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Wednesday, 4 June 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

4381

Wednesday, 4 June 2008

The SPEAKER (Mr Harry Jenkins)
took the chair at 9.00 am and read prayers.

PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS

FRAN BAILEY (McEwen) (9.00 am)—
Mr Speaker, | wish to make a personal ex-
planation.

The SPEAKER—Does the honourable
member claim to have been misrepresented?

FRAN BAILEY—Yes.
The SPEAK ER—Please proceed.

FRAN BAILEY—I am advised that yes-
terday, while | was either waiting to speak or
speaking in the Main Committeg, the Minis-
ter for Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government in this
chamber claimed that | had midled this
House when | asked him in question time
yesterday of the current status of the Golden
City Support Services in the Macedon
Ranges and whether he was aware that there
was now no respite bed available in the re-
gion. A question seeking information on be-
half of constituents is in no way misleading
the House.

Mr Melham—Mr Speaker, | rise on a
point of order. We have yet to hear how the
member was misrepresented. We are hearing
argument, and | would ask you to bring her
very quickly to where she has been misrepre-
sented.

The SPEAK ER—The member for McE-
wen should come to where she has been mis-
represented.

FRAN BAILEY—I have just referred to
the question in which the minister claimed |
misled the House. He further claimed that |
misled my local community in regard to this
project. What | said on 5 November last
year—and | am happy to table it for the
member for Banks—was that respite services
would be boosted in the Macedon Ranges

because | had secured a funding commitment
of $564,000 from a re-elected coalition gov-
ernment.

The SPEAK ER—I think the member for
McEwan has now sufficiently put her case.
To go further would be entering into a de-
bate.

FRAN BAILEY—Mr Speaker, | would
not do that but | do believe that the minister
should apologise to me and my communities.

The SPEAK ER—The honourable mem-
ber will resume her seat.

CRIMESLEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(MISCELLANEOUSMATTERS) BILL
2008

First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Debus.

Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Mr DEBUS (Macquarie—Minister for
Home Affairs) (9.03 am)—I move:

That this bill be now read a second time.

The Crimes Legidation Amendment (Mis-
cellaneous Matters) Bill 2008 contains three
minor but important criminal law amend-
ments.

This is the first crimina law bill that |
have brought before the parliament. 1 look
forward to bringing many more, including a
victims rights package and federal sentenc-
ing reforms eventually. Each of these larger
packages will be the subject of extensive
public consultation.

In the meantime, there are some minor
amendments that require attention as a mat-
ter of priority and they are contained in this
bill.

The first amendment will reinsert the
maximum penalty of two years imprison-
ment for the secrecy offence in subsection
60A(2) of the Australian Federal Police Act
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1979. The penalty provision was inadver-
tently repealed by the Law Enforcement In-
tegrity Commissioner (Consequential
Amendments) Act 2006. The amendment
does not ater the eements of the offence in
any way but simply reinserts the penalty
which was previously in the provision before
it was inadvertently repealed.

The penalty for the offence is backdated to
the date when the penalty was repealed. This
isimportant as the prohibition for the secrecy
offence continued to be in force even though
there was no penalty for it. If the provision
were not retrospective, individuals convicted
of the offence between 2006 and now would
otherwise be able to escape punishment.

The second measure is an amendment to
part ID of the Crimes Act 1914. Part ID of
the Crimes Act deals with the collection and
use of DNA material by Commonwealth law
enforcement agencies. Part ID also sets up
the National Criminal Investigation DNA
Database as a platform to facilitate the
matching of DNA profiles across Australian
jurisdictions. The bill will amend section
23YV of the Crimes Act to remove the re-
quirement that a second review of part ID be
held within two years of the completion of
the first review.

Because the first review was held in 2003,
the second review was due to commence in
March 2005. In early 2005, however, the
database was till only partially operational.
The amendment provides that the review
should now commence no later than 1 No-
vember 2009. This will allow time for the
database to be fully operational when the
review takes place. The review itsef will
assess trials which have involved DNA
matching and the adequacy of safeguards as
well as any matters that have arisen in court
proceedings. The review will also analyse
the implementation of the recommendations
from the first review in 2003.

The final amendment is to the Crimes
(Aviation) Act 1991, which governs crimes
and other acts committed on aircrafts, or in
airports or related facilities. Section 15 of the
Crimes (Aviation) Act is intended to ensure
that standard ACT criminal laws apply to all
Australian flights. However, the current ref-
erence to ACT laws in the Crimes (Aviation)
Act is out of date. Currently, only offences
contained in the ACT Crimes Act 1900 apply
on flights, while those in the ACT Criminal
Code 2002 do not.

The amendment will ensure that both the
ACT Criminal Code and the ACT Crimes
Act apply to conduct on relevant flights. The
amendment will also introduce a regulation-
making power into section 15 of the Crimes
(Aviation) Act. That will provide flexibility
in the event of future changes to ACT crimi-
nal law.

In summary, this bill contains three minor
but necessary changes to ensure that Com-
monwealth criminal law legidation is kept
up to date.

Debate (on motion by Mrs Bronwyn
Bishop) adjourned.

COMMONWEALTH SECURITIESAND
INVESTMENT LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2008
First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Bowen.
Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Mr BOWEN (Prospect—Minister for
Competition Policy and Consumer Affairs,
and Assistant Treasurer) (9.08 am)—I move:

That this bill be now read a second time.

The Commonwealth Securities and In-
vestment Legislation Amendment Bill 2008
will strengthen the efficient operation of the
Treasury bond market by increasing Treasury
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bond issuance and extending the collateral
accepted for securities lending of these
bonds.

It also provides for the safe investment of
the proceeds of increased issuance in con-
junction with management of the govern-
ment’s cash balances, using a wider range of
high quality investment instruments than at
present.

These measures will help maintain the
role played by Treasury bonds in the smooth
functioning of Australia’s financial markets.

I ssuance of Treasury bonds

The government’s commitment to strong
fiscal discipline means that there is no need
to issue debt securities to finance spending.

However, a liquid Treasury bond market
plays an important role in the Australian fi-
nancial market.

The Treasury bond and Treasury bond fu-
tures markets are used in the pricing and
hedging of a wide range of financia instru-
ments and in the management of interest rate
risks by market participants.

They thereby contribute to a lower cost of
capital inAustralia.

Without these markets, the financial sys-
tem would also be less diverse and less resil-
ient to the shocks that can emerge from time
totime.

This has been demonstrated over recent
months, when these markets provided impor-
tant anchors for Augtralia’s financial system
as it responded to the impact of credit and
liquidity concerns sparked off by the sub-
prime housing crisisin the United States.

The government is committed to ensuring
that the Treasury bond market continues to
operate effectively and therefore play this
important role in the Australian financial
market.

Following consultations with market par-
ticipants about the adequacy of the volume
of Treasury bonds on issue, the government
has decided to increase Treasury bond issu-
ance.

The volume of fixed coupon Treasury
bonds on issue is currently around $50 hil-
lion.

It has been around this level for the past
five years.

Other Australian financial markets have
grown substantially over this period, as has
the size of the Australian economy.

Reflecting these trends, the demand for
Treasury bonds has also grown.

Over recent months, demand for the bonds
has intensified due to the strength of the Aus-
tralian economy and exchange rate, together
with global credit concerns that have in-
creased the demand for high-quality securi-
ties.

As a result, the Treasury bonds available
on issue have become more tightly held and
it has become more difficult for dealers to
obtain some lines of stock and maintain an
active market in them.

Some increase in their issuance is needed
for the market to continue to operate effec-
tively.

This bill provides a new standing author-
ity for borrowing by the issue of Common-
wealth government securities, subject to a
limit on the total volume of securities on is-
sue at any time not exceeding $75 hillion.

This will allow an increase in the volume
of fixed coupon Treasury bonds on issue by
around $25 hillion over their current level.

The amount and timing of future issuance
will depend on market needs.

In 2008-09 the government will add
around $5 billion to the Treasury bond issu-
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ance of $5.3 hillion that was already planned
and detailed in the 2008-09 budget.

The additional issuance will be targeted at
bond lines that are in the shortest supply in
the market.

The government will continue to monitor
market conditions to determine whether fur-
ther issuanceis required.

Any future increases within the overal
$75 hillion ceiling will be announced by the
government and implemented by a direction
tabled in both houses of parliament.

The government’s decision to increase
Treasury bond issuance at thistimeis consis-
tent with the decision of the previous gov-
ernment, announced in the 2003-04 budget,
to maintain the market for Commonwealth
government securities.

In announcing that decision, the previous
government noted that this would entail en-
suring sufficient securities remain on issue to
support the Treasury bond futures market.

The increased issuance of Treasury bonds
will not adversely affect the government’s
overal financial position since the increase
in bonds on issue will be offset by an in-
crease in financial assets on the govern-
ment's balance sheet from the proceeds of
the additional issuance.

The returns on these assets will also offset
the interest costs from the increased issu-
ance.

I nvestment

The proceeds from the increased issuance
will be managed and invested by the Austra-
lian Office of Financial Management in con-
junction with its present cash management
activities.

The office has experience and expertise in
managing fixed interest financial assets.

At present the office invests surplus
Commonwealth cash in term deposits with
the Reserve Bank of Australia.

The bill will extend the range of dligible
investments that the Treasurer can make un-
der the Financial Management and Account-
ability Act to include investment grade debt
securities, and provide for the Treasurer to
give directions to delegates on classes of
authorised investments and matters of risk
and return.

However, the bill provides that the Treas-
urer must not give a direction that has the
purpose, or is likely to have the effect, of
requiring delegates to invest in a particular
company, business or entity.

Thisis to ensure that investment decisions
are based on sound financial criteria.

Securities lending

The Australian Office of Financial Man-
agement operates a securities lending facility
to facilitate the efficient operation of the
Treasury bond market.

This facility allows financial market par-
tici pants to borrow particular Treasury bonds
for short periods when they are not readily
available from other sources.

It thereby helps bond market intermediar-
ies to trade and make two-way prices for al
Treasury bonds. Collateral is required, and a
feeischarged.

Currently, when seeking to borrow, other
CGSisrequired as collateral.

This has constrained access to the facility
when such securities have been in short sup-
ply.

Following consultations with financial
market participants the government has de-
cided to allow a wider range of collateral to
be accepted by the facility.

At present, the securities lending facility
operates using the Treasurer’'s investment
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powers under the Financial Management and
Accountability Act.

The bill provides a separate authority for
the Treasurer to enter into securities lending
arrangements for the loan of CGS.

The bill requires that collateral must be
received for any securities lending and lists
collateral that may be accepted, including
cash and investment grade securities.

The bill requires the Treasurer to give a
direction on the kinds of collateral that may
be taken from within the categories listed in
the bill.

The list is sufficiently wide to cover the
same assets as the Reserve Bank of Australia
currently accepts as collateral in its market
operations.

Conclusion

These various measures will strengthen
the markets for Treasury bonds and the fu-
tures contracts that depend on them.

They will thereby contribute to the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of Australia’s finan-
cial markets more broadly and to the resil-
ience and robustness of our financial system.

These measures demonstrate the govern-
ment’s determination to ensure the efficient
operation of Australia’s financial markets.

Further details on the changes outlined in
the hill are contained in the explanatory
memorandum.

I commend this bill to the House.

Debate (on motion by Mrs Bronwyn
Bishop) adjourned.

BUSINESS

Consider ation of Private Members
Business

Mr PRICE (Chifley) (9.15 am)—I pre-
sent the report of the recommendations of the
whips relating to the consideration of com-
mittee and delegation reports and private

members business on Monday, 16 June
2008.

The report read as follows—
Pursuant to standing order 41A, the Whips rec-
ommend the following items of committee and
delegation reports and private Members' business
for Monday 16 June 2008. The order of prece-
dence and allotments of time for items in the
Main Committee and Chamber are as follows:
Items recommended for Main Committee (6.55
t0 8.30 pm)
PRIVATE MEMBERS BUS NESS
Notices
1 MR PYNE: To move:
That the House:

(1) recognises the importance of providing state-
of-the-art mental health care for the mentally
ill;

(2) acknowledges that the way to help the men-
tally ill rehabilitate from their illness is to
improve mental health services, not cut
them; and

(3) notes that mental health services in South
Australia are under threat from the State
Government with the proposed sale and re-
devel opment of the Glenside Campus.

Time allotted—30 minutes.
Foeech time limits—
Mr Pyne—10 minutes.

First Government Member speaking—10 min-
utes.

Other Member s—5 minutes each.

[Minimum number of proposed Members
speaking=2x 10 minsand 2 x 5mins]

The Whips recommend that consideration of this
matter should continue on a future day.

2MRHAYES: To move

That the House!

(1) affirms its recognition that a combination of
special education, speech therapy, occupa-
tional therapy and behavioural interventions

has proved to be successful in helping people
with an autism disorder;
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(2) recognises early diagnosis and intervention is
also essential to ensure families and carers
have access to appropriate services and pro-
fessional support;

(3) supports the Federal Government policy to
establish specialised child care and early in-
tervention services for children with autism;
and

(4) calls on the Government to consider a spe-

cialised child care centre be established in
South West Sydney.

Time allotted—35 minutes.
Foeech time limits—

Mr Hayes—5 minutes.

First Opposition Member speaking—5 min-
utes.

Other Members—5 minutes each.

[Minimum number of proposed Members
speaking = 7 x 5 ming]
The Whips recommend that consideration of this
matter should continue on a future day.
3 FRAN BAILEY: To move
That the House;
(1) recognises the unapproved recipients of

hormone treatments, including young men

and boys who received human growth hor-
mone, between 1960 and the mid 1980s;

(2) acknowledges that the report it commis-
sioned in 1993, known as the Allars Inquiry,
found that approved female patients receiv-
ing the same treatment for infertility suffered
negative effects and as a result of that report,
received compensation from the Common-
weslth; and

(3) recognises the male recipients—both ap-
proved and unapproved—who received the
same hormone treatment for growth purposes
and provides similar compensation.

Time allotted—remaining private Members' busi-
ness time prior to 8.30 pm

Foeech time limits—
Mrs Bailey—10 minutes.

First Government Member speaking—10 min-
utes.

Other Member s—5 minutes each.

[Minimum number of proposed Members
speaking=2x 10 minsand 2 x 5mins]

The Whips recommend that consideration of this
matter should continue on a future day.

