Question 1





Outcome 1, output 1.1.1 


Topic: China’s economy


Hansard page 87





Senator Conroy asked:


Could the department provide the criteria by which it judges a market economy?





Answer:


As there is no internationally agreed economic definition of a market economy, there are no internationally agreed criteria by which an economy can be judged to be a market economy. Governments must therefore consider a range of criteria when judging whether an economy is a market economy, such as a degree of state influence over resource allocation, whether price levels are determined by the market and other factors.








Question 2





Outcome 1, output 1.1.2 


Topic: Afghanistan


Written question





Senator Faulkner asked:


Can DFAT advise what the security situation in Afghanistan is currently like?


 Would DFAT describe Afghanistan as a safe and secure environment?


 If not, how would DFAT describe Afghanistan’s security situation at the moment?


Can DFAT advise what progress has been made on locating Osama bin Laden?





Answer:


(1) 	The security situation in Afghanistan is outlined in the department’s travel advice, which can be found at http://smartraveller.com. The advice issued on 3 December 2003 reports that the security situation throughout Afghanistan remains hazardous and the threat to Westerners from terrorist/criminal violence, including kidnapping, remains high. The United States–led international coalition has been conducting a military campaign in Afghanistan since October 2001 against al–Qaeda and Taliban operatives.


(2)	There are on-going operations to locate Osama bin Laden.


�
Question 3





Outcome 1, output 1.1.5 


Topic: Cairns Group


Hansard page 71–76





Senator Conroy asked:


When partial caucuses of Cairns Group members have occurred in the period between the Cairns Group Ministerial meeting in Bolivia in October 2002 and the WTO Ministerial meeting in Cancun in September 2003? How many meetings took place between the Minister for Trade, the Hon Mark Vaile, and his Cairns Group counterparts in the three months prior to Cancun?





Was there any correspondence between the Minister for Trade and his Cairns Group counterparts in the three months prior to the ministerial meeting in Cancun? If so, when did this correspondence occur? Could the department provide a summary of the main points in the correspondence?





What direct representations were made in response to the EU–US paper issued following the WTO mini–minsterial in Montreal?





Which countries in the last few years have expressed a desire to join the Cairns Group? When was the last time additional countries joined the Cairns Group?





Answer:


Since the Cairns Group Ministerial meeting in Bolivia in October 2002, the Minister has met with Ministers from Cairns Group members on:





22–24 October 2002 (APEC Ministerial meeting in Los Cabos, Mexico), 


14–15 November 2002 (Sydney informal ministerial of WTO members), 


14–16 February 2003  (Tokyo informal ministerial of WTO members), 


31 May–4 June 2003 (APEC Ministers responsible for Trade meeting held in Khon Kaen, Thailand), 


17–20 June 2003 (visit to Geneva), 


20–22 June 2003 (Sharm el–Sheikh informal ministerial meeting of WTO members), 


28–30 July 2003 (Montreal informal ministerial meeting of WTO members), 


28 August 2003 (CER Twentieth Anniversary forum with New Zealand), 


3–4 September 2003 (ASEAN–CER Ministerial meeting in Cambodia), and 


9 September 2003 (Cairns Group Ministerial meeting in Cancun).





Yes, on both 15 July and 21 August. These letters addressed the outlook for the WTO agriculture negotiations and identified approaches which would best position the Group and advance its negotiating proposals at Cancun.





A number of representations were made in Brussels, Washington, Geneva, and relevant EU Member State capitals, and with representatives of the EU and the United States.





In order to preserve in-confidence government to government communications, it is not possible to name those countries which have expressed a desire to join the Cairns Group. A small number of countries, with varying degrees of formality, have expressed an interest in a closer association with, or membership of, the Cairns Group.





Bolivia, Costa Rica and Guatemala joined the Cairns Group in November 1999.








Question 4





Outcome 1, output 1.1.5 


Topic: Chinese textile exports


Hansard page 90





Senator Conroy asked:


Paragraph 242 of the WTO report of the working party on the accession of China refers to the right of a WTO member to restrict imports of textiles from China in the event that increased imports were disrupting the domestic market. Doesn’t the suspension of this provision mean that Australian has waived the extra safeguard measures allowed against Chinese textiles?





Answer:


Paragraph 242 of the WTO Report of the Working Party on China’s Accession requires China, following consultations, to apply specified quantitative restraints on exports of Chinese textiles and clothing products to a WTO Member where that Member believes the exports are, due to market disruption, threatening to impede the orderly development of trade in these products. This provision applies until 31 December 2008.





Australia has the right to recourse to safeguard measures provided under GATT/WTO rules where domestic industry is injured or threatened with injury caused by a surge in imports. The non-application of Paragraph 242 will therefore not affect or constrain the Government’s ability or rights under the WTO Agreements.








