing and inconsistently applied rule book that she has decided to play it safe and go for "militant"?

Would the ABC be able to find out from the reporter why she opted for “militant” in her reports this year? 

Answer:

Emma Griffiths did not refer to those responsible for the Beslan attack as militants “instead of” terrorists. The ABC believes the use of the word ‘militant’ was accurate and appropriate. To suggest, as this question seems to imply, that by using the word ‘militant’ the ABC is making some sort of statement that those involved in the attack were definitively not terrorists or murderers, for instance, is illogical and without foundation.

The ABC believes that its coverage of the tragic events in Beslan was comprehensive, factually accurate and left the audience in no doubt of the horrific consequences of the actions of the hostage-takers.

The ABC does not resile from using the word ‘terrorist’  

It would only be inappropriate to call those responsible for the Beslan attack “terrorists” if the ABC felt its use was contrary to the policy on labelling. There is no evidence (and none has been provided) that this was the case in this instance. There is no doubt that the use of the word “militant” was accurate and relevant.

The ABC rejects any suggestion that the reporter had “become so confused”. 

As with all other material in the report, the words were chosen on that basis of being factual and accurate. 

The transcripts of interview are not available.