Items recommended for House of Representa-
tives Chamber (8.30t0 9.30 pm)
COMMITTEE AND DELEGATION
REPORTS
Presentation and statements
1 STANDING COMMITTEE ON PRIMARY
INDUSTRIESAND RESOURCES

More than honey: The future of the Australian
honey bee and pallination industries
The Whips recommend that statements on the
report may be made—all statements to conclude
by 8:40pm
Foeech time limits—

Each Member—5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members
speaking = 2 x 5 ming]
2 JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON
ELECTORAL MATTERS

Advisory report on Schedule 1 of the Tax Laws
Amendment (2008 Measures No.1) Bill 2008

The Whips recommend that statements on the
report may be made—all statements to conclude
by 8:50pm

Speech time limits—

Each Member—5 minutes.
[Minimum number of proposed Members
speaking = 2 x 5 ming]

PRIVATE MEMBERS BUS NESS

Notices

1 MSPARKE: Tomove:

That the House;

(1) notes the grave and ongoing humanitarian
and palitical crisisin Zimbabwe;

(2) expresses its concern at the unacceptable
delay in the release of official results from
the 29 March 2008 presidential eection in
that country, and records its concern that this
delay was part of a ploy by the incumbent
Mugabe Government to fraudulently retain
power;
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(3) asserts that the democratic choice of the peo-
ple of Zimbabwe must be respected, and that
the second, run-off presidential dection, to
be held by 31 July 2008, must be free, fair
and without intimidation;

(4) cals on the Zimbabwe Election Commission
to invite international election observers to
monitor the election including observers
from the African Union and the United Na-
tions;

(5) confirms its commitment to the fundamental
democratic requirement of a free and open
media, and urges the Zimbabwe Government
to alow international media full access to
Zimbabwe to report on and properly scruti-
nise the run-off election;

(6) condemns the use of violence and other
kinds of intimidation or manipulation by
election participants in Zimbabwe, including
by associates of the ruling Zimbabwe African
National Union — Patriotic Front party, in at-
tempts to pervert the democratic process;

(7) expresses its hope that the election process
can be resolved in order that a properly con-
stituted government of Zimbabwe can turn
its full attention to addressing the serious
problems afflicting its people, including se-
vere food shortages, a spiraling rate of
HIV/AIDS infection, high level unemploy-
ment, raging inflation and the lack of basic
health services;

(8) welcomes the Australian Government’s hu-
manitarian aid to Zimbabwe which provides
humanitarian relief and human rights support
for ordinary Zimbabweans; and

(9) supports the Minister for Foreign Affairs in
his efforts on Australia’s behalf in seeking to
cooperate with the United Nations, other na-
tions, and relevant non-government organisa-
tions to bring a rapid and peaceful resolution
to the political impasse in Zimbabwe, and to
address the humanitarian crisis in that coun-
try.

Time allotted—remaining private Members' busi-

ness time prior to 9.30 pm

Foeech time limits—
Mover of motion—210 minutes.

First Opposition Member speaking—210 min-
utes.
Other Members—5 minutes each.

[Minimum number of proposed Members
speaking = 2 x 10 minsand 4 X 5 mins]
The Whips recommend that consideration of this
matter should continue on a future day.

Report adopted.

WHEAT EXPORT MARKETING
BILL 2008

Cognate hill:

WHEAT EXPORT MARKETING
(REPEAL AND CONSEQUENTIAL
AMENDMENTS) BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 3 June, on motion
by Mr Burke:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr COMBET (Charlton—Parliamentary
Secretary for Defence Procurement) (9.16
am)—This is in fact a profoundly important
bill for the future of wheat export marketing
and does implement another one of Labor’s
election commitments. Wheat growers have
faced great uncertainty for a number of years
now due not only to the effects of the
drought but also because of the destabilising
effects of the AWB Iragi wheat scandal. That
scandal saw almost $300 million worth of
secret payments made to the Iragi regime led
by Saddam Hussein and irretrievably de-
stroyed the credibility of the AWB's export
marketing monopoly for Australian wheat. It
also underscored, of course, an appalling
failure by the Howard government to take
responsibility for its own incompetence in
the oversight of export wheat marketing pol-
icy. Who could forget the then Deputy Prime
Minister, Minister for Trade and Leader of
the National Party, Mr Vaile, | think on no
less than 42 occasions in his evidence to the
Cole royal commission, indicating in re-
sponse to questioning that he could not recall
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or did not remember? Australian wheat
growers deserve far better than this from
their government, and this bill provides for
much-needed certainty concerning marketing
arrangements for wheat growers.

Under arrangements installed by the pre-
vious government, the minister for agricul-
ture's temporary power of veto over wheat
exports expires on 30 June this year, and,
without new arrangements, the Export Wheat
Commission would be responsible for issu-
ing export consents, and AWB (International)
would remain exempt from seeking such
consent and would retain its privileged posi-
tion in the wheat market. The Liberal Party’s
decision not to oppose this hill is a welcome
clarification of their position after all this
time, but the National Party does not appear
to be able to recognise the reality and neces-
sity of change. The National Party does not
seem to understand, importantly, that the
current legislation, once 30 June has passed,
changes everything.

The concept of the single desk that the
National Party claims they wish to keep
would actually effectively disappear if the
current arrangements were to continue, but
there would be no effective and appropriate
aternative regulation and oversight of wheat
exports. If this legislation is not passed, the
Export Wheat Commission will become ef-
fectively the sole determinant of whether or
not an export permit should be issued, and
the test it will have to apply is the onein the
existing act, which is whether or not the ap-
plication for a bulk permit will complement
the objectives of AWB (International) in the
running of the national pool or whether it
develops niche markets. This, of courseis an
extremely restrictive position. That aside,
however, the retention of the existing ar-
rangements would also mean that the Export
Wheat Commission would have no clear ob-
ligation to assess the probity of potential

wheat exporters, and this is a fundamental
objective of the hill.

The legislation establishes a new industry
regulator, Wheat Exports Australia, with the
power to develop, amend and administer an
accreditation scheme for bulk wheat exports.
The bill will set the broad policy parameters
under which Wheat Exports Australia will
design and administer the accreditation
scheme. WEA will only accredit companies
that meet stringent probity and performance
tests. Key criteria that the WEA will consider
include the financial resources available to
the company, its risk management systems,
and the demonstrated behaviour of the com-
pany and its executives. In light of the
AWB'’s performance over recent years, these
are extremely important accreditation crite-
ria. Wheat Exports Australia will also have
the necessary investigative powers to per-
form its regulatory, monitoring and enforce-
ment responsibilities. There will aso be se-
vere penalties for breaching the conditions of
the scheme or individual accreditations.
WEA will also be able to suspend or revoke
accreditations. In the end, the new arrange-
ments contained in this bill are designed to
benefit the entire wheat industry, particularly
growers, by providing greater contestability
and sdlling options for growers, more cost-
efficient marketing services, greater trans
parency of price and cost information, and
reducing the risks associated with relying on
asinglesdler.

There were, of course, many problems
with the old system. There was no effective
separation of the management of the listed
company, AWB Ltd, and the subsidiary,
AWB (International). Secondly, the export
monopoly resulted in a lack of contestability
in services, to state the obvious. This means
that returns to growers from the national pool
were not effectively maximised because
there were poor incentives to minimise the
costs of operating the pool. The Nationals
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continue to maintain that the export monop-
oly or the single desk delivers for farmers.
But you have to look for the evidence for
this. Neither the 2000 national competition
policy review, the 2006 ACIL Tasman study,
nor a more recent ABARE analysis could
find compelling evidence that single-desk
marketing could deliver price premiums in
the international marketplace.

What these studies did find is that the ex-
port monopoly had an inhibiting effect on
both innovation in marketing and the realisa-
tion of cost savings in grain transport and
handling. The single desk increased the risk
for wheat growers by forcing them to rely on
a single exporter. This was seen in the after-
math of the wheat for oil scandal when Aus-
tralian growers were effectively locked out
of the critically important Iragi market. But
why didn't the previous government make
the necessary changes after the Cole conm+
mission revealed the flaws in the previous
system? You can only conclude that it is be-
cause both of the parties within the coalition
were divided over this issue. Of course the
coalition are still divided and disunified in
their policy response to this important ques-
tion. Even the AWB has described the cur-
rent temporary arrangements as unworkable.
The AWB Ltd managing director has stated:
No responsible Board of Directors would agree to
continue running a National Pool in these circum-
stances and in the current US sub-prime environ-
ment.

This government is not going to be blink-
ered, as the previous government was. It has
proposed that the Productivity Commission
will conduct an independent evaluation of
these arrangements, commencing in 2010.

The other important consideration—there
were some comments about this in the House
last night—is the level of consultation that
the government has undertaken in relation to
the formulation of this bill. The minister for

agriculture has undertaken an extensive se-
ries of consultations, and in this industry,
with the significance of this change, this is
extremely important. We have seen the re-
lease of an exposure draft for public com-
ment. The Senate rural and regional affairs
and transport committee has held an inquiry
and the government has established a wheat
industry export group. Minister Burke has
also met with al of the mgjor state farming
organisations and the major bulk handling
and trading companies, especialy in relation
to the issues of access and storage infrastruc-
ture. Demonstrating that this is genuine con-
sultation, which of course it is, a number of
amendments have been made to the draft
legidation to reflect the comments made.
The government has gone about the business
of trying to build consensus and support and
take on board criticisms in the formulation of
thislegidation.

Changes that have been made include the
addition of an objects clause, acivil penalties
regime and enabling cooperatives to be eli-
gible for accreditation. This government is
committed to a viable rural sector and has
worked very cooperatively with the industry
to refine the legidation and examine the fu-
ture of wheat exports in a rational manner. |
have been around this industry too, although
it surprises some of those opposite from time
to time, given they seem to see me in a par-
ticularly singular role from my former career
in the union movement. | have been around
the wheat industry for a long time as well,
and | know the importance of this to wheat
growers. Even though it is a difficult transi-
tion—

Mr Windsor—Why didn’'t you listen to
them?

Mr COMBET—I have listened—these
are extremely important and meritorious
changes, which | support. Just as farmers
continue to benefit from the trade reforms
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and the deregulated domestic wheat market
introduced by the Hawke-Keating govern-
ment, | firmly believe and the government
believes that the industry will benefit from
the reforms contained in this bill. Effectively,
for the first time since 1948, Australian
wheat growers will be able to choose who
they sdll their grain to and at what price. The
fact is that once again it falls to the Labor
Party to implement important industry re-
forms. | commend this bill to the House.

Mr WINDSOR (New England) (9.26
am)—I rise to oppose the Wheat Export
Marketing Bill 2008. We have just had an
indication from the member for Charlton as
to what the agenda really is here, and |
would encourage people to read the first part
of his speech. If they do, they will start to see
what the real agendaisin relation to this par-
ticular legidation. It is not about wheat mar-
keting at all; it is about politics and placating
some of the rent seekers. It is about putting
people in positions in the food chain of the
production of food, where many others will
make money and the growers will be left out
of the equation.

The now Prime Minister came to Tam-
worth a bit over two years ago when the Cole
inquiry was being held. He rang me and said
he was travelling through that part of the
world and wanted to speak to wheat growers.
| said to him, ‘Look, rather than just driving
down the road, I'll put a group of growers
together for you to talk to.” | did, and we had
breakfast together and talked about a number
of issues. That meeting was held at a little
silo south of Tamworth and about 40 or 50
growers turned up. There was a family repre-
sented at that meeting called Barwick. The
Prime Minister met the Barwicks. The mem-
ber for Charlton mentioned 1948. The mem-
ber for Charlton, if he has a memory in rela-
tion to this, and others would remember that
Don Barwick was one of the original foun-
ders of the Australian Wheat Board. Don

Barwick was also a very good supporter of
mine in my first campaign back in 1991. He
was instrumental in mentoring me, in a
sense, to prevent the then Liberal state gov-
ernment, the Greiner government, from sell-
ing off the grain handling system to interna-
tional grain traders, who would have been
the highest bidders. The member for Charl-
ton may well remember some of this history.

| note with some degree of interest that the
morphed organisation that was saved at that
particular time from being sold out by the
Liberals is one of those that will seek ac-
creditation to become one of the accredited
exporters under this legidation. It was at a
time, in 1991, when there was a hung par-
liament and the then Greiner government had
committed to sell it off, just as the current
federal Liberal opposition have agreed to let
it al go, and it was the Labor Party in New
South Wales that was opposed to it. In my
mind we have this interesting position devel-
oping—that is, that over that period of time
there has been an evolution of the politics of
the Liberal and Labor parties. If anybody had
any doubt that the two parties are almost
identical, then | think the way in which they
have acted in relation to this particular bill
and both parties’ shoddy treatment of country
peopleis an indication that they do not really
care about the people who live in those par-
ticular aress.

| listened to the member for Kennedy last
night and his condemnation of the National
Party in what he called its sell-out on most
other industries. He said that they were here
standing up on one of the last remaining in-
dustries that they have had some influence
in. Maybe | am not as hard as the member
for Kennedy, but | think there is an opportu-
nity here for the National Party. If they stay
within the Liberal coalition after this treat-
ment then they deserve to die as a represen-
tative group. | challenge them to break links
with this pathetic group that they have asso-
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ciated themselves with and have alowed
themselves to be sold down the drain by.
More importantly the people they represent
have been sold down the drain, whether it is
on Telstra, on this particular piece of legida
tion or on many other pieces of legidation.

So it seems that the rent seekers have
won. This has not been about marketing; this
has not been about consultation. Prime Min-
ister Rudd, when he was shadow minister for
foreign affairs, at that meeting in Tamworth
made the statement—and it is readily avail-
able on tape—that he believed that before
any changes to export wheat marketing ar-
rangements took place there should be a poll
of all registered wheat growers. He has not
done that. Mark Vaile, the member for Lyne
and Deputy Prime Minister when the previ-
ous government was in power, said, at War-
racknabeal in Victoria, that before any
changes took place there should be a pall of
all registered wheat growers. He did not do
that. | think if the member for Lyne, the then
Deputy Prime Minister, had taken the initia-
tive and actually sought a clear expression
from growers then we would not be debating
this farce today.

The motives in this particular legislation
are not about improvement. They are not
about the Australian Wheat Board at all. |
personally believe that many in the Austra-
lian Wheat Board should be spending timein
jail, but this particular legidation, in the ‘fit
and proper’ clause, alows the Australian
Wheat Board back into the game. It is abso-
lutely designed to have the wheat board in
there as a player. The minister for agriculture
and the Prime Minister stood up in here
some weeks ago and said that this would not
have happened had the Australian Wheat
Board not done what it did—and the member
for Charlton, Mr Combet, referred to it again
today—and here we have a bill that is de-
signed to put it back in the game. The reason
for the legislation, for the changes, is sup-

posed to be that you can only have fit and
proper conduct for companies—or for indi-
viduals, if the coalition's amendment gets
through—yet here we are allowing the so-
caled thief in the night, the very reason for
this bill being brought on, to be a very im-
portant clause in the legidation. | just cannot
understand how the minister could allow that
sort of activity to happen and try and have
some credibility in terms of some of the ac-
cess provisions, and other provisions, within
the legidation.

The motives behind this are purely politi-
cal. There is a lot of payback in this. The
Labor Party could see that the Nationals and
Liberals were split traditionally over this and
this is about exposing those weaknesses. It is
not about the wheat growers. If people were
interested in what the wheat growers
thought, they would have consulted with
them. Well, | did. The Prime Minister may
have said that he would have, the former
Deputy Prime Minister may have said that he
would have and did not, but | did, and | think
that for the record those results should be
indicated.