�
Question 5





Outcome 1, output 1.1.6


Topic: Australia Thailand FTA—medical benefits


Written question





Senator Conroy asked:


Having examined the benefits to Australia from the FTA contained in the information provided by DFAT it is not readily apparent what the Thai tariff rates for medical equipment will be under the Agreement. I understand medical products are presently subject to a tariff of 25%. What will be the tariff upon entry into force of the agreement?





Answer:  


Current Thai tariffs on medical equipment falling under Chapter 90 of the Harmonised Tariff Schedule are in the range 0–5%. Where not eliminated upon entry into force of the FTA, these tariffs will be eliminated in 2007.





For pharmaceutical and other medical products under Chapter 30 of the Harmonised Tariff Schedule, current Thai tariffs are in the range 0–20%. On products identified during the negotiations as of specific interest to Australia, current tariffs of 10% will be halved upon entry into force of the agreement and eliminated in 2007, while current tariffs of 20% will be halved on entry into force of the agreement and phased to zero in 2009. Other tariffs currently at 10% will be reduced to 8% on entry into force of the agreement and phased to zero in 2009. 








Question 6





Outcome 1, output 1.1.6


Topic: Australia Thailand FTA—pineapples


Written question





Senator Conroy asked:


Negotiations were successfully concluded on the 19th of October? Is the department aware that the quarantine arrangements for fumigating pineapples imported from Thailand—to allow them to be fumigated for pests in Australia rather than in Thailand—came into force on 20 October?


Is this pure coincidence or was it an important element in getting Thailand to agree to the FTA?


The Australia–Thailand CER FTA provides for Australian goods exported to Thailand so that:


“All remaining tariffs, including tariff rate quotas, will phase to zero in 2015 or 2020, with the exception of skim milk powder and liquid milk and cream, for which the tariff rate quotas will be eliminated in 2025”


Can the department provide details of any meetings it had with Australian Dairy industry representatives prior to the finalisation of the agreement to advise them that the FTA would contain these long phase in periods and tariff reductions?


What was their reaction to these phased access periods and tariff reductions?


Did the department consult with the National Farmers’ Federation (NFF) prior to final sign–off of these phased access periods and tariff reductions?


What analysis has the department done on what the net trading position in agricultural produce between Australia and Thailand will look like under this agreement? In other words, is Australia going to be net winners or losers in agricultural trade with Thailand as a result of this agreement?


Can the department provide a copy of this analysis to the committee?


As the department would be aware, anti-dumping tariffs were imposed on pineapples imported from Thailand in 2001 after Golden Circle demonstrated that Thailand was dumping pineapple into Australia at less than the cost of production. With reference to the section entitled “Other” on the DFAT Australian Tariff Commitments page (DFAT website) it states:


“Current Australian tariffs on all items in other sectors are at 5% or below. Australia will eliminate these tariffs on entry into force of the Agreement for goods of Thai origin.”


	Does the term “Other” apply to pineapples imported from Thailand?  If so, does this mean that upon entry into force the anti-dumping tariffs are lifted immediately on Thai pineapple imports? 


Has the department undertaken any work to show that Thailand is not now dumping pineapple in Australia for less than the cost of production?


Can this analysis be made available to the committee?


What consultations did the department have with the Australian pineapple industry before this tariff reduction was imposed on them? What was their reaction?


I understand that in order to place the anti-dumping tariff on Thai pineapples in 2001, Golden Circle went through a lengthy process with the Australian Customs Service related to the WTO. Is the department aware of that process being undertaken by Golden Circle?


Is it an expensive process? Is the department aware of what that particular campaign cost? 


Did the department or some other part of the Commonwealth Government assist with those costs? If so, to what extent?


Is there provision within the agreement for the anti-dumping tariffs on pineapple to be reinstated? If no—why not? If yes—If Australian industry were seeking a re-imposition of the tariff, what anti-dumping procedure would they need to pursue?  Does the company have to prove injury under the process?





Answer:


(1 & 2) The proximity of the date of the announcement of the conclusion of FTA negotiations with Thailand to the date on which Biosecurity Australia’s modified policy for fresh pineapples took effect was purely coincidental.





DFAT met or had other direct communications with Australian dairy industry representatives throughout the negotiations with Thailand. DFAT advised Australian dairy industry representatives of the Thai position on dairy market access at all stages in the negotiations, including directly from Bangkok during the final days of the negotiations.





In a press release on 21 October, the Chairman of the Australian Dairy Industry Council welcomed the conclusion of the free trade agreement with Thailand.





DFAT consulted a wide range of agricultural industry representative bodies and exporters, including the NFF, throughout the negotiations.





The Australia-Thailand Free Trade Agreement Joint Scoping Study released in May 2002, prior to the launch of the negotiations, included a case study on the likely impact of an FTA on the food and agriculture sector (chapter 4).