Before reading the results out | should say,
just for the academics, that the research that
was done here is of a sample of 2,819 that
will give this study a 1.7 per cent confidence
interval at a 95 per cent confidence leve
based on the 20,845 distributed survey forms
in Augtralia. This is—and this is the impor-
tant point—basically saying that if you con-
ducted the same survey 100 times, 95 out of
the 100 wheat growers should yield results
within plus or minus 1.7 per cent of the pub-
lished number of the percentage. | notice the
member for Farrer made some passing refer-
ence to this pall, but she obviously has not
carried out any political polls in the past. If
she had, she would understand that these
findings are highly significant. Essentialy,
growers were asked in all states which option
best represented their views—a single-desk
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option, the government’s deregulated mar-
keting system with a multilicensing ar-
rangement, or a fully deregulated marketing
arrangement. 80.2 per cent of respondents
argued that they wanted the single desk
maintained. So, when people say there has
been consultation that is absolute nonsense.
14.9 per cent supported the government’s
position. Western Australia is very dependent
on wheat exports. It does not have the do-
mestic market that the eastern states have in
terms of the competitive markets that are
available. The Prime Minister again stood up
and said, ‘Oh, we are doing this because the
Western Australians want it.” Well, people in
Western Australia were asked that specific
guestion. In their answers, 71.4 per cent said
they wanted a single desk whereas 22 per
cent—not even a quarter—wanted what the
government is presenting.

Some have suggested, ‘Oh well, it's only
those little growers that are weak in the mar-
ketplace that are being protected by this ves-
tige of the past. We have got to allow the
industry to flex its wings. The bigger players
are being restricted by this old time single
desk arrangement.” If you split it by produc-
tion, however, those who supported the sin-
gle desk were 83.9 per cent of respondentsin
the 0- to 500-tonne production range, 84.6
per cent of respondents in the 500- to 1,000-
tonne production range wanted a single desk,
77 per cent from the 1,000- to 5,000-tonne
production range wanted a single desk and
even in the over 5,000-tonne producers—the
bigger growers—62.6 per cent wanted a sin-
gle desk. Not a quarter wanted what the gov-
ernment is proposing: 23.1 per cent in the
over 5,000-tonne production range wanted
the government’s proposal, and that govern-
ment proposal is being supported by the Lib-
eral Party.

Some people have said, ‘We have to allow
the younger farmers to express themselves
because of the new age marketing systems.’

The Leader of the Opposition waffled on
about GPS in tractors and various other tech-
nology and tried to draw some analogy with
improved marketing techniques. This is the
split by age. Across Australia—that is, all
states—of those aged 31 to 40, 79 per cent
supported a single desk; of those aged under
30, 72.5 per cent supported it; and of those
aged 31 to 40, 75.8 per cent supported it.
Those showing the most support for the gov-
ernment’s initiative, the multilicensing ar-
rangement, were those aged 41 to 50, at 17.5
per cent. As | said, they consulted with
growers—that is, there has been consultation
with those who are going to make money out
of the production chain. That is hypocritical
of the Labor Party, particularly because of
their view on collective arrangements. This
supports those who make money out of food
production. There are issues at the moment
in food and fuel and the carbon footprint of
transportation. Those who make money out
of food production will continue to make
money out of food production. In fact, as the
pressure on world food commodities in-
creases, they will make more. But those who
produce the food—the growers—will not
necessarily be part of that process.

If you need any evidence, look at what is
happening in chemical and fertiliser pricesin
line with the boost in grain prices of the last
12 months. Look at the rent seekers who are
ripping more out of the marketplace now.
Some of the people the minister for agricul-
ture, and | presume others in the government,
has been dealing with behind the scenes,
who purported to be representatives of grain
growers—that is, some of those in the grain-
handling system, some of those in the Na-
tional Farmers Federation and some of those
in some of the state based bodies—have po-
sitioned themselves to receive rent from the
work of others. That is the appalling position
that the Labor Party has presented. As the
member for Kennedy said last night, they
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won the election on the right of workers to
collectively bargain. This is the wheat grow-
es industry. They are not asking the gov-
ernment for any money in relation to this;
this is not a begging bowl arrangement. It is
their industry and they have not been con-
sulted. Those who will profit from their in-
dustry—not those who actually do the
work—have been involved in the consulta-
tive phase. If this government stands up
again and argues the right of the worker, it
will have afairly hollow ring in my view.

The pall shows some resistance in New
South Wales—and no wonder—as 87.8 per
cent of wheat growers want a single desk;
only 8.8 per cent prefer what the government
and now the Liberal Party prefer. If anybody
had bothered to ask—if the member for Lyne
had bothered, if the Prime Minister had
bothered or if the minister for agriculture had
bothered—they would have got exactly the
same answers. The reason they did not
bother is that they did not want to know.
They know the answer. They are clearly de-
fying the majority of an industry group that
has made clear time and time again what
they want for the export of their bulk-
marketing wheat. They have alowed con-
tainers and bagged wheat to go—and this
indicates that they did want bagged and con-
tainerised wheat to go—but they want a sin-
gle desk structure for bulk export wheat.

This is about structure, Minister. | do not
necessarily mean the Australian Wheat
Board. | would not give it to the Australian
Wheat Board. | would not give it to them
because | think their behaviour was appall-
ing. But you do not throw the baby out with
the bathwater. The minister for agriculture
has endorsed a structure. The minister for
agriculture has not given anybody the mar-
keting arrangements yet. He may give them
to one organisation. He may give them to the
Australian Wheat Board or the Wheat Export
Authority. He has not endorsed anybody, yet

he, the member for Charlton and the Prime
Minister have based their whol e argument on
the Australian Wheat Board. That is not a
structure. The legidation should be about the
structure that the majority of wheat growers
want. Time and time again you see examples
where, if individuals or smaller groups go
out into the world market, they get beaten
up. Look at what happened to the coal indus-
try some years ago. They went overseas as
individual companies and bid each other
down. They kept bidding each other down in
Japan.

Some academics have been used to come
up with this logic that there are no substan-
tive gains to be had through a single desk
marketing arrangement. If you look through
the various boards of some of the groups that
are going to be accredited, they are there.
Some of the people in the Grains Council,
for instance, are there. The only peopleinthe
wheat industry, in my view, who can hold
their heads up high—the Grains Council
cannot, the National Farmers Federation can-
not; some people in the New South Wales
Farmers Association can but the majority of
the body cannot—are those in Western Aus-
tralia who have genuinely fought a cause for
those they represent. Many others have sud-
denly dlipped behind the tree. That is what
we saw here yesterday with the Liberal Party
leader. He is a man who can make a speech
without any notes, but he is so committed to
the poor, downtrodden farmer that he had to
read nearly every word he said on this legis-
lation!

It isa sad day for the wheat industry but it
is a sadder day for palitics, in my view, be-
cause today, for al to see, there is no divi-
sion in palitics in this place. There are two
‘Liberal’ parties. They exist on both sides of
this chamber and there is a very weak junior
coalition party which has allowed itself to be
run over by both of them, to be assumed by
both of them for decades, a junior coalition
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party which now has an opportunity. The
guestion is: will they take that opportunity or
just occupy the benches and move on when
their individual times are up?

If we are so concerned about the global
market and choice, what is the government
going to do when a carbon footprint starts to
be implanted on the movement of grain in-
ternationally? What is the government going
to do about the taxation and excise arrange-
ments which are currently on grain based
ethanal, for instance? Are we going to tax a
renewable fud or alow free interchange to
take place? These additional questions
should have been answered quite clearly be-
fore this legidation was even brought into
the House. (Time expired)

Mr GRAY (Brand—Parliamentary Secre-
tary for Regional Development and Northern
Australia) (9.46 am)—I rise to speak today
in support of the Wheat Export Marketing
Bill 2008, not just as a government member
for the seat which contains the Kwinana ex-
port terminal but also as a member, albeit by
marriage, of an extended wheat-farming
family from Western Australia. To pick up
some of the points made by the member for
New England, it is clear from discussions |
have had in my family that there is a genera-
tional difference between views on this pro-
posal. The younger the farmer—such as my
brother-in-law Rod Birch—the more vocal
the support for this legidation, the more
thoughtful his consideration and support for
this legidation. The older the farmer, | find
less confidence. The older the farmer, | ac-
cept that there is nervousness about these
proposals. Having said that, when | speak of
my family, of courseit is extremely extended
and the member for O’ Connor is part of that
family, too. His support for this bill is unique
among that generation. My father-in-law,
Peter Walsh, who spent many years on his
tractor up at Doodlakine, tends to take the
view that anything that happened in the

world since the ABC went from black-and-
white to colour is not to be trusted.

As a Western Australian, | am aware of
the significance of this bill to the sustainabil-
ity and future of the Western Australia wheat
belt. This bill will introduce competition into
the bulk wheat market export industry. It will
support farming communities and farming
families. We hear lots in this place about
working families and there are farming fami-
lies, too.

WA has a strong history of agricultural
achievement in challenging conditions.
Colonists arrived in WA in 1829 and planted
grain they brought from England. Colonial
farmers recorded their first wheat harvest in
WA in 1831. Of course the grain had been
developed in English conditions and fre-
quently failed to provide rdiable and sub-
stantial crops. The failure of these first crops
was inevitable. In isolated areas such as the
Victoria District at Champion Bay near what
we now call Geraldton, it was even known
that starvation deaths followed crop failure. |
guote from Sister Mary Albertus Bain:

By the end of 1873 it could correctly be
claimed that there had only been one good season
since 1867. The most promising harvest since that
date had that year been attacked again by red rust
and almost the entire crop in the district was a
failure...

Malnutrition, worry and heat gradually took its
toll in the district. The greatest number of deaths
from 1870 to 1894 was amongst the children and
the most common cause was ‘marasmus—
inability to thrive due to a protein deficiency—
Such was the skill of successive generations
of farmersin the Western Australia grain belt
that, from failed first crops and starvation,
the industry we have today has progressed to
a sophisticated, science based, satdlite
guided, machine driven export industry. The
realisation that cheap and efficient bulk-
handling systems could reduce handling
costs, made effective through the establish-
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ment of Co-operative Bulk Handling, known
by its acronym as CBH. In 1933, CBH was
registered by the wheat pool of WA and di-
vided into 100,000 shares of £1 each. This
effectively created the co-operative bulk
handling system for grain growers.

From the 1920s to the 1960s, there was
significant improvement in Western Austra-
lian grain yields through the use of super-
phosphate fertiliser and identification and
amelioration of trace element deficiencies
such as zinc, copper and manganese. Science
and increasing efficiencies combined with
good harvests have seen the grain industry
propel itself into the 21st century.

Western Australian agriculture prides it-
sef on being science based. The Western
Australian wheat belt not only supports WA's
food needs but also creates an exportable
surplus representing 90 per cent of its total
grain production. Today, Western Australian
grain is now exported to over 20 countries,
with major shipments to Japan, South Korea,
Indonesia, Iran, Pakistan and China. In WA,
as we speak, seeding is still underway with
many farmers having a poor start to the sea-
son and there is growing concern that this
may not be a good year, despite good prices.
Therains have not yet arrived.

Farming has few certainties but one thing
is for sure farmers deserve to know how
they will market their crop before they put it
in and, understandably, want some certainty
in what the marketing rules will be before
the next harvest. After 30 June this year, if
this parliament does not change the current
rules, the ministerial veto will disappear and
the single desk that the National Party want
to keep will vanish under the current law.
The law as it stands leaves us with the worst
of all worlds and no-one wants that to hap-
pen, not even the AWB. We need to create
certainty. In the Productivity Commission’s
submission to the National Competition Pol-

icy review of the Wheat Marketing Act 1989,

it was the commission’s view that:

It is unlikely that the current wheat export
marketing monopoly generates net benefits for
Australia or, indeed, wheat producers themselves.
The fundamental reasons for this assessment are
that:

« the current lack of choice for wheat growers
is likely to be impairing efficiency and inno-
vation within the industry, and—

The industry in Western Australia prides it-

self onits efficiency and innovation—

« most if not al of the potential benefits of the
AWB's single desk could be achieved under
competitive sdling arrangements.

This bill will remove the fundamental prob-
lem with the current arrangements that have
created a restriction on participation in the
export wheat market and, subsequently, a
lack of competition. The Rudd government is
committed to addressing the problems asso-
ciated with export wheat marketing arrange-
ments. Farmers are used to dealing with un-
certainty—whether it is their machinery, the
supply chain, the weather or varying prices.
This government acknowledges that the new
arrangements contained in this bill, while
market oriented, while providing a new start
for wheat marketing after Irag, will include
an element of uncertainty as farmers learn to
adapt to life in a competitive selling market.

Of course, farmers already survive in a
moving market with a range of market costs
and pressures such as labour costs and avail-
ability, fertiliser costs that are heavily de-
pendent on the price of fossil fuds and am-
monia, diesel costs and exchange rate vari-
ability. These often volatile forces make it
difficult but necessary to sell in an open
market, just as farm inputs are at prices set in
open markets. | acknowledge that risks and
uncertainties are inherent in surviving in the
global marketplace. The government is
committed to ensuring support, where possi-
ble, is provided to farmers, especially in the
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transition period. That is why the govern-
ment has announced new funding of almost
$10 million over three years to assist with
the transition to the new arrangements, in-
cluding funding for information sessions for
growers and customers, collection and publi-
cation of marketing data, seed funding for
Wheat Exports Australia, technical market
support grants for new exporters and assis-
tance to the National Agricultural Commodi-
ties Marketing Association to develop an
industry code of conduct.

This hill delivers on the government’s
gection commitment to give growers more
certainty, more choice, to minimise costs, to
boost innovation and efficiency, and develop
new export markets. These reforms effec-
tively further deregulate the market and re-
place the single desk marketing arrange-
ments that currently exist with the Australian
Wheat Board. This bill has undergone exten-
sive consultation processes, including the
release of an exposure draft of the legisla-
tion, a Senate inquiry, the work of an inde-
pendent expert group and private industry
and grower briefings.

WA has come a long way since the days
when early settlers suffered starvation at
Champion Bay. Today, not only do we feed
ourselves but we feed the rest of the world.
Today it is Australia and Western Australian
farmers who are champions. This bill will
see the WA wheat belt continue to be a world
leader in innovation and ensure that the in-
dustry can adapt to the changing global
wheat market. | commend the bill to the
House.

Mr COULTON (Parkes) (9.55 am)—I
rise to oppose the Wheat Export Marketing
Bill 2008. For many in this House and this
debate, last night and today, this has been an
academic debate. But for me it is extremely
personal. My family has been growing wheat
since the 1800s. My brother is still farming

on a property that has been held by our fam-
ily since 1913. | personally helped plant my
first wheat crop when | was 10 years old and
| have been involved in the industry ever
since. Last year and the year before, when
the wheat farmers became the sacrificial
lambs of the 2007 federal election over the
Coleinquiry, | was sitting on a tractor trying
to grow a crop. | represent an € ectorate that
has just under 3,000 wheat growers, and |
would suggest that they are possibly the most
advanced wheat growers in the most produc-
tive area for wheat in the world.

As children growing up, when we would
ask my father for a bedtime story, the scariest
bedtime story that he could ever come up
with, that absolutely scared the pants off us,
was about his earlier days in the late 1930s
when he was kicking off. He was trying to
pay off a farm by shearing off-farm and try-
ing to grow a crop, only to find that he was
at the mercy of unscrupulous grain traders.
He was a great supporter of Don Barwick
and the crew that set up the Australian Wheat
Board. Until the day he died earlier this year
he was a great proponent of orderly wheat
marketing. We have to understand that we
have moved on. In the 1930s, when my fa-
ther was trying to market wheat, he had a
party line and virtually no access to the out-
side world. The farmers in my area are very
much in tune with world markets. Thanks to
the previous government they now have
broadband connections. Last year when |
was harvesting my crop | was marketing it
on a mobile phone while | was still on the
header. Farmers are now using marketing
todls like forward selling and whatnot.