The text of that Study can be found at  http://www.dfat.gov.au/trade/negotiations/thai_fta/index.html. Australian industries that stand to gain from improved access to the Thai market include meat, dairy, grains, horticulture, wine, and various sectors of the processed food industry. Current Australia tariffs on agriculture imports from Thailand, where not zero, are no more than 5%.





The term “Other” in the Australian Tariff Commitments page on the DFAT website does include fresh and processed pineapples. As for all products, the commitment to eliminate Australian tariffs refers only to ordinary import duties. It does not refer to anti-dumping duties, including those currently applying to imports of processed pineapple from Thailand. These anti–dumping duties will thus not be affected by the entry into force of the FTA. 





No, as the FTA will not affect the current anti-dumping action. 





See answer to Question 8.





Golden Circle was advised that the FTA would not affect the current anti-dumping action on processed pineapple, but that the ordinary customs duty of 5% on imports of processed pineapple would be covered by the tariff commitments under the FTA. DFAT understands that Golden Circle does not support the reduction of the tariff on imports of processed pineapple, but that the maintenance of the current anti-dumping action is of more significance. The Agreement also includes a special safeguard on processed pineapple to protect against surges in imports from Thailand.





DFAT was aware of the fact that anti-dumping action had been taken in relation to processed pineapple from Thailand but the FTA will not affect that action.





See answer to Question 11.





See answer to Question 11.





See answer to Question 11.








Question 7





Outcome 1, output 1.1.6


Topic: Australia Thailand FTA—tuna


Written question





Senator Conroy asked:





With reference to the section entitled “Other” on the DFAT Australian Tariff Commitments page (DFAT website), it states in relation to canned tuna:


“Australia will reduce its current tariff of 5% on canned tuna to 2.5% upon entry into force of the Agreement for goods of Thai origin, and eliminate this tariff in 2007. 


What consultations did the Department have with the Australian tuna industry before this tariff reduction was imposed on them? What was their reaction?


Has the Department undertaken any analysis on the impact on the Australian Tuna industry of this tariff change? If no analysis done–why not?


Can a copy of that analysis be made available to the committee? If not, why not.





Answer: 


Members of the Australian negotiating team discussed progress in the negotiations with Thailand with the Australian tuna processing industry on a number of occasions during the final phase of the negotiations.





The Australian tuna processing industry was opposed to the reduction of the Australian tariff on Thai canned tuna, although it did express willingness to reconsider this if Thailand’s 30% tariff was reduced to 5% and in the light of other international developments. As part of the final outcome, Thailand has agreed to eliminate its current 30% tariffs on canned tuna and 20–30% tariffs on other canned seafood upon entry into force of the Agreement.





The Department did not undertake formal analysis on individual tariff lines. The Joint Scoping Study completed in 2002, had provided an analysis of the overall economic impact of the proposed Agreement, including a break–down by broad industry sector. This analysis informed the Government’s decision to commence negotiations, on the basis that the conclusion of an FTA would lead to the elimination of all Australian tariffs.





See Question 2.








Question 8





Outcome 1, output 1.1.6


Topic: Australia Thailand FTA


Economics Committee Hansard p. 32





Senator Murphy asked:


With regard to the Australia–Thailand Free Trade Agreement, in terms of services trade, it says: 


Australia will make a wide range of legally–binding commitments that lock in the generally very liberal policy and regulatory situation as regards to the access to the Australian services market.


It then lists the main services sectors which includes banking, insurance, telecommunications, environmental services, restaurant, mining and related services. It then says:


On entry into force, Thailand will make a number of legally-binding commitments to liberalise the regulatory climate that applies in a number of services sectors, including…


And it has a list of the services.


Can the department explain the difference between the legally–binding commitments. It says “legally-binding commitments to lock in” and “legally–binding commitments to liberalise”?





�
Answer:


Australia’s commitments to Thailand on services and investment under the free trade agreement lock in aspects of Australia’s current regulatory regime in those sectors where Australia has made commitments. The commitment does not require that Australia grant Thailand more liberal access for foreign direct investment than Thai citizens or companies currently enjoy.





On the other hand, a number of Thai commitments to Australia on services and investment require Thailand to change its current regulatory regime to improve access for Australian investors. This granting of improved access is described as “liberalisation.








Question 9





Outcome 1, output 1.1.7


Topic: Cloning


Hansard page 53





Senator Harradine asked:


Was the attitude finally adopted about supporting the Belgian proposal cleared by the minister responsible for cloning issues at that time?





Answer: 


DFAT is unable to advise whether Mr Andrews was consulted.








Question 10





Outcome 1, output 1.1.7


Topic: Advice to PM&C on cloning


Hansard page 56





Senator Harradine asked:


Who signed off on the advice that ultimately went to the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet that the Franco–German and now Belgian proposal on cloning was the appropriate position for Australia to support?