While you might think that in an area like
that they might be considered free traders,
and many do, there are just a couple of
things | would like to highlight to the House
that | think have slewed the argument. One
of them is that for the last seven or eight
years we have not produced a large wheat
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crop in Australia. Many of the farmers that
have been fortunate enough to grow a crop—
and they have grown a crop because they are
at the cutting edge of technology—have
largely been able to market it domestically.
Some of the farmers in my area have ex-
ported in containers and have found markets
right across the world, boutique markets, for
grain. There is one thing that does concern
them—and this is pretty well universal, al-
though the member for Brand spoke about a
generation gap. | have been meeting with
wheat farmers right throughout the electorate
since | became elected, to try to gauge their
feelings. Even the most innovative marketers
and the younger farmers are terribly con-
cerned about what is happening. The logis-
tics involved in what this bill would bring
in—and there is talk of multiple sellersin an
international market—is just not possible
when you are talking about large volumes of
wheat.

The money in wheat is the knowledge of
where that wheat is and the specifications of
that wheat. If you are Fred Nerk, grain trader
from Gunnedah, and you are loading a ship
of 50,000 tonnes out of Newcastle, you can-
not just find 50,000 tonnes and get it to
Newcastle. Logistically that does not happen.
You have to source wheat from a large area
and you need trains to get it there. Exporting
wheat, by the logistic nature of it, isajob for
alarge company.

The concern is that in New South Wales
GrainCorp presently control most of the up-
country storage. They control the terminals,
and there is a fair indication that they are
going to have an interest in the grain trains
that are running. At the moment Cargill owns
a percentage of GrainCorp and there is noth-
ing to stop that increasing. My growers are
terribly concerned that we are going to hand
over the Australian wheat handling system
and, by default, the marketing system to an
overseas company. In the last 12 months the

farmers have become very aware of the dan-
gers. What happens when fertiliser becomes
the domain of one company? Fertiliser prices
have gone up by 100 per cent this year
purely due to the predatory nature of a mo-
nopoly and the indication that there might be
solid prices for grain. Farmers have been
paying through the neck for fertiliser and
many of them till have not had planting
rain. So they are well aware of what happens
when a monopoly takes contral.

My farmers are forward thinking; they are
not looking to the past—we have to move
on. But the problem isthat what is on offer is
not going to help them; it is going to be det-
rimental. In 1991, the member for New Eng-
land was a member of a selection pand that
chose meto go to America on a Rotary group
study exchange. He did not know | was a
National then—his ingrained hatred of the
National Party had not been honed to the fine
point it has today! During that trip | spent
two weeks as the guest of an American grain
company, Continental Grain. | started in
Chicago and spent time on the floor of the
Chicago Board of Trade. | went to Memphis
and spent a couple of days with grain buyers
on the Mississippi, and then | finished up at
their terminal in New Orleans. That terminal
exported 17 million tonnes of grain—one
American company; 17 million tonnes. That
is not that different from an average Austra-
lian wheat crop. Certainly, that is what we
would hope to grow on the eastern side in a
good year.

That system was not set up to help the
American farmers. They had barges and
were relying on the Mississippi. They were
taking 36,000 tonnes on one barge with a
crew of three, and the only time they had to
start the motor was to slow down to go
around corners and negotiate bridges. They
could put that grain on ashipin New Orleans
and send it to anywhere in the world. One of
the people with me was a grain buyer at the
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time. He worked out that he could buy grain
in lllinois, float it down the Mississippi, put
it on a ship and send it to Sydney for about
the same freight charge as you would pay
from Moree to Newcastle. So the idea that, if
you are a farmer and you have 10,000 tonnes
of wheat you are a world player, is just not
right.

You have to understand that the Australian
wheat industry has some great advantages.
The disadvantages are that we are on the op-
posite side of the world to most of our mar-
kets, so we have enormous freight charges,
and we have a variable climate. Our advan-
tages are that we grow extremely high-
quality wheat and we have managed to open
up markets in the Middle East and other
places through very innovative work, mainly
by the AWB, with the construction of flour
mills and port facilities. Australian farmers,
by backing the AWB in previous times, have
managed to set up this world market. You
have to understand that not only was Austra-
liaasingle desk seller; alot of our customers
are single desk buyers. They will only deal
with a single desk representative of Austra-
lia. There has been no indication as to how
that is going to be overcome by the new leg-
idation.

| am pleased that the minister has attended
the House for this entire debate, but | am
disappointed that we have not been able to
come up with a more workable solution.
There is a bit of good news this week in my
electorate—we have had up to 40 millilitres
of rain and there are massive plantings going
on now. My electorate covers areas like Wal-
gett, Coonamble, Moree, Croppa Creek,
North Star and Weemelah, which are massive
wheat areas. If we pull off a large crop there
is great concern that, come December, we are
going to have large piles of wheat under can-
vas at Walgett, Coonamble and places like
that with no organised marketing structure to

meet the world market. Then we will be at
the mercy of the international grain traders.

| strongly oppose this bill and hope that
the minister could at |least reconsider his po-
sition.

Mr SECKER (Barker) (10.06 am)—I
have some things in common with the previ-
ous speaker. | too went on a Rotary group
study exchange to America, in 1986. Thank-
fully, the member for New England was not
on the panel, otherwise | might not have
been able to get that trip, but certainly | have
similarities to the member for Parkes. | am a
wheat grower myself, my father was a wheat
grower, my grandfather was a wheat grower
and my son is a wheat grower, so | think |
speak with some experience.

Whilst | grow wheat, | also grow barley.
Up until recently, we had a go-it-alone stake
with a monopoly on the sale of barley within
South Australia. But many of us who live
near the Victorian border use section 92 of
the Constitution to export our wheat via Vic-
toria—often at better prices. Even in South
Australia we no longer have that arrange-
ment with the Australian Barley Board be-
cause they no longer have those monopoly
powers.

It is interesting that, if you talk to other
farmers—as | obviously have, because | rep-
resent a very large rural seat—you will find
that there has been quite a change in view on
this idea of a monopoly single desk with the
Australian Wheat Board in recent years. If
you had asked wheat farmers in my area 10
years ago, probably 90 per cent would have
said that they wanted a single desk. | think
that now you would be lucky to find nine per
cent of farmers that want a single desk. As
previous members of this chamber have said,
there is almost a generational difference be-
tween farmers. The older farmers tend to
want to hold on to what they have had all
their lives—the single desk and the AWB
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whereas younger farmers tend to want—and
this is not black and white; it never is in
these sorts of things—to use the experiences
they have had with other grains. As | said, |
am a barley grower. | have not used the pool
set-up in South Australia for probably 10
years, and now it no longer existsin the form
that it did. | also grow canola. | have never
had a single desk for that. | grow lucerne. |
have never had a single desk for that. | grow
many things—lucerne seed, beans, oats—
without a single desk, and | do it quite suc-
cessfully. Personally, | have never had a real
tie to a monopoly status for the Australian
Wheat Board.

Certainly, over the past few years this de-
bate has been raging within the wheat indus-
try, and | will admit that | think there are
differences between states. Western Australia
is probably even morein favour of thislegis-
lation than Queensland or New South Wales.
I am willing to accept that. The previous two
speakers were from New South Wales, and |
thought there would have been a hit more
support for the Australian Wheat Board mo-
nopoly status that has been in existence for
quite a while. But the debate has been some-
times bitter and divisive and it certainly has
had widespread coverage in the rural pressin
my €lectorate. Deregulation of the wheat
market challenges the very foundations of
monopoly controlled marketing within Aus-
tralia but, at the same time, has focused at-
tention on many of the inefficiencies in the
distribution system that has grown up around
that monopoly.

Government involvement in the wheat in-
dustry began in the first years of white set-
tlement in the eastern states when grain pro-
duction, storage and marketing was social-
ised under a system of public farming. This
subsequently failed, and the Governor of
New South Wales then allowed private set-
tlement agriculture to produce grain, with the
Governor being the sole buyer. Of course, a

black market in grain soon developed, and
the government marketing scheme was
abandoned. Thereafter, during the 1800s,
government involvement was directed
mainly at granting land and providing rail-
ways. The effect was to develop a whest-
farming community which was undercapital -
ised and dependent on government for its
land and transport services. The Common-
wealth government first became involved in
wheat marketing when it compulsorily ac-
quired the crop during World War | as atem-
porary wartime measure. During the 1920s,
the wartime pools were replaced with some
voluntary and some compulsory state poals,
depending on the state, but growers consis-
tently received higher returns from private
traders, so the pools faded away.

With the advent of the Second World War,
compulsory wheat pooling and acquisition
by the government was introduced under
emergency wartime powers. Since World
War |l, there have been at least eight wheat
marketing plans. All plans have shared some
common features, such as granting the Aus-
tralian Wheat Board sole receiving and mar-
keting powers for virtually all wheat grown
in Australia, discriminatory pricing of wheat
sold domestically, pooling of sales revenue
and marketing costs, and assistance provi-
sions which transfer some of the risk of ad-
verse price movements to the government.
Marketing arrangements for Australian
wheat have changed substantially over the
past decade or so. Domestic wheat marketing
has been opened to competition and the
AWB was re-established as a private corpo-
ration, with explicit allocation of shares to
wheat producers-cum-owners. | do not dis-
pute that these and other changes improved
the efficiency of marketing and related ac-
tivities with consequential benefits to wheat
growers. Then we had the rel ease of the Cole
report, which had clear implications for the
operation of the single desk system for Aus-
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tralian wheat exports. This in turn caused
significant concerns for growers, both at the
time and through to today.

However, the relevant question today is
whether the remaining monopoly over wheat
exports is helping or hindering Australia's
major export industry. In my own electorate
of Barker, a large wheat-growing area, a
number of producers continue to support the
single export desk for wheat. At the same
time, alarge and growing number are keen to
explore aternative marketing arrangements.
| listen to their reasons and, for some, their
opposition to change partly reflects an at-
tachment to accustomed ways of doing
things. Some growers tell me that they are
concerned that they will be compelled to
perform unfamiliar marketing functions
themselves or forced to deal with interna-
tional commodity traders and processors.
Some producers tell me of their fear of being
worse off due to reduced wheat prices or
removal of the implicit cross-subsidisation
that typically occurs under a single desk av-
eraging arrangement. But, as | say to many
of these farmers, they still have the option of
using a pool. The Australian Wheat Board
has announced quite clearly that they will
still run a pool so that option is still available
to those growers.

Other growers might fear a reduction in
asset value and profits if competition is al-
lowed, as well as loss of their control over
marketing functions. But if you then ask
them whether they fear the same thing with
barley, canola, lupins, peas or any of the
other many agricultural products that they
grow, they have no similar fear. Given the
number of significant exporters and produc-
ers of wheat internationally and the erasion
of buying monopoalies, it seems unlikely that
Australia possesses sufficient market power
in world markets to justify continuation of
the export monopoly. The Australian wine
industry, which is a very significant industry

in the electorate of Barker, is an example of
an industry that very successfully undertakes
significant amounts of market development
and value-adding without recourse to mo-
nopoly marketing.

Australia is a modern, open-market, com-
petitive economy. As a matter of public pol-
icy, monopolies are not desirable and need to
carry strong public interest arguments for
their imposition or retention. It now makes
sense to make that argument for export
wheat, particularly when all other grains and
rural products are happily exported, with a
choice of exporters, in normal open-market
arrangements. If a single desk is not needed
for al other agricultural and trade products,
the question must be asked: why is it in the
public interest for it to be retained for wheat?
| share the view of the South Australian
Farmers Federation that it just cannot be
business as usual, as if the Iragi wheat scan-
dal never happened. The pathway forward, as
provided by the Wheat Export Marketing
Bill 2008, will allow the wheat marketing
industry to recover and prosper in the future,
with viable and competitive partici pants.

Mr BURKE (Watson—Minister for Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Forestry) (10.16 am)—
in reply—I| commence by thanking all mem-
bers of parliament for their contributions to
this debate on the Wheat Export Marketing
Bill 2008. Anyone who has travelled and
heard the different views and the lack of con-
sensus around the country from wheat grow-
es would have to agree that the debate
within this parliament has at least ensured
that everybody's view has been represented
and that everybody’s view has been repre-
sented somewhat passionately. | have been
hoping for some time to be able to provide
certainty for Australian wheat growers. |
thank the Leader of the Opposition for the
comments he made last night which provided
an opportunity for wheat growers, whether
they are supporters of the change or nat, to at
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least now have some certainty as to the rules
which will apply to their current crop. |
would have preferred if that certainty could
have been given to them three months ago
when the exposure drafts were first put out.
Indeed, that was the idea of putting the expo-
sure drafts out, so that we could have some
certainty, but at least we have it now.

The views of growers do differ around the
country. There has been some discussion
already about views differing between young
growers and old growers. It is aso true that
opposition to these measures is strongest
among those who sdll to the domestic market
and that support for these measures is
strongest among those who export. A lot has
been said about the protection which is pro-
vided by the averaging systems of a national
poal. | just remind the House that averaging
works both ways. Averaging not only serves
for peopleto be brought up; it also involves a
process where those who had grown a high-
value wheat end with a lower return. Some
growers will want to continue to work col-
lectively. The legidation alows them to do
s0. Pools will still exist. We have extended,
as | mentioned in my second reading speech,
the origina requirement to have to operate
through a corporation to also now apply to
cooperatives.

A point has been made throughout the de-
bate about the fact that many of our overseas
buyers are single desks. | had the opportunity
earlier in the year to meet directly with the
single-desk buyersin Japan. | have to say the
fears that they will refuse to deal with a sys-
tem of multiple traders certainly are not well
founded and do not reflect the discussions
that my officials have been having around
the world.

The domestic market in wheat for some
time has been deregulated. Domestic exports,
if they are done in bags, are already deregu-
lated. Domestic exports, if they are done

through containers, are already deregulated.
The same growers who grow wheat will very
regularly grow a variety of crops, as in the
example by the member for Barker. In those
other crops they are already deregulated.
These reforms allow, for the first time, grow-
ers who want to be involved in bulk exports,
but would rather do so without operating
through a poal system, to have the option of
doing so.

The bills before the House constitute a
major economic reform. We are talking about
a $5 hillion industry, roughly half of whichis
involved directly in exports. To make sure
that we had the policy development right,
and carrying forward what was an election
commitment, there has been extensive con-
sultation. The consultation began in visits to
growers on their own properties over sum-
mer. That consultation resulted in my con-
cern to make sure that we did not replace a
national export monopoly with three regional
monopolies with respect to GrainCorp, CBH
and ABB. That was the reason for arriving at
the ACCC undertakings, which appeared
then in the exposure draft. Before the expo-
sure draft went out, consultation was made
with growers groups, with the state farming
organisations and with other affected parties.
The exposure draft process then went for-
ward.

We also went forward with the independ-
ent expert group and with the Senate inquiry.
The opposition spokesperson from the Sen-
ate made a request that that Senate inquiry
go for longer than what was originaly an-
tici pated and we allowed that to occur. Of the
recommendations from the Senate inquiry:
they asked for an objects clause and we
amended the legidation to do that; they
wanted an amended definition of an execu-
tive officer and we did that; they wanted to
require WEA to follow due process before
varying an accreditation and that change was
made; they wanted to allow cooperatives to
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be accredited and the legidation was
changed; they wanted a register of exporters
to be included on conditions on accreditation
and that was done. They also wanted infor-
mation sessions to be provided for growers
and that is happening.