Was the National Health and Medical Research Council present at the inter–agency committee coordinated by DFAT which put this advice to PM&C?





Answer:


That advice was formulated by agencies present at an inter-departmental meeting.





Yes.





�
Question 11





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8 


Topic: National Threat Assessment Centre


Written question





Senator Faulkner asked:


What will DFAT’s participation in the National Threat Assessment Centre involve?


Will the threat assessments produced by the NTAC replace those prepared by ASIO currently?


Will those threat assessments previously prepared solely by ASIO continue in parallel to those of the NTAC?


Will NTAC–prepared threat assessments replace those previously prepared by ASIO for the purposes of informing the “Safety and Security” sections of DFAT–prepared travel advisories?


Can DFAT describe how this process of NTAC–prepared threat assessments informing DFAT travel advisories will work and how it differs from that process previously in place between ASIO–prepared threat assessments and DFAT travel advisories?





Answer:


DFAT will provide a small number of secondees to work as analysts in the NTAC.





NTAC is part of ASIO, and all threat assessments will be issued through NTAC.





NTAC is part of ASIO, and all threat assessments will be issued through NTAC.





Yes.





NTAC assessments will be used as a basis for reviewing the safety and security information in DFAT travel advisories. This will be no different to the arrangements currently in place for the use of ASIO threat assessments in DFAT travel advice.


�
Question 12





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Coalition participants in Iraq


Hansard page 40





Senator Faulkner asked:


Could the department identify the countries that were part of the coalition who had troops on the ground at the time of the invasion in Iraq?





Answer:


DFAT understands there were troops from Australia, Poland, United States and United Kingdom in Iraq at the beginning of military operations.








Question 13





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Australia as an occupying power in Iraq


Hansard page 42





Senator Faulkner asked:


Did the legal subgroup of the Iraq Task Force report back on the broad issue of whether Australia might be, or would be considered, or was an occupying power?





Answer:


It is longstanding government practice not to reveal the nature or content of legal advice provided by officials.








Question 14





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Madrid Donors’ Conference on Iraq


Hansard page 45





Senator Faulkner asked:


What is the breakdown of individual country pledges made at the Madrid Donors’ Conference on Iraq?





Answer:


AusAID will provide a response to this question.





[See pages 39(a) and 39(b) in this volume for Table 1: Summary table by type of assistance, and, Table 2: Summary table by donor.


[The tables are available on the Committee's website as separate documents.]


�
Question 15





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Handling of classified documents


Hansard page 58





Senator Faulkner asked:


Does the department confirm in writing annually its procedures for handling classified documents from other agencies? If so, when was the last time this was done?





Answer:


The Department wrote to relevant intelligence agencies to confirm its procedures for handling classified documents in 2002 and 2003. The most recent occasion was on 25 February 2003. 








Question 16





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Al–Qaeda detainees in Iraq


Hansard page 31





Senator Faulkner asked:


Did Paul Bremer, Administrator of the Coalition Provisional Authority, announce publicly that there are 248 al-Qaeda suspects in detention in Iraq? If so, when?





Answer:


No.  According to media reports, Mr Bremer said in late September 2003 that US forces in Iraq were holding 248 foreign fighters, and 19 of those held were suspected members of the al–Qaeda network.








Question 17





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Ministerial attendance at the Madrid Donors’ Conference


Hansard page 44





Senator Faulkner asked:


Can the department provide a list of ministers who attended the Madrid Donors’ Conference and the countries they represented?





Answer:


The organisers of the Madrid Donors’ Conference have been unable to provide a full list of ministers who attended the Conference but the following is based on a list of representatives designated as Ministers circulated by the organisers during the Conference. A number of these representatives hold positions similar to that of Mrs Gallus as Parliamentary Secretary for Foreign Affairs who represented Australia at the Madrid Conference.





Belgium: Mr Marc Verwilghen, Minister for Development


Bulgaria: Mr Solomon Passy, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Canada: Ms Susan Whelan, Minister for International Cooperation


Czech Republic: Mr Cyril Svoboda, Deputy Prime Minister & Minister for Foreign Affairs


Denmark: Mr Per Stig Moller, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Egypt: Mr Ahmed Younes, Minister for Electricity


Finland: Ms Paula Lehtomaki, Minister of External Trade and Development


France: Mr Francois Loos, Minister for External Trade


Holy See: Mr Paul Josef Cordes, President of the Pontifical Council


Iran: Mr Kamal Kharrazi, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Ireland: Mr Tom Kitt, Minister for International Development


Italy: Mr Franco Frattini, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Japan: Ms Yoriko Kawaguchi, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Jordan: Mr Michel Marto, Minister of Finance


Kuwait: Sheikh Mohammad Sabah Al-Salem Al-Sabah, Minister for Foreign Affairs 


Lithuania: Ms Sandra Kalniete, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Nicaragua: Mr Norman Caldera Cardenal, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Norway: Ms Hilda Frafjord Johnsen, Minister for Cooperation


Portugal: Ms Teresa Patricio Gouveia, Minister for International Negotiations


Republic of Korea: Mr Yoon Young Kwan, Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade


Romania: Mr Mircea Geoana, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Saudi Arabia: Mr Saud Bin Abdulaziz, Minister of Foreign Affairs


Slovakia: Mr Eduard Kukan, Minister for Foreign Affairs


Tunisia: Mr Habib Ben Yahia, Minister for Foreign Affairs


United States: Mr Colin Powell, Secretary of State; Mr John Snow, Secretary of Treasury


United Kingdom: Mr Hillary Benn, Minister for International Cooperation








Question 18





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: UK Joint Intelligence Committee Report 2000


Hansard page 5





Senator Faulkner asked:


Has the department received the United Kingdom Joint Intelligence Committee Report of 2000 which reported: 


… there was clear evidence of continuing Iraqi biological warfare research and the production of biological agents. There was less evidence of continuing Iraqi chemical warfare activity and there was no evidence of munitions being filled with chemical agents since the first Gulf Conflict”.





Answer:


The department has no record of having received this report.








Question 19





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: UK Joint Intelligence Committee Report 2001


Hansard page 6





Senator Faulkner asked:


Has the department received the United Kingdom Joint Intelligence Committee Report of 2001 which reported that since 1998 their knowledge of Iraq’s WMD programs was “patchy”?


(2)	Did the department make an assessment of the report?


(3)	Was there broad agreement within the department with the report?


Was the substance of the report, as assessed by the department, brought to the attention of the Prime Minister, the Prime Minister’s office, the Foreign Minister or the Foreign Minister’s office?





Answer:


(1)   Yes. The department received this report on 15 June 2001.





(2)   No. The department is not an intelligence assessment agency.





(3)   There is no record of a process of consultation being undertaken within the department on this report.





The report was one of many sources of information upon which the department drew in providing advice to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 








�
Question 20





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Prime Minister’s Parliamentary statement of 4 February 2003


Hansard page 20





Senator Faulkner asked:


Who in DFAT was consulted about the contents of the Prime Minister’s statement to the House of Representatives on 4 February 2003 concerning Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction?





Answer:


The Iraq Task Force in DFAT had a brief opportunity to see a draft of the statement.








Question 21





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Aluminium tubes in Iraq


Hansard page 22





Senator Faulkner asked:


Is the department aware of a report on the issue of aluminium tubes, prepared by INR in the US Department of State?





If so, on what date was it produced and when was it made available to the department?





Answer: 


The department is aware of INR views on the issue of aluminium tubes, but is not aware of a specific INR report on the issue.





No such report was made available to the department.








�
Question 22





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Terrorism and Iraq’s WMD


Hansard page 28–29





Senator Faulkner asked:


Does the Foreign Minister still stand behind his statements in relation to the Niger uranium issue?


Does the Foreign Minister still stand behind his statements on the aluminium tubes?


Has the Foreign Minister apologised for his statements on Niger uranium and aluminium tubes?


Has the Foreign Minister decided to withdraw his statement about WMD falling into the hands of terrorists?





Answer: 


(1)   Yes.





(2)   Yes.





(3)   No.





(4)   No.








Question 23





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: UK Joint Intelligence Report of 10 February 2003


Hansard page 29-30





Senator Faulkner asked:


Has the department received a copy of the United Kingdom Joint Intelligence Committee’s report of 10 February 2003?


If so, when was it received?





Answer: 


(1) Yes. 





(2) 18 February 2003.


�
Question 24





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Australians working in Iraq


Hansard page 37–38





Senator Faulkner asked:


Without identifying the individuals involved, what are the specific roles being performed by Australians working in the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq?


Can the department provide similar information about Australian roles in the Office of Rehabilitation and Humanitarian Assistance?





Answer: 


At present, there are nine Australians working in the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) in Iraq. The six Australian civilians in the CPA are funded through Australia’s Overseas Aid Program, and are providing policy and technical advice to their Iraqi counterparts in a number of areas, including agriculture, economic planning, and donor coordination. A team of Australian agricultural advisers is assisting the Iraqi Ministries of Agriculture and Trade to re-establish agricultural services and facilities, improve food security, and commence the transition to an open, market based agricultural system. An adviser is working with the Ministry of Finance on economic planning issues, including budgetary processes and economic reform challenges. Two advisers are working in the CPA’s Council for International Cooperation to establish coordination mechanisms between the CPA, Iraqi Ministries and international donors.