In addition, there are responses to that
Senate inquiry from Liberal senators. They
asked for WEA to be required to pay for au-
dits it has ordered. That change was made.
They asked for a review of arrangements to
beincluded in the legislation, and that is now
included. Both the Senate majority report
and the Liberal senators comments also
asked for us to go down a higher road of
regulation. We did not do that. | now under-
stand, from comments made by the Leader of
the Opposition last night, that Liberal
amendments, instead of asking for a higher
level of regulation, are going to be asking for
a lower level of regulation. We accept in
good faith the need to work cooperatively as
we go forward to get the best economic out-
come on this and the best deal for growers.
We have an open mind on those proposed
amendments and will certainly look at them
when they come to usin afinal formin the
Senate debate.

| thank all members for their participation
in this debate, particularly where they have
gone from the policy detail—and | note in
particular the member for Mallee—to the
real-life stories of many people who arein a
situation following years of bitter drought. |
thank all members for their contribution and
commend the bills to the House.

Question put:

That this bill be now read a second time.
TheHousedivided. [10.27 am]

(The Deputy Speaker—Hon. BC Scott)

Ayes............ 126
Majority......... 116

Abbott, A.J.
Albanese, A.N.
Bailey, F.E.
Bevis, A.R.
Billson, B.F.
Bishop, B.K.
Bowen, C.
Broadbent, R.
Burke, A.S.
Byrne, A.M.
Champion, N.
Ciobo, SM.
Coallins, JM.
D’Ath, Y.M.
Debus, B.
Dreyfus, M.A.
Elliot, J.
Ellis, K.
Farmer, P.F.
Ferguson, M.J.
Garrett, P.
Georganas, S.
Georgiou, P.
Gray, G.
Griffin, A.P.
Hale D.F.
Hawke, A.
Hayes, C.P. *
Hunt, G.A.
Irwin, J.
Jensen, D.
Keenan, M.
Kerr, D.J.C.
Ley, S.P.

Livermore, K.F.

Macklin, J.L.
Markus, L.E.
May, M.A.
McKew, M.
Melham, D.
Morrison, S.J.
Neal, B.J.
Neumann, SK.
Parke, M.
Perrett, G.D.
Pyne, C.
Ramsey, R.
Rea, K.M.

Rishworth, A.L.

Robert, SR.
Ruddock, P.M.

Adams, D.G.H.
Andrews, K.J.
Baldwin, R.C.
Bidgood, J.
Bird, S.

Bishop, JI.
Bradbury, D.J.
Burke, A.E.
Butler, M.C.
Campbell, J.
Cheeseman, D.L.
Clare, J.D.
Combet, G.
Danby, M.
Downer, A.J.G.
Dutton, P.C.
Ellis, A.L.
Emerson, C.A.
Ferguson, L.D.T.
Fitzgibbon, JA.
Gash, J.
George, J.
Gibbons, SW.
Grierson, S.J.
Haase, B.W.
Hall, JG. *
Hawker, D.P.M.
Hockey, JB.
Irons, S.J.
Jackson, SM.
Johnson, M.A.
Kelly, M.J.
Laming, A.
Lindsay, P.J.
Macfarlane, |.E.
Marino, N.B.
Marles, R.D.
McClelland, R.B.
McMullan, R.F.
Mirabella, S.
Murphy, J.
Nelson, B.J.
Owens, J.
Pearce, C.J.
Price, L.R.S.
Raguse, B.B.
Randall, D.J.
Ripoll, B.F.
Robb, A.
Roxon, N.L.
Saffin, JA.
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Schultz, A.
Shorten, W.R.
Simpkins, L.
Smith, A.D.H.
Somlyay, A.M.
Stone, S.N.
Symon, M.
Thomson, C.
Trevor, C.
Turnbull, M.
Vale D.S.
Wood, J.

Cobb, JK.
Forrest, JA.

Hull, K.E. *
Neville, P.C.
Vaile, M.A.J.

* denotes teller

Secker, P.D.
Sidebottom, S.
Slipper, P.N.
Snowdon, W.E.
Southcott, A.J.
Sullivan, J.
Tanner, L.
Thomson, K.J.
Tuckey, CW.
Turnour, JP.
Washer, M.J.
Zappia, A.
NOES

Coulton, M.
Hartsuyker, L. *
Katter, R.C.
Truss, W.E.

Windsor, A.H.C.

Question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-

ommending appropriation announced.
Third Reading

Mr BURKE (Watson—Minister for Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Forestry) (10.44 am)—
by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question put.

TheHousedivided. [10.45 am]

(The Deputy Speaker—Hon. BC Scott)

Ayes............

Noes......
Majority

Abbott, A.J.
Albanese, A.N.
Baldwin, R.C.
Bidgood, J.
Bird, S.
Bishop, J.I.
Bradbury, D.J.
Burke, A.E.
Butler, M.C.
Campbell, J.

Adams, D.G.H.
Bailey, F.E.
Bevis, A.R.
Billson, B.F.
Bishop, B.K.
Bowen, C.
Broadbent, R.
Burke, A.S.
Byrne, A.M.
Champion, N.

Cheeseman, D.L.

Clare, J.D.
Combet, G.
Downer, A.J.G.
Dutton, P.C.
Ellis, A.L.
Emerson, C.A.
Ferguson, M.J.
Garrett, P.
George, J.
Gibbons, SW.
Grierson, S.J.
Haase, B.W.
Hall, JG. *
Hayes, C.P. *
Irons, S.J.
Jensen, D.
Keenan, M.
Kerr, D.J.C.
Livermore, K.F.
Macklin, J.L.
Markus, L.E.
May, M.A.
McKew, M.
Melham, D.
Morrison, S.J.
Neal, B.J.
Owens, J.
Pearce, C.J.
Price, L.R.S.
Raguse, B.B.
Randall, D.J.
Ripoll, B.F.
Robb, A.
Roxon, N.L.
Schultz, A.
Shorten, W.R.
Simpkins, L.
Smith, A.D.H.
Southcott, A.J.
Sullivan, J.
Tanner, L.
Thomson, K.J.
Tuckey, C.W.
Turnour, JP.
Washer, M.J.
Zappia, A.

Cobb, JK.
Forrest, JA.
Hull, K.E. *

Ciobo, SM.
Collins, JM.
Danby, M.
Dreyfus, M.A.
Elliot, J.

Ellis, K.
Ferguson, L.D.T.
Fitzgibbon, J.A.
Georganas, S.
Georgiou, P.
Gray, G.
Griffin, A.P.
Hale D.F.
Hawker, D.P.M.
Hockey, JB.
Jackson, SM.
Johnson, M.A.
Kelly, M.J.
Laming, A.
Macfarlane, |.E.
Marino, N.B.
Marles, R.D.
McClelland, R.B.
McMullan, R.F.
Mirabella, S.
Murphy, J.
Nelson, B.J.
Parke, M.
Perrett, G.D.
Pyne, C.
Ramsey, R.
Rea, K.M.
Rishworth, A.L.
Robert, SR.
Saffin, JA.
Secker, P.D.
Sidebottom, S.
Slipper, P.N.
Somlyay, A.M.
Stone, S.N.
Symon, M.
Thomson, C.
Trevor, C.
Turnbull, M.
Vaile D.S.
Wood, J.

NOES

Coulton, M.
Hartsuyker, L. *
Katter, R.C.
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Neville, P.C. Truss, W.E. This bill represents the final stage of the
Yale, M.A.J Windsor, A.H.C. implementation of this election commitment

denotes teller which was first announced in last year's
Question agreed to. budget reply by the now Prime Minister.

Bill read a third time.

WHEAT EXPORT MARKETING
(REPEAL AND CONSEQUENTIAL
AMENDMENTS) BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 May, on motion
by Mr Burke:

That this bill be now read a second time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.
Third Reading
Mr BURKE (Watson—Minister for Agri-

culture, Fisheries and Forestry) (11.00 am)—
by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

TAX LAWSAMENDMENT (ELECTION
COMMITMENTSNo.1) BILL 2008
First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Bowen.

Bill read afirst time.

Second Reading

Mr BOWEN (Prospect—Minister for
Competition Policy and Consumer Affairs,
and Assistant Treasurer) (11.01 am)—I
move:

That this bill be now read a second time.
| am very happy to introduce this bill today,
a bill that delivers on a very important elec-
tion commitment to slash the withhol ding tax
rate that applies to non-resident investors.

Schedule 1 to this bill replaces the exist-
ing 30 per cent non-final withholding tax
regime applying to certain distributions from
Australian managed investment trusts to for-
eign investors with a new withholding tax
regime.

The importance of this measure to Austra-
lia's future prosperity should not be underes-
timated. This measure is a key plank of the
government’'s aim to make Australia a finan-
cial services hub. It will ensure that Australia
remains a world leader and at the cutting
edge of funds management.

The financial services industry makes a
large contribution to Australia’s wealth and
has huge potential to contribute even more to
the Australian economy. The finance and
insurance sectors currently contribute more
than seven per cent of GDP. This makes it
the third largest industry in the Australian
economy. The sector employs around four
per cent of Australia’s workforce, or around
400,000 people, and contributes about $30
billion in tax revenue through corporate and
personal income taxes.

Some people would be surprised to learn
that Australia in fact has the fourth largest
onshore managed fund market in the world
with assets worth approximately $1.4 trillion
under management, primarily due to the
compulsory superannuation introduced by
the Keating government.

This puts Australia in a uniquely fortunate
position to become a financial hub and ex-
port financial servicesto the world.

Due to the huge size of funds under man-
agement, Australia has developed a number
of natural advantages in funds management.
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Australia has built up a good reputation in
funds management with awell respected and
experienced regulatory regime, a skilled
workforce, and being strategically placed in
the Asian time zone.

However, despite all these advantages, in-
credibly less than three per cent of the fees
derived by Australian managed funds are
attributable to foreign investment. Added to
this is the fact that of the small amount of
foreign funds under management here most
of thisis derived from investors in a narrow
range of countries, in particular the United
States and the United Kingdom.

It is clear to this government and to the
industry that the financial services sector has
an immense untapped potential for growth,
particularly within the Asian region.

The domestic market has grown by more
than 460 per cent since 1992 and the pool of
funds is forecast to grow to $2.5 trillion by
2015, and the growth of funds under man-
agement in Asia is expected to grow signifi-
cantly.

With Asian economies booming and the
growing middle classes in China and India
looking for investment opportunities Austra-
lian funds are well placed to manage their
money.

An Access Economics report last year
demonstrates the export potential of Austra-
lian funds management. The report found
that, under a ‘business as usual’ forecast, the
financial services industry would, by 2010,
export just over $1.5 billion out of total sales
for the sector of just under $50 billion.

But if the share of exports in the finance
sector increased gradually from its current
level of three per cent to 10 per cent by
2010:

»  Exports by the sector would be $3.3 bil-
lion higher by 2010;

* Australias GDP would be $1.9 billion
above ‘business as usual’ levels by 2010;

«  And there would be an extra 25,000 jobs
in the economy, including 3,500 in the
finance sector.

However, the current high 30 per cent
withholding tax rate, which was imposed by
the former government, prevents Australian
managed funds from attracting foreign in-
vestment.

Reducing the withholding tax rate will
substantially improve the competitiveness of
Australian managed funds and help Australia
realise its potential and boost financial ser-
vices exports.

This measure will give Australia one of
the lowest withholding tax rates in the world
which will significantly boost the attractive-
ness of Australian managed funds, particu-
larly property trusts for foreign investors.

| do not pretend that Australia will be-
come a London or New York, but we can
build on our solid foundations in the industry
and become an Asian financial services hub
and compete effectively with the likes of
Singapore, Hong Kong and Dubai. And we
can grow an Australian industry to ensure
that our bright and skilled young people can
have world class jobsin Australia and are not
forced to go overseas to gain valuable ex-
perience.

The new withholding tax regime will ap-
ply predominantly to distributions by Austra-
lian funds of Australian source rental income
and capital gains but also to income not as-
sociated with land such as some foreign ex-
change gains or gains from traditional securi-
ties. The current flow through treatment for
foreign source income will continue.

The rate of withholding tax will depend
on the residency of the foreign investor.
Residents of countries with which Australia
has an effective exchange of information
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agreement on tax matters will be subject to a
reduced final withholding tax rate of 7.5 per
cent, once the measure is fully implemented.
This rate goes beyond the government’s elec-
tion commitment and ensures that Australia’s
funds management industry is well placed to
attract and retain future foreign investment,
assisting it to reach its full potential in a
growth sector.

In thefirst year, the rate of tax will be 22.5
per cent, dropping to 15 per cent in the sec-
ond year.

However, in that first year, residents of ef-
fective exchange of information countries
will be eligible to claim deductions for ex-
penses relating to their distributions. This
will assist in the transition to a flat and final
withholding tax regime.

Residents of countries with which Austra-
lia does not have an effective exchange of
information agreement will be subject to a 30
per cent final withholding tax. This enhances
the integrity of the measure and sends a clear
signal of the government’s non-tolerance of
international tax evasion and avoidance.

Efforts to prevent international tax evasion
are substantially enhanced by the ability of
countries to exchange information relevant to
tax matters. Australia does not have this ca-
pacity with many countries, with some ac-
tively trading on their scope to offer indi-
viduals and busi nesses anonymity.

The list of countries with which Australia
has effective exchange of information will be
prescribed by regulation.

Schedule 2 to this bill will exempt from
income tax the Prime Minister’s Literary
Awards, to the extent that the awards would
otherwise be assessable income.

The Minister for the Environment, Heri-

tage and the Arts announced on 28 February
this year that these awards would be tax ex-

empt and this bill delivers on that commit-
ment.

The Prime Minister's Literary Awards
provide an annual cash prize of $100,000 in
each of two literary award categories, for a
published fiction book and a published non-
fiction book.

Whether the award is assessable depends
on the recipient’s circumstances and, in par-
ticular, the recipient’s assessable income.

To ensure that award winners receive the
full benefit of this award, this measure will
ensure that the award is tax exempt.

Full details of the measures in this bill are
contained in the explanatory memorandum.

I commend the bill to the House.

Debate (on motion by Mr Pyne) ad-
journed.

INCOME TAX (MANAGED
INVESTMENT TRUST WITHHOLDING
TAX) BILL 2008

First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Bowen.

Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Mr BOWEN (Prospect—Minister for
Competition Policy and Consumer Affairs,
and Assistant Treasurer) (11.09 am)—I
move

That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill sets out the other rates of tax that
apply to residents of information exchange
countries for the second and later income
years. Such foreign investors will be subject
totax at the rate of 15 per cent for the second
income year of the measure following royal
assent and 7.5 per cent for later income
years.

This is a final rate of tax, with no provi-
sion to claim deductions for expenses.
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This bill also imposes a 30 per cent final
withholding tax on residents of countries
with which Australia does not have effective
exchange of information, with application
from the first income year of the new regime.

Full details of thisbill are contained in the
explanatory memorandum already presented.

| commend the bill to the House.

Debate (on motion by Mr Pyne) ad-
journed.

INCOME TAX (MANAGED
INVESTMENT TRUST
TRANSITIONAL) BILL 2008

First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Bowen.

Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Mr BOWEN (Prospect—Minister for
Competition Policy and Consumer Affairs,
and Assistant Treasurer) (11.11 am)—I
move

That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill sets out the transitional rate of tax
that applies to residents of countries with
which Australia has effective exchange of
information on tax matters for the first in-
come year of the new withholding tax re-
gime. Such foreign investors will be subject
to tax at 22.5 per cent on their distributions
from Australian managed funds but will be
eligible to claim deductions for expenses
associated with their investment.

This is an important step in assisting in-
vestors to transition from the current non-
final withholding tax regime to the new final
withholding tax regime.

Full details of thisbill are contained in the
explanatory memorandum already presented.

I commend the bill to the House.

Debate (on motion by Mr Pyne) ad-
journed.

PASSENGER MOVEMENT CHARGE
AMENDMENT BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 28 May, on motion
by Mr Debus:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr PYNE (Surt) (11.12 am)—I| am
pleased to be speaking today on the Passen-
ger Movement Charge Amendment Bill
2008, a bill that will implement some of the
announcements made in the budget a couple
of weeks ago. | foreshadow that | will be
moving a second reading amendment at the
end of my brief remarks. A departure tax was
first introduced for persons departing Austra-
lia for another country by the Departure Tax
Act 1978. The rate was initially set at $10
and remained at that level until 1981, when it
was increased to $20. The rate was reduced
in 1988 from $20 to $10 and subsequently
the rate was increased from $10 to $20 in
1991 and from $20 to $25 in 1994. The De-
parture Tax Amendment Act 1994 changed
the name of the Departure Tax Act 1978 to
the Passenger Movement Charge Act 1978
and increased the rate of charge from $25 to
$27. The PMC was introduced in July 1995,
replacing the departure tax. The PMC is lev-
ied under the Passenger Movement Charge
Act 1978 and collected under the Passenger
Movement Charge Collection Act 1978. The
PMC was introduced as a cost recovery
measure to recoup the notional cost of cus-
toms, immigration and quarantine processing
of passengers entering and leaving Australia
and the cost of issuing short-term visitor vi-
sas. However, in law, the PMC isatax.

The Australian Customs Service adminis-
ters the PMC legidation through arrange-
ments with each transport carrier, and the
arrangements are standardised for each type
of carrier. The PMC was increased to $30 per
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passenger on 1 January 1999. However, in
the 2001-02 budget the then government an-
nounced that it would increase the charge by
$8 to $38 to offset the increased cost of in-
specting passengers, mail and cargo at Aus-
tralids international airports. Generally
speaking the PMC is payable by all passen-
gers departing Australia by air and sea. Sec-
tion 5 of the collection act contains a number
of exemptions, such as those for diplomats
and children under 12 years. There are 12
categories of exemption in total, and the
PMC is not levied on incoming passengers.

While initially a cost recovery measure,
the PMC became more controversial over
alegations that it has become yet another
general revenue-raising measure. That the
PMC had moved beyond cost recovery and
was contributing to consolidated revenue
was clear from the evidence given to the
Senate Legal and Constitutional Affairs Leg-
islation Committee on 28 May 2001 by an
official of the Australian Customs Service.
Mr Woodward said:

In round terms, our assessment of the over-
recovery—and this is revealed in answers to
questions that have been asked before, on no-
tice—is something like an $80 million collection
greater than the actual costs of customs, immigra-
tion and quarantine, but the passenger movement
charge is a tax. It is not a pure cost recovery ar-
rangement, and that indication of moving away
from direct relativity came out when the $3 in-
crease was made at just about Olympics time. So
that is clearly on the public record.

It is not now clear whether the PMC is over-
recovering costs. The PMC has not been in-
creased since 2001. Soits real—that is, infla-
tion adjusted—value has fallen and costs
would have risen over the same period. This
bill is required to put into place the govern-
ment’'s budget measure increasing the pas-
senger movement charge from $38 to $47.
The measure is due to take effect on 1 July
2008 and applies only to tickets purchased

on or after that date. The government will be
seeking to have the bill passed through the
Senate as quickly as possible to enable the
change to take effect.

The increase in the passenger movement
charge announced in the 2008-09 budget is
designed to raise $459.3 million over four
years, $106.3 million in 2008-09 alone.
Budget papers state that the increase will
contribute to offsetting the cost of a range of
aviation security initiatives which until now
have not been cost recovered. The passenger
movement charge also recovers the costs of
processing international passengers at inter-
national airports and maritime ports and the
cost of issuing short-term visas overseas.

The opposition has attacked the govern-
ment over this increase on two grounds. na-
tional security, as this tax grab is accompa-
nied by a cut to Customs funding; and tour-
ism, as this tax grab will increase the cost of
tickets. While the measure is claimed to be
offsetting the cost of aviation security initia-
tives, the new revenue that will flow accom-
panies cuts in rea terms to Customs and
other border security measures. Thisis really
a revenue-raising exercise cynically dressed
up as a border security measure.

This tourism tax increase accompanies
other tourism and passenger related tax in-
creases in this budget amounting to nearly $1
billion, while funding has been cut to Tour-
ism Australia by nearly $6 million. This leg-
idation will impact on the travelling public
as it will increase the cost of airline tickets
by $9. Consequently, there will be flow-on
effects to airlines and tourism operators as
holiday making in Australia becomes more
expensive for overseas tourists. The shadow
minister for tourism has maintai ned consulta-
tion with stakeholders throughout the budget
process and has strong views on the subject.

Australian working families looking to
take a break and have a holiday are unfortu-
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nately going to be slugged as of 1 July 2008
by this new tax, courtesy of the Rudd gov-
ernment’s first budget. The 2008-09 budget
has revealed an increase in the charge from
$38 to $47, a 24 per cent increase, which will
force up the price of airline tickets for Aus-
tralian holidaymakers and particularly Aus-
tralian families. It is another inflationary tax
hike to add to the growing pile, with taxes on
premixed drinks and luxury cars announced
pre budget.

The government has been especially
tricky with respect to this measure. They
have claimed in their promotional material
that this tax, which will raise aimost $460
million over the next four years, is necessary
to offset the cost of a range of aviation secu-
rity initiatives and the cost of processing in-
ternational passengers at international air-
ports. If this were true, we would see that
money being put back into Customs. The fact
is that Customs has seen its budget slashed
this year by $51% billion in real terms. It
really is a raw deal for Customs. Next year
alone, they will collect $106 million from
this tax on the public, only to seeit funnelled
back into Treasury’s general revenue, as Cus-
toms have to continue protecting Australia’'s
borders with reduced funds. The opposition
calls on the Rudd government to admit that
this revenue will not be used to protect Aus-
tralian travellers and that this is just another
ALPtax hike. | move:

That all words after “That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words:

whilst not declining to give the bill a second
reading, the House:

(1) notes:

(@ that the increase to the Passenger
Movement Charge is an unfair slug on
Australian working families;

(b) that the Government has shown itsdlf to
be both tricky and cavalier in its attitude
to Australia's border security by cutting
Australia’'s Customs Budget by $51.5

million in real terms next year, while at
the same time announcing a measure
that will raise $459.3 million over four
years, alegedly to offset ‘the cost of a
range of aviation security initiatives';

(c) that this tourism tax increase accompa-
nies other tourism and passenger rel ated
tax increases in this Budget amounting
to nearly $1 billion, while at the same
time funding has also been cut to Tour-
ism Australia by nearly $6 million; and

(2) callsfor the Government to refer to the Joint

Standing Committee of Public Accounts and

Audit for examination the application of

revenue derived from the Passenger Move-

ment Charge, in particular the increases in
revenue provided for in the Budget, and ex-
amine the potential to establish a new noise
abatement fund from these revenues to pro-

vide relief for residents living within the 25-

30 ANEI contours, to mitigate the ongoing

burden of aircraft noise for people and fami-

liesliving in these areas’.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. Peter
Slipper )—Is the amendment seconded?

Mr Forret—I second the amendment
and reserve my right to speak.

Mr BUTLER (Port Addaide) (11.21
am)—I rise to support the Passenger Move-
ment Charge Amendment Bill 2008 and to
say a couple of things about it as a fiscal
measure and also about the state of the tour-
ism industry and some of the more shrill
comments made by the member for Sturt. |
have also heard the member for Moncrieff
talk about tourism taxes. As always, the his-
torical lesson from the member for Sturt,
given with the eye to detail of a University of
Maryland professor, was very helpful but it
seriously understated, first of all, the lack of
broad perspective from the previous gov-
ernment around tourism generally, as well as
their increases in the passenger movement
charge over the course of their government,
leading up to the very significant changes to
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aviation security that flowed from the Sep-
tember 11 disaster.

It isimportant that someone on this side of
the House, other than the minister, of course,
gets up and supports this as a responsible
fiscal measure, as one that would go some
way—and only some way—to recovering
many of the costs that flowed from Septem-
ber 11 and that are now imposed on the gov-
ernment, and says something about the
broader tourism policy of this government.
The purpose of the bill isto amend the act to
increase the PMC by $9 to $47 with effect
from 1 July 2008. That is an increase in the
order of 23 per cent, and | will say a couple
of things about that later. It will go some way
to funding national aviation security initia-
tives, which are the responsibility of the Aus-
tralian government. The year 2001 was the
last time that the PMC was increased and
also the time at which aviation security
measures started to become significantly
tightened in the wake of September 11. It is
important to note that, since 2001, the Aus-
tralian government has spent about $1.2 bil-
lion implementing a significant number of
national aviation security measures. Up until
the 2011-12 financial year, that sum is ex-
pected to be in the order of $2.2 hillion. This
increase over the next four years amounts to
somewhere in the order of $459 million.

Broadly speaking, this increase is in line
with changes in the consumer price index,
the CPl, since 2001, which was the last time
it was increased. The CPI to the March quar-
ter of 2008 moved by about 21.2 per cent.
This increase, which takes effect on 1 July
2008, is in the order of 23 per cent. Ac-
knowledging that the CPI is likely to have
moved by maybe one per cent by then, the
increase proposed by the government is sim-
ply no more than a matter of indexation. Ex-
isting exemptions from the PMC will remain
in place, such as those for passengers aged
under 12 years of age. It is also important to

note that there will be put in place measures
to ensure that this is not retrospective. That is
to say that any tickets sold before 1 July
2008, even if they are for flights that take
place after 1 July 2008, will be exempt from
the increase in the PMC. It is also important
to note that this measure, in addition to being
a measure that really only reflects the CPI
changes since 2001, is also a percentage in-
crease that pales in comparison to the per-
centage increases made by the last govern-
ment, which the member for Sturt was honest
enough to point out to the House. Those in-
creases were in the order of 37 per cent, all
prior to the significant addition to the secu-
rity burden that flowed from September 11.

Those changes in aviation security, par-
ticularly in relation to international flights
since September 11, are well known, but
they are worth addressing briefly here. Avia-
tion, as we unfortunately know, is and has
been for some time a particularly attractive
target for terrorists. This was the case before
September 11, with disasters such as Lock-
erbie and more, but was particularly brought
home with the tragedy and disaster of Sep-
tember 11 and, since then, with a number of
foiled attempts by terrorists to inflict further
damage to aviation. Those changes affect al
aviation, including domestic and, increas-
ingly, regional aviation security, but they are
particularly important in the area of interna-
tional aviation. Specific security require-
ments for international flights can be set by
any country to which an aircraft is flying. We
know particularly that the United States has
tightened their security measures—that is,
the security measures that apply to flights at
the point of departure that end up at the
United States.

The International Civil Aviation Organisa-
tion may also impose new security measures
that bind Australia. A good example of those
is measures relating to liquids that were put
in place by that organisation in 2006 and that
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came into effect in Australia in March 2007.
The increases in passenger screening re-
quirements are probably the best known and
most in-your-face, if you like, change to the
security regime, but there have also been
very significant changes to checked baggage
screening since 2001, Since 2004, the
screening of 100 per cent of checked bag-
gage has been a requirement of al interna-
tional flights leaving Australia. This increase
goes some way towards the cost recovery for
that. More recently, as | indicated, new
measures have been in place since March
2007 for all carry-on baggage on interna-
tional flights. They flowed from a terrorism
attempt to bring down planes crossing the
Atlantic by use of improvised bombs made
from liquids taken on board. From now on,
each container of liquids, aerosols or gelsin
your carry-on baggage on an international
flight must be 100 millilitres or 100 grams,
as the case may be, or less. All of the con-
tainers that carry those materials must be
sedled in a transparent one-litre plastic bag.
Those of us who have taken international
flights since that time know what sort of se-
curity burden that has placed on the airports,
which has been partly funded by the gov-
ernment. Less obvious, perhaps, to passen-
gers have been measures flowing from the
Wheseler review in 2005 to strengthen our air
cargo security arrangements. All of these
things have happened since the PMC was
last set at the rate of $38 per passenger and
have added very significant additional costs
to the Australian government.

Members will be aware that aviation secu-
rity is part of the general aviation policy re-
view being overseen by the Minister for In-
frastructure, Transport, Regional Deveop-
ment and Local Government. Submissions to
the review close at the end of June, but we
can be reasonably sure that, flowing from
that review, measures will not be relaxed.
Measures will remain in place in accordance

with our international obligations at the very
least.

| would like to briefly address the remarks
made by the member for Sturt and outside
this place by the member for Moncrieff
about the impact this might have on tourism.
This government does not raise taxes lightly,
particularly on an industry like tourism,
which finds itself in a very challenging envi-
ronment, especially at an international level.
The competition facing Australian tourism
now is fierce, particularly with the prolifera-
tion of low-cost airlines and a range of other
commercial arrangements that make places
like Macau, China, Hong Kong and Vietnam
very attractive destinations for tourists in our
region. Long-haul destinations like Australia
are hit hard by increases in fuel prices. Aus-
tralia is also particularly susceptible to peo-
ple's justifiable concerns over the impact on
climate change of taking long-haul plane
flights. Finally, but certainly not least impor-
tantly, the strong Australian dollar is placing
very serious pressure on the Australian tour-
ismindustry.

But those challenges are much bigger than
an increase in the PMC that does little more
than keep the PMC in line with indexation.
That is why the minister for tourism has is-
sued the national tourism strategy review.
This is the first time in many years that the
Australian government as the leader in this
area has called the industry to work with it
and state tourism organisations and state
ministers to find some real and long-term
strategies to deal with the challenges that |
outlined—to come up with a coherent and
consistent marketing strategy rather than the
marketing plans that changed every year or
two under the last government. Compare that
with the focused marketing plan that New
Zealand has had in place for probably nine
years now. This government has a serious
plan to deal with skill shortages. When we
talk to tourism operators about challenges
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facing tourism, there is none more significant
than the lack of skilled workers to provide
services to tourists coming to our country.
Lastly, thereis product devel opment.

This is a government that is serious about
the future of tourism. This is a government
that is serious about a fiscally responsible
budget that looks at changes to charges like
the PMC in line with indexation to only
partly recover the additional costs that have
been placed on the government because of
additional aviation security requirements
flowing from September 11. | commend the
bill to the House.