Three ADF officers are also assigned to the CPA: the Deputy Director for the Baghdad Regional Group (who works to re–establish essential services and utilities and the development of basic governance in Baghdad); the Chief of Operations and Projects South-Central (who works to re–establish essential services and utilities and the development of basic governance in South-Central region of Iraq); and a Senior Legal Officer in the Office of the CPA’s General Counsel (who provides legal advice to CPA staff and CPA Administrator Ambassador Paul Bremer). The deployment to the CPA of a further two ADF officers has been approved, but they are yet to take up their positions as a Clerk, Operations and Projects, South-Central (administrative support); and a Public Affairs Officer in Baghdad.  





The Office of Rehabilitation and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA) was established in Washington in late January 2003 and deployed forward to Kuwait before establishing itself in Baghdad in April following the fall of Saddam Hussein’s regime. ORHA was renamed and restructured as the CPA on 16 May 2003. Initially, a senior retired Australian military officer represented Australia in a liaison function with ORHA in Washington. Two Australian civilian officials and two ADF officers subsequently joined ORHA in line positions, and others followed. The initial task of one of these officials was to establish a coordination secretariat under ORHA Head General Jay Garner (Rtd). The other official worked on humanitarian and reconstruction planning within ORHA. The two ADF officers deployed to ORHA occupied the positions of Chief of Staff for the Baghdad Regional Group, and Chief of Operations and Projects South–Central. To date, 20 AusAID funded Australian advisers have worked with ORHA and the CPA. These personnel have worked in advisory roles in the following areas and sectors: humanitarian and reconstruction planning and coordination; agriculture; water and sanitation planning and rehabilitation; economic planning and policy and budget preparation; and provision of advice on petroleum policy. Our assistance has focused on priority sectors for Iraq where Australia can add real value and which engage Australian interests. 








Question 25





Outcome 1, output 1.1.8


Topic: Australia’s occupying power status


Hansard page 39





Senator Faulkner asked:


At the time UN Security Council resolution 1483 was agreed, did Australia put any views to the UN, or to the coalition partners, the US and UK about the issue of whether or not Australia would be defined as an occupying power?


If so, what were those views?





Answer: 


Any views put to the United Nations, United States or United Kingdom in the lead up to the adoption of UNSCR 1483 would have been based on legal advice provided by officials. It is longstanding government practice not to reveal the nature or content of legal advice provided by officials.








Question 26





Outcome 1, output 1.2


Topic: Investigation of leaked ONA documents


Hansard page 60





Senator Faulkner asked:


When did the Office of National Assessments formally advise the department of an investigation into the possible unauthorised disclosure of one of its documents?





Answer: 23 June 2003.


�
Question 27





All outcomes, all outputs


Topic: Language skills


Written question





Senator Faulkner asked:


How many Chinese, Japanese, Bahasa Indonesia, Bahasa Malay, Tegalu, Korean and Arabic speakers are currently working in DFAT?


How does DFAT classify fluency?


What system is used? What level is regarded as fluency?


What is the size of DFAT’s language training budget? For each year from 1996—2003?


How many DFAT officers have undertaken language training with the department?


What is the breakdown between policy officers and administrative personnel?


How many staff at missions in China, Japan, Korea, Taiwan, Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, India, Pakistan and each of the Middle East countries where Australia has diplomatic representation possess language skills suitable for that post?


Can DFAT advise the period of time spent by officers in language training?  


What is the breakdown between training in Australia and training in country?  


What is the break down of these figures for each year between 1996 and 2003?





Answer:


(1)	The following numbers of current Australia–based (A–based) staff are recorded as having proficiency in the languages listed:�


Language �
Number of staff�
�
Chinese�
117�
�
Japanese�
102�
�
Bahasa Indonesia/Malay1�
157�
�
Tegalu2�
Nil�
�
Tagalog (Filipino)2�
6�
�
Korean�
30�
�
Arabic�
37�
�
Note: 1 Bahasa Indonesia and Bahasa Malay are essentially identical languages.2 Tegalu is a language of South India. Information on Tagalog (Filipino) has also been included. 





DFAT uses an international standard rating system of language proficiency. The system is based on five graduated levels of speaking (S) and recognition (R) skills. This rating system is also employed by the Australian Defence Forces.





The department aims to fill all language designated positions (LDPs) in overseas missions with Australia–based staff who have a tested proficiency of at least S3 R3. The department provides language training to enable staff preparing for LDPs to reach that level of proficiency prior to commencement of posting.