Mr TRUSS (Wide Bay—Leader of the
Nationals) (11.33 am)—The Passenger
Movement Charge Amendment Bill 2008 is
another in the long line of tax rises forced
upon the Australian people by the high-
taxing Rudd government. Whilst the budget
detailed tax cuts on some occasions, the real-
ity is it will collect more revenue from Aus-
tralian taxpayers than any other budget in our
history. The budget is indeed a directionless
mess, with some things going up and other
things going down. What we are actualy
seeing, though, as a result of the new taxes
that are being implemented, or the tax rises
that are associated with this budget, is a
strategy that seems to be working against
what the government has been saying in its
rhetoric about reducing the pressure on
working families. In fact, the policies that the
government has been rolling out are having
the opposite effect. That is right: the Rudd
government is about applying upward pres-
sure on prices. It is doing so by slugging
hardworking Australians with yet more taxes
and charges.

Let me be clear about this—and | place
this in the context of the passenger move-
ment charge and its overall place in the
budget. This new tax is part of the general
approach of the Rudd government towards

tax. The passenger movement charge cannot
be considered in isolation but is part of the
framework. It is part of a high-tax structure
that is being built by the Rudd government
regardless of its commitment to people in
Australia who are affected by the high cost
of living.

What is actually on the Rudd govern-
ment’s tax agenda? It is obvious that there
are to be more taxes. Indeed, the total in-
crease in the tax grab in the recent budget is
$2.9 hillion per year, or $14.7 billion from
the pockets of Australians from 2007-08 to
2011-12. What are these new taxes? There
are several, such as the passenger movement
charge that we are discussing today. Thereis
aso an increase in the tax on premixed
drinks—this so called alcopop tax that is
expected to raise $3.1 billion from the pock-
ets of mainly young Australians over the next
four years. We have been talking in this de-
bate about the impact on the tourism indus-
try. In fact, this tax increase on alcopops will
also have an effect on visitors coming to
Australia and the costs they incur. In defence
of the tax, the government has been running
an argument that it is about dealing with the
problem of teenage binge drinking, but we
all know now that that is nonsense. The gov-
ernment’s own forward estimates for this tax
demonstrated that it is not expected to reduce
teenage binge drinking at al. It is actualy
expected to increase government revenue,
and that iswhat the tax is about.

Indeed, such an argument that it is a so-
cially responsible tax is counterintuitive—it
is not socially responsible; it will ssimply en-
courage drinkers to purchase spirits instead,
and the early reports have demonstrated that
that is precisely what is happening. There-
fore it is quite possible that this tax will in
fact make teenage drinking worse. My point
is that this is a tax that has been presented
falsely to the Australian people.
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What about other taxes? The passenger
movement charge is an attack by the Rudd
government on Australia’s tourist industry,
but that is not the only extra tax on move-
ments that must be borne by the Australian
people. That tax will apply to businesses and
to a whole range of other Australian people
but, where that tax is applied to a single sec-
tor, there is another tax that applies all over
the place. That tax is the road user charge.
This pernicious tax is about increasing the
cost of diesel fue for trucks and buses by
increasing the effective diesel fuel excise
from 19.63c per litreto 21c per litre based on
the concept of a road user charge. Now it is
going to be indexed on an annual road cost
adjustment formula. In other words, the in-
dexation of fuel exciseis back.

The indexation of fuel excise, people may
recall, was introduced by the Keating gov-
ernment and abolished by the Howard gov-
ernment in 2001. After a seven-year absence,
it is back and it is pegged to a formula that
will lock in a tax take that will rise faster
than the consumer price index. Who will pay
this tax? The answer, of course, is everyone.
Trucks, members may recall, carry over 75
per cent of Australia’s domestic freight. That
means that those who drive the nation’'s
365,000 trucks, many of whom are strug-
gling small business operators, will pay. So
much for defending working families.

But Australia will also pay as a nation. As
| said earlier, the passenger movement
charge applies mainly to one sector of the
Australian economy, but it will have flow-on
implications. The road user charge applies
everywhere since the increased cost it causes
will be passed on to consumers and raise
prices for everyone—from cornflakes to
building materials, from medicines to school
shoes; the everyday items that families need.
This tax is therefore about increasing infla-
tion. It is about making the cost of living for
all Australians so much higher.

In spite of what this tax means, the Rudd
government persists with it, introducing on
the dy the required regulation under the Fuel
Tax Act 2006. The government tabled this
regulation in this place on 13 March this year
to implement the tax from 1 January 2009.
Fortunately for all Australians who purchase
items from shops that carry goods carried by
trucks, which is just about al of them, the
opposition blocked this nasty inflationary tax
in the other place on 14 May. But the Prime
Minister has said in question time that he
remains determined to persist with this tax
that makes the task of average Australians to
meet the costs of living that much harder.

As | mentioned, the passenger movement
charge is a sector-specific tax, but the Rudd
government is pursuing a tax agenda that
applies everywhere. The road user charge
will increase the price of virtually every item
in the shops. What is particularly extraordi-
nary is that the government is imposing this
tax at a time when all Australians are strug-
gling with higher petrol prices. We have al-
ready seen that the government’s ineffective
response to the problem of rising petrol
prices is basically built around Fuelwatch.
The Fuelwatch scheme imposes price fixing
and further regulation on small business—
again, giving lie to the government’s claim
that it is going to put a special effort into
tearing down the red tape affecting small
business. In redlity, they are increasing it.
The scheme, which will remove spot dis-
counting, could actually increase the price of
fuel for many Australian motorists. Thisis a
double whammy on fuel prices in this coun-
try: increases in diesel fuel prices and in-
creases in petrol prices.

Thisis aready having a significant impact
on the tourism industry. It is more difficult
and costly for people to travel. They are con-
cerned about the cost of fuel. In areas such as
my own, where a large proportion of the
tourists come by road, there is already an
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impact being felt in the marketplace. It is
gross hypocrisy on the part of the Rudd gov-
ernment to be talking about encouraging in-
dustry while on the other hand increasing
taxes. That is what the passenger movement
charge is al about. This tax is part of an
overall attack by the Rudd government on
the business sector, on business travel and on
the Australian economy, particularly through
the tourist industry.

This crucial industry generates approxi-
mately $24 billion in export income for the
national economy and provides employment
for nearly half a million Australians. It is a
service sector industry that is currently
struggling, with flatlining visitor numbers as
aresult of the high Australian dollar and sky-
rocketing fuel prices. It has become less
competitive. Augtraia is a remote location
for international tourists. They have to travel
along way. For that reason, the cost of fuel
has a bigger impact on flights to countries
like Australia than it does on flights in
Europe where most of the travel is over short
distances. It aso has an effect within the
country, because the cost of getting around
Australia as a large nation is high. That is
making Australia a much less attractive mar-
ket for international tourists.

Thisisjust the wrong time to increase the
passenger movement charge, to put a new tax
on people coming to Australia and travelling
in and out of our country. At a time when the
tourist industry is facing particular difficul-
ties, thisisjust the wrong time to be putting
up atax on all of those people who come to
Australia. The latest budget initiative will
belt the tourism industry with a suite of new
taxes. The passenger movement charge is
only one of them. It is estimated that the im-
pact of the budget tax measures on the tour-
ism industry alone will be $1 billion. At the
same time, the government is cutting indus-
try support. It is cutting $6 million out of the
tourism corporation at a time when it needs

more money to be able to promote Australia
in more difficult economic circumstances.

As we heard from the previous speaker,
the government’s only response to the addi-
tional cost burden that they are putting on the
industry is another review. It is areview into
tourism strategies this time. Thisis a classic
excuse from a government that do not have a
clue what to do about almost every policy
issue. Now 100, maybe 200, reviews have
been commissioned to give them some ideas.
We had 1,000 expertsin town to try and give
us ideas. We have had endless committees of
inquiry and review. One would have thought
after 11Y% years in oppasition that, when the
Labor Party came to government, they would
have an agenda ready to go and would know
what their plan was for industries like tour-
ism. But in reality they clearly did not have a
clue. They are now out there starting to de-
velop policies, but it is far too late in the
process and, in the interim, the industry is
being hit with a whole range of additional
taxes.

| wonder why the Rudd government has
acted this way. Doesn't it redlise that the
tourism sector is characterised by a large
number of small businesses and is a key pro-
vider of jobs, especialy in regional Austra-
lia? In my electorate of Wide Bay, for exam-
ple, there are around 3,000 people employed
in tourism. But small businesses in regional
Australian are constituencies that the Rudd
government does not care about.

The passenger movement charge is only
one tax on the tourist industry that will make
life difficult. Others, like the luxury car tax,
will aso have an impact on tourism. Many of
the vehicles that are used extensively in the
industry will be subject to the luxury car tax.
For instance, Toyota LandCruisers are work-
horses of the tourism industry in regional
Australia. Some of these vehicles have eight
seats and are not exempt from the luxury car
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tax. This component of the tourism indus-
try—small group tourism—which deals with
customers who demand high-quality vehi-
cles, is the one area of regional tourism that
is growing right now. These operators must
operate vehicles that are roomy, modern and
fitted with current safety features. These ve-
hicles need to be replaced regularly. There
are also many hire car operators that run ve-
hicles at this end of the market. The luxury
car tax is another one of the suite of new
taxes that has been introduced by this gov-
ernment that is going to significantly affect
tourism.

The passenger movement charge, as
members may recall, was lifted in the high-
taxing budget from $38 to $47 on everyone
entering or leaving Australia. It will apply
from 1 July this year and is a tax slug that
will raise nearly half a billion dollars over
the next four years. The tax was poorly ex-
plained in the budget as a measure to offset
the cost of aviation security measures that
the government claims have not been cost
recovered to date. It is also meant to recover
the cost of processing international passen-
gers at international airports and maritime
ports as well as the cost of issuing short-term
Vvisas oversess.

What is curious is the total failure of this
hi gh-taxing government to provide any detail
of the costs of the measures the passenger
movement charge is supposed to cover. This
is all the more concerning since the passen-
ger movement charge, according to the tes-
timony of the then Department of Finance
and Administration to the Senate Legal and
Constitutional Committee on 28 May 2001,
is a tax and not purely a cost-recovery ar-
rangement. Those views were reaffirmed in
Senate estimates hearings again this year.
Thisis not a charge to recover costs at all; it
isatax. The money is not hypothecated to be
used for any list of specific purposes; it is a
tax. It goes into consolidated revenue. There

is no evidence or information provided as to
the appropriateness of this charge, if itisin
fact intended to meet just the costs associated
with security and processing of visitors arriv-
ing in this country. What assurances can the
high-taxing Rudd government offer this
place that the passenger movement charge
will not overcollect and become a general
revenue-raising measure?

| also note the somewhat anarchic way in
which the passenger movement charge is
being introduced. In its haste to belt more
people with more taxes, Labor blundered by
imposing the charge on budget night on all
tickets presold to passengers intending to
travel after 1 July this year. These tickets
were sold by the airlines in good faith at a
price that included the old $38 tax. Initialy,
the high-taxing government failed to provide
an exemption for these tickets, resulting in a
messy situation where airlines would have to
foot the extra cost. In this day and age, peo-
ple buy their tickets much further in advance
than was possible in decades past and, with
the advent of low fares, thereisan increasing
wish of people to buy their tickets early to
take advantage of those low prices. And yet,
in a blunder on budget night, these people
were going to have to pay an extratax if they
were travelling after 1 July. | suspect they
would have been unwilling to do so and
there would have been a stand-off between
the airlines and others as to who was respon-
sible for this unexpected increase in the tax.
Obvioudly, Labor failed to consult with the
industry and stakeholders and demonstrated
its admi nistrative incompetence.

As aresult of coalition and industry pres-
sure, the government has back-flipped and
tickets sold prior to 1 July 2008 for use after
this time will be exempt from paying the
extra tax. That is as it ought to be, that is
how previous increases in this tax were ap-
plied and it is incredible that the current gov-
ernment did not even bother to look at past
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experience before announcing this measure.
The new tax will of course remain for all
tickets sold after 1 July this year and the
Australian tourism industry, aready strug-
gling with rocketing fuel prices and a strong
dallar, will continue to wear the pain being
imposed by a government that seems to be
making up therules asit goes along.

What does the passenger movement
charge display? It displays a Rudd govern-
ment that does not consult with stakeholders
and is administratively inept. It displays the
view of the Rudd government that the tour-
ism industry is just a cash cow. It isall about
glamour and not about working families. It
suggests that the Rudd government does not
particularly care about the knock-on impacts
of this tax along with others, such as the lux-
ury car tax, on small business in regional
Australia. More particularly, it displays the
hypocrisy of the government. We see a gov-
ernment ripping over $3 billion from young
Australians with a tax on premixed drinks
that instead of reducing teen binge drinking
will probably make it worse. We see a gov-
ernment ignoring the advice of its own Pub-
lic Service and foisting upon Australiaan ill-
considered scheme to watch petrol prices—a
scheme that will abolish spot discounting,
impose further burdens on small business
and possibly increase petrol prices as a re-
sult.

We have a government that is already so
out of touch that, at a time when Australians
are struggling with high petrol prices, it de-
cides to push up the price of diesel as well,
resulting in higher costs for everyday items
needed by all Australians. We see a govern-
ment intent on grabbing more money off
tourists and travelling Australians with its
hasty taxes on the tourist sector—taxes that
will make the lives of many Australians de-
pendent upon the tourist dollar that much
harder. So much for this government promis-
ing to reduce the cost of living. By its own

actions, it is doing precisely the opposite.
This tax increase will have a significant ef-
fect on Australia's tourist industry and the
business sector, which needs to travel. It
must be seen for what it is: ssmply ancther
tax rise.

Mr MORRISON (Cook) (11.52 am)—I
am pleased to rise today in support of the
amendment that has been proposed to the
Passenger Movement Charge Amendment
Bill 2008—in particular, the matters relating
to the issues that impact on my constituents
in Cook. In Cook, we share more than half of
the flights that go from Sydney airport. In
Cook, we also have the highest proportion of
Qantas employees living in the eectorate
than in any other electorate in the country.
On both of those counts, | am pleased to rise
in support of this amendment and to speak
on the matters that are raised. A third point is
that a significant portion of my time before
entering this place was spent in the tourism
industry, and | also rise to speak on their be-
half today in terms of these measures.

The passenger movement charge, as pre-
vious speakers have said, is not a charge; it is
atax. It isatax, as has been said not only by
those who have spoken in this place but also
by the ANAO and on the basis of legal ad-
vice that has been presented to various hear-
ings over time. This is a tax; it is not a
charge. The passenger movement charge in-
crease of $9 announced by the government is
a tax grab of almost $460 million over four
years.

Previoudy in this debate, the member for
Port Adelaide said:

This government does not raise taxeslightly ...

| can only agree. They do it very heavily.
They have done it very heavily on every op-
portunity they have had in this place, in the
six months they have been in government, to
raise taxes—$19 billion in a tax grab as part
of this budget to fund $30 billion of new ex-
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penditure, making it the highest-spending
and highest-taxing budget in our nation's
history. But of greatest concern is the statis-
tic in the budget which says that it will put
134,000 Australians out of work.