(2)	�


Financial year�
Language training expenditure �
�
1996–97�
$1,289,0721�
�
1997–98�
$1,349,1091�
�
1998–99�
$1,176,756�
�
1999–00�
$1,293,353�
�
2000–01�
$1,891,223�
�
2001–02�
$2,647,2062�
�
2002–03�
$2,599,568�
�
Note: 1 Based on available SAP data. Prior to 1998–99 the language training budget was incorporated in a larger training and development budget. Actual expenditure figures for the period 1996–97 to 2002–03 have therefore been provided to facilitate comparison of data. 2 A language training review was commenced in early 2001. The results, including a significant increase in language training budgets, were announced in November 2001. 





Between the years 1996 and 2003 a total of 997 currently serving A-based staff undertook language training with the department.�


Between 1996–97 and 2002–03, the proportions of A–based staff undergoing language training in preparation for posting to overseas positions that involved primarily foreign affairs and trade policy-related work, and primarily management–related work, were on average 77 per cent and 23 per cent respectively.





�
(b) 





Location�
Language�
DFAT A–based staff with language proficiency currently at posts (as at November 2003)�
�
People’s Republic of China�
Mandarin, Cantonese�
25 �
�
Japan�
Japanese�
17 �
�
Republic of Korea�
Korean�
5 �
�
Taiwan (ACIO Taipei)*�
Mandarin�
6 (DFAT staff)�
�
Philippines�
Tagalog�
1 �
�
Indonesia�
Indonesian�
18 �
�
Malaysia�
Malay�
4 �
�
India�
Hindi�
1 �
�
Pakistan�
Urdu�
Nil �
�
Egypt�
Arabic�
2 �
�
Jordan�
Arabic�
2 �
�
Iran�
Farsi�
1�
�
Israel�
Hebrew�
Nil �
�
Saudi Arabia�
Arabic�
1 �
�
Lebanon�
Arabic�
1 �
�
Iraq�
Arabic�
2 �
�
UAE�
Arabic�
1 �
�
Ramallah (Australian Representative Office)�
Arabic�
1�
�
*Note: The Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry maintains the Australian Commerce and Industry Office, which includes staff seconded from DFAT.





(4)





Year �
Days training in Australia�
Days training overseas�
Total days�
�
1996-97�
6514*�
2587*�
9101*�
�
1997-98�
5102*�
2946*�
8048*�
�
1998-99�
7355*�
2245*�
9600�
�
1999-00�
6504*�
2405*�
8909�
�
2000-01�
8785*�
2296*�
11081�
�
2001-02�
8750�
1845 �
10595�
�
2002-03�
6919�
3670�
10589�
�
Note: * Estimate based on available data





�
Question 28





All outcomes, all outputs 


Topic: Human resources management


Written question





Senator Carr asked:


Work–life balance issues have been identified as important for the public service. The March 2003 Management Advisory Committee report Organisational Renewal discussed workforce planning issues, stating:


As the labour market tightens into the future, there will be increased pressure on attracting the skills required and maintaining competitive remuneration packages which support effective recruitment at the base grade and lateral levels. 


Employment conditions and the capacity for work/life balance will be an important element of such packages, and may offer APS agencies a competitive edge …


Increased flexibility in working patterns and arrangements will be an important part of the response to the demographic changes, recognising the life stage dynamics influencing workforce participation.


The APS has been a leader in providing family friendly work practices (e.g. part-time work, flexible working hours, home based work, purchased leave) and needs to continue in this role through flexible conditions and supportive management approaches as part of its attraction and retention strategy.


In light of the MAC report, the following questions are asked of each department:


What has been the department’s response to the MAC report to date?


Which issues identified in the MAC report have been identified as priority areas for the department?


What family friendly or work-life balance initiatives: 


exist in the department;


are available to staff through the certified agreement; or


are contained in the certified agreement, but the granting of them in individual cases is discretionary on the part of the organisation.


What family friendly or work–life balance initiatives has the department introduced in, or since, the implementation of the department’s most recent certified agreement?


With respect to certified agreement-based family friendly or work-life balance provisions, what number and proportion of departmental staff are making use of such provisions in areas including:


purchased leave (also known as 48/52 schemes);


negotiated part-time work arrangements;


parental leave;


use of information, advice or counselling services made available by the department;


departmental provision of facilities (such as family care facilities);


home based work;





Answer: 


DFAT has not specifically responded to the MAC report however it has a strong and long-standing commitment to fostering a balance between work and family. Family–friendly working conditions have been an important feature of all DFTA Certified Agreements since 1998. 





Priority areas in relation to work/life balance in DFAT include flexibility in work practices, the need to attract skills and to be an employer of choice. This encompasses employment conditions and remuneration package issues. A major staff concern had been the culture of long working hours, including the belief that long hours were necessary for career advancement.





In response to these issues, the Senior Executive launched the Working Smarter initiative in 2000 to transform the workplace culture by re–defining the concept of a successful employee. Working Smarter rewards staff who strategically organise their own time and that of their subordinates, set clear priorities and maintain a good balance between their work and their private lives. It also provides the department with the flexibility to respond to changing priorities.





	(a) DFAT’s key work/life balance initiative is Working Smarter. It has shaped more efficient work practices within the department and encouraged staff to work at a pace compatible with the demands of their personal lives. Ten principles set a framework for sustainable work practices by staff. These:


discourage staff—including senior staff—from working long hours;


embed adherence to Working Smarter as a key issue in upwards and downwards performance appraisals;


encourage the full utilisation of recreation leave;


provide guidelines for efficient meetings, including start and finish times;


bind staff to a code of best practice for tasking overseas posts;


limit the length of reports to and from overseas posts;


streamline posts’ responsibilities in supporting official visitors from Australia.





DFAT also has developed a package of policies designed to reduce the impact overseas service may have on staff posted and their families, particularly where education, health and security problems may arise. 





DFAT provides in-house staff welfare services which support staff who work in often stressful environments and situations, including overseas. It maintains a Medical Unit (headed up by a doctor) and employ an Occupational Health and Safety and Rehabilitation Case Manager, a Staff Counsellor and a Family Liaison Officer (FLO). The FLO, supported by an overseas network of Community Liaison Officers (often spouses of staff), ensures all employees, partners and dependants have ready access to information and support prior to and during their postings. DFAT also provides a babycare room and a family room providing basic facilities for employees caring for non–contagious sick children in Canberra.





The Workplace Diversity Program is a core element of DFAT's family friendly policies. It assists all DFAT employees, including locally engaged staff, to achieve an appropriate balance between work, family and cultural responsibilities in workplaces that are inclusive, safe, secure and rewarding. 





Specific family–friendly conditions of employment in DFAT include flex–time, part–time work, job-sharing, home–based work and a wide variety of leave provisions which support the work/life balance of employees. Employees may access their 22 days’ annual recreation leave as credits accrue, and to discourage the significant accumulation of leave credits, a maximum 33 days is permitted as a carry–over. Other leave provisions include: maternity, adoption and parental leave; paid and unpaid leave to care for sick children and other family members; bereavement leave; study leave; a guaranteed 13 days annual public holidays; and ceremonial leave for employees of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent. DFAT also has a purchased leave system, allowing employees to ‘purchase’ between one and four weeks’ extra leave.





DFAT’s in–house Currawong Childcare Centre, located in Canberra, is one of the few centres attached to an APS workplace. The Certified Agreement gives DFAT employees priority over others in securing places at the Centre, and also enables employees to salary–package child–care fees for children at the Centre, and at other centres associated with APS agencies. In addition, under the Certified Agreement, staff may be reimbursed for child-care costs associated with emergency work or short–term official travel.





(b) The Certified Agreement 2003–2006 enshrines DFAT’s commitment to the maintenance and development of a flexible workplace and the embedding of Working Smarter. All the family—friendly initiatives mentioned at a) above are incorporated in the Certified Agreement.





(c) Some of the leave provisions are discretionary.





As Working Smarter is a dynamic initiative, it generates continuous improvement in DFAT’s work practices. It also encourages work units to develop innovative solutions to issues which arise in their unique work environments. Adherence to Working Smarter forms a mandatory part of DFAT employees’ evaluation cycle, ensuring that the observance of its principles is constantly assessed and improved in the work place. Embedding Working Smarter continues to be a high priority for DFAT in order to ensure sustained performance and staff motivation in the face of constant demands on time and resources. 





Specific work/life balance issues which were addressed in DFAT’s most recent Certified Agreement (2003–2006) include: enhanced access for DFAT employees to the Currawong Childcare Centre; provision for partners not covered by the Maternity Leave Act 1973 to access up to two weeks carer's leave following the birth of a child; and improved leave management practices. These allow for employees to access recreation leave credits as they accrue and reduce the number of days’ recreation leave an employee can carry over each year, to ensure that employees use their leave. 





DFAT held a ‘Train the Trainer’ work/life workshop in September 2003 for its Canberra network of Workplace Diversity Contact Officers. The workshop discussed strategies to assist staff achieve balance between personal and professional lives.





DFAT employs approximately 1900 Australia-based staff. The responses below refer to the number of those staff making used of the family–friendly conditions of our Certified Agreement





a)	33 staff are currently using our purchased leave provisions.


b)	96 staff are currently working part–time. 


d)	The Staff Counsellor and Family Liaison Officer dealt with approximately 240 staff and families in the year ended July 2003.


e)	DFAT has an in-house child care centre which is used by 60 families.


The majority of those are DFAT staff.


f)	Home-based work is problematic for most areas of DFAT given the need for access to secure communication networks for most work in the department. The provision has been used sporadically in the past by staff returning to work after illness however there are currently no home-based workers in DFAT.
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