Tax increases contribute to inflationary
pressures. You do not keep prices down by
putting taxes up. But in this budget we have
$19 billion worth of new revenue measures.
In this particular measure, we are increasing
the price of travel by $9, as announced in
this measure. There was no mention by the
government when in opposition, when they
paraded around this country, of new taxes.
There was no discussion about the new taxes
they would be bringing down. There was a
lot of discussion about how they were going
to keep fuel prices down; there was a lot of
discussion about how they were going to
keep grocery prices down. Those opposite
may think that this may never have been
spoken in words, but there is no doubt in the
community’s mind about what it was led to
believe by the government when they were
in opposition. They led people to beieve that
this would happen and, as the polls this week
clearly showed, people believed them. Peo-
ple believed that they were going to do these
things. But, equally, people did not believe
and did not know that the government were
going to bring in new taxes, because the
government never said they would. But, at
the first opportunity they have not to raise
taxes, what do they do? They raise taxes.

In this measure in particular, there is no
nexus, as previous speakers have said, be-
tween the charge and the expenditure. There
isno nexus at all. The government claim that
it is necessary to offset the cost of:

... arange of aviation security initiatives ...
But the question | have is. what are they? |
have searched for them. | cannot find what

these measures are. How much do they cost?
The Customs budget, as the member for Sturt

said, has been slashed by $51.5 million in
real terms, yet we are raising taxes for these
measures by an amount in the vicinity of
$459.3 million over four years. The previous
government, as has been said, also increased
the passenger movement charge, by $8 in
2001-02. But this is why we did it: to
strengthen quarantine protection at Austra-
lia's airports and to protect the country from
foot-and-mouth disease and other risks, with
al cargo and mail entering Australia to be
inspected. There is the purpose. If you go to
the budget papers of that year, you will find
what the revenue measure was and also what
the expenditure measure was. And what was
the expenditure? It was $592.8 million over
five years. The measure, as introduced in that
budget, was to raise $72 million per year. So
the measure was introduced for a purpose; it
was not produced for the purpose of a tax
grab, asisthe case on this occasion.

This tax is a pernicious impost on our
aviation and tourism sectors, which are al-
ready under pressure. Tax increases are de-
signed to discourage consumption, so plac-
ing a tax on traved is, | therefore assume,
designed to discourage business activity in
the travel sector. As | mentioned, Qantas are
a dgnificant employer in my electorate.
There are significant shareholdings in Qantas
across the Australian community, and they
are our national carrier, whom we cannot do
without. Having worked closely in the indus-
try, | know what can happen if your national
carrier is not able to support the initiatives of
your country as you are seeking to promote
your country as a tourism destination. The
New Zealand government found this out the
hard way with the collapse of Air New Zea-
land, and they had to buy it back. We need to
support our national carrier in the form of
Qantas, and we need to be doing things that
assist them in their efforts, not things that
detract from their efforts.
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Geoff Dixon has recently said that the is-

sues faced by Qantas are ‘real and substan-
tial’. Qantas are already redling from fuel
prices increases—which have been signifi-
cant since their fuel surcharges were intro-
duced a number of years ago—and also,
most recently, from union action from the
TWU. The Prime Minister’s front-line troops
in the war against inflation and wage pres-
sures, the TWU, are out there asking for a
five per cent wage increase from Qantas as
we speak. To highlight what this means for
Qantas as they work through the challenges
that they face, | will read to you a recent an-
nouncement. Tomorrow, | understand, we
will learn what Qantas will be doing in terms
of their international services as a result of
fuel price increases and, | am sure, these new
additional costs that they are forced to pass
on to consumers. The Australian Financial
Review of 29 May says:
The airline will cancel about 5 per cent of seatsin
its fleet by retiring one Boeing 737, grounding
two 767s and accelerating the retirement by the
end of the year of four 747s that serve Perth. Fast-
growing discount business Jetstar will ground one
Airbus A320 aircraft and cancel the delivery of
one A321 plane ... Qantas will cease flying Gold
Coast to Sydney and Ayers Rock to Melbourne, as
well as trimming back Ayers Rock to Sydney
services. Jetstar will ... exit the Sydney to Whit-
sunday Coast, Adelaide to Sunshine Coast and
Brisbane to Hobart routes from July while reduc-
ing frequencies on some Adelaide, Avalon and
Calms routes by August.

Furthermore, the Sydney Morning Herald of
31 May said that ‘JP Morgan's research’
highlighted the threats faced by Qantas,
‘warning that the airline could post a $1 bil-
lion full-year loss if ail prices hit $US200 a
barrel.’ Yet:

The airlines engineering union is still demanding
a 5 per cent annual pay rise, while the airline is
offering only 3 per cent.

Despite oil prices falling in recent days to below
$US127 a barrd, there remain concerns that the
continued surge in demand for oil in Asia, com-
bined with any unforeseen disruptions in supply,
could propel the price towards $US200 a barrel
by the end of the year.
The Daily Telegraph of 30 May said:
QANTAS will have to lift airfares by another
5.5 per cent and cut more flights to offset the im-
pact of current fuel prices, analysts said.

‘Obviously there will be job losses,” chief execu-
tive Geoff Dixon said. ‘We do not have a specific
target, however it will bein the low hundreds.’
This is the impact on Qantas, our national
carrier. It will have an impact on their busi-
ness; it has an impact on how they operate
their business and, sadly, it is going to have
an impact on some people who are currently
working for Qantas.

As we move through this period of great
difficulty, we should be assisting these indus-
tries to cope with these challenges, not im-
posing further taxes. In relation to the current
union dispute, Mr Dixon described the un-
ion's campaign—which has included claims
that Qantas was using illegal strike break-
ers—as ‘1950s unionist stuff’. Geoff Dixon
iswell known as not necessarily being politi-
cally persuaded towards the coalition side of
politics. That he is a fairly fair-minded indi-
vidual in the palitical realm is well recog-
nised. But he said:
| am pretty basically supportive of the unions ...
but scab-labour strike-breskers? | fed like | am
back in the 50s.

Thisis the environment we are now living in
post November of last year.

To get back to the issue of the impact on
tourism, and particularly in the Whitsundays:
Mr O'Reilly, who is from the Whitsundays,
saidin an article in the Financial Review that
the cuts by Qantas would be the final straw
for many businesses struggling to recover

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 4 June 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

4419

from poor domestic tourism numbers result-
ing from rising fuel prices and interest rates,
floods, damaging storms and the separation
of Easter from the school holidays. This will
close businesses in the Whitsundays. On cur-
rent average load factors, the 1,770 seats |ost
will see 1,400 to 1,500 fewer people in the
Whitsundays. These are the realities that the
tourism industry and the aviation industry
are confronting right now. What has been the
government’s response to this? The govern-
ment’'s response has been to increase taxes
on the tourism and aviation industries.

The current Minister for Tourism is an
honest man. | say that with all sincerity, hav-
ing worked with him when | was the manag-
ing director of Tourism Australia and he was
the shadow minister for tourism. He is an
honest man, and on 21 March, back when the
previous government increased the passenger
movement charge from $30 to $38, this is
what the now Minister for Tourism, then
shadow minister for transport and always
member for Batman, said: ‘ The government
should use the money it was already making
from the aviation industry before imposing
further charges.” The Minister for Tourism's
argument saysit all.

The tourism industry pays its way. There
were over $23 billion in earnings from over-
seas tourism last calendar year. That is up
from $19.6 billion in 2005. | raise those fig-
ures because the last time we had a serious
investment in and a strategy for tourism was
when the member for North Sydney was the
minister for tourism. When the member for
North Sydney was the minister for tourism
he brought forward a white paper which in-
jected the single largest investment in the
tourism industry and tourism promotion in
the history of this country. As a result of that
invessment and the campaigns that fol-
lowed—some of which attracted a lot of me-
dia attention, but | prefer to look at the facts
rather than at opinions and peopl€'s percep-

tions on the creativity of advertisng cam-
paigns—it has gone from $19.6 billion a year
up to $23.3 billion a year. That is an increase
of over $2 billion every year as a result of
that investment.

Of that $23.3 hillion, $15.4 billion is spent
directly in Australia. In terms of GST alone,
the tourism industry is already contributing
$1.4 billion every year just from interna-
tional tourists to the Australian economy. Yet
the government thinks that it is a good idea
to go and slug them again. The tourism in-
dustry, particularly small businesses, de-
pends not just on international tourism. The
international tourism provides relief and
much needed yield. It provides the second
part of their business. The core part of al
businesses operating in tourism around this
country is domestic tourism. The domestic
tourism scene has unfortunately been very
flat indeed. The tourism industry is under
strain domestically, with fud prices in par-
ticular putting pressure on small business.
Fewer people are getting in their cars and
going for day trips. The aviation cuts, which
| mentioned previously, are also putting pres-
sure on these small businesses.

The answer is not to increase taxes but to
provide support for this industry—the sort of
support that the previous government gave
this industry through a massive injection of
invessment and capital and commitment.
That iswhat | call on this government to do
rather than cutting back on Tourism Austra-
lia's budget by around $6 million next year.
Just so you know what that means, that is on
average more than Tourism Australia would
spend in direct marketing programs in any
one of their top 10 markets. It is not an in-
significant cut. This tax is an impost on
price-sensitive travellers.

Last year Australians aged over 15 took
more than 4.7 million international trips, tak-
ing advantage of our higher dollar and
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spending on average 22 nights abroad. They
largely went to New Zealand, the United
States, Canada and the United Kingdom. The
reason they were doing that was to go on
holiday and visit friends and relatives. Thisis
a positive thing for people to do, spending
time with their families, visiting friends and
relatives and seeing new things. They not
only have to face this new tax of $9 extra
when they make this decision, they have al-
ready been dealing with fuel levies that have
been surging over the last three or four years.
In May 2004 Qantas first introduced the fuel
charge at $6 per domestic sector and $15 per
international sector. At that time oil was
US$44 a barrel. Today you pay a fuel levy of
$26 for a domestic sector and between $100
and $170 for international sectors, and oil is
now over $125 a barrd. It is difficult enough
for those the government proclaims it has
sympathy for to deal with what is already
happening in our economy and to take the
time and make the investment in order to
spend time on a holiday with their family.
Now they have to pay $9 extra every single
time they want to do that.

Finally, this is a tax without a purpose.
The nexus between the money raised out of
this measure and where it is spent has been
broken. This is the nail in the coffin for that
nexus. It has been put to death by this meas-
ure. We have the pain of increased taxes
without the benefit of accountability through
a hypothecated increase in funding for secu-
rity or other worthy measures. And it is these
other worthy measures that | would like to
draw attention to in my closing remarks. Ad-
ditional respite for people and families living
under aflight path is aworthy measure. That
is something that | think we in this parlia-
ment could hopefully agree across the cham-
ber is a worthy measure. Whether it is in the
electorate of Cook, which represents more
than half of the flights coming out of Sydney
airport on any day of the week, or in the

electorate of the member for Grayndler or of
the member for Lowe or of the member for
Wentworth, | think there is the opportunity
for us to serioudy agree that providing res-
pite for people and families living under the
flight path is a worthy measure. But not just
in Sydney, | should stress. We could look at
other cities. We could look at Adelaide in
particular but we could also look at Perth,
which has not been the subject of any par-
ticular measures on noise amelioration. We
could look at Perth suburbs such as Clover-
dale, Kewdale and Queens Park, as well as
suburbs in other cities where people are af-
fected.

There was a program called the Sydney
Aircraft Noise Insulation Project, which
commenced in November 1994. It was in-
tended at the time to raise $183 million over
10 years. It was based on applying this
money on the ANEF contours, which later
became the ANEI contours when forecasts
turned into indicators in May 1999. It meant
there would be voluntary acquisition of
properties affected above 40 ANEF; for pub-
lic buildings, 25, and residence insulation,
above 30. The program spent $347 million,
al raised by 30 June 2006. The result was
4,300 homes, 17 schools, 21 childcare cen-
tres, seven nursing homes, 23 churches and
22 hospitals insulated. That was a very suc-
cessful program financed by a noise levy,
which was in the vicinity of $3.50 per pas-
senger. The member for Grayndler thought it
was such a good idea that he said in 2001
It is my view that if the levy has to be raised un-
der the user-pays principle or if it has to be ex-
tended out in its application ... then so be it. If
you are going to subject people to this terror of
noise, then give them proper compensation.

I would agree with the member for
Grayndler, but | would ask this ssimple ques-
tion. | would like to know where he was in
cabinet when they decided to increase the
passenger movement charge by $9 and not
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consider providing further noise insulation,
not only for the residents of Cook who live
in Kurnel or in other placesin the electorate,
but for his own constituents in the electorate
of Grayndler and for those others affected by
aircraft noise. The member and now minister
has had a second chance and has now, | un-
derstand, extended his sympathy on aircraft
noise to Fort Street High School, which |
note was outside the 25 ANEI contour. | do
not begrudge him this sympathy of extending
that measure but, as | said in this place yes-
terday at question time, | do not understand
why heis not prepared to extend that sympa-
thy to other public buildings that have the
same case as Fort Street High School and,
more significantly, consider those residents
who live in 25 ANEI and above and give
them some form of support.

The Sydney Airport Community Forum is
preparing a new proposal for the minister to
provide gradated relief, potentially down to
the 20 ANEI contour but | would hope down
to the 25 ANEF or ANEI contour. The Joint
Committee on Public Accounts and Audit
must take a look at the PMC, the passenger
movement charge, and the revenues that are
derived and see how that can be used for this
purpose. That is the meaning of the second
item of the amendment that is before this
House. As the Minister for Tourism, that
lonely honest man of the Rudd government,
said recently, ‘The government should use
the money it already has.” (Time expired)

Mr CIOBO (Moncrieff) (12.13 pm)—I
am pleased to have the chance to speak to the
Passenger Movement Charge Amendment
Bill 2008 and in particular to support the
amendment that was moved by the shadow
minister from the coalition. The bill that is
before the House today is, in summary, a
slug on the tourism industry. | am not sur-
prised that the Minister for Resources and
Energy and Minister for Tourism has not
made a contribution to this debate because it

seems to me that the minister is fighting on
many, many fronts at the moment.

There can be no doubt at the last federal
election and on the eection of Rudd gov-
ernment, the tourism industry expected in a
very formal sense that the Labor Party was
saying that having the tourism minister at the
cabinet table was going to mark a profound
positive impact for tourism. There was an
expectation from industry that with Martin
Ferguson, the member for Batman, at the
cabinet table, there would be a voice for the
tourism industry and it would be looked af-
ter. What we see today in the chamber is a
very, very different story. | am disappointed
that the Minister for Tourism has not felt it
necessary to contribute because what we are
debating today represents a slug on Austra-
lia's tourism industry. We know that over the
forward estimates the increase of taxation on
the tourism industry will be $459.3 million.
That is an extra nearly half a billion dollars
being slugged from the tourism industry at a
time when it ssimply does not need this addi-
tional taxation.

Australia’'s tourism industry employs
about 480,000 people and generates about
$23 billion worth of exports, so it is worth
while recognising that it is a very meaningful
contributor to Australia’s economy and a big
employer. It iswith profound regret that | am
speaking to this bill today. That is the reason
that the coalition moved this amendment. We
have a very strong belief that the way to gen-
erate further exports and the way to nurture
and grow an industry like Australia’s tourism
industry is to provide policy support for it.
The bill before the House today does the ex-
act opposite.

My concern is aso that, not only do |
know that Australia’s tourism industry is still
reeling from the changes that this Labor gov-
ernment has put in place with respect to the
industry—nearly $1 billion of new taxes
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coupled with a real cut in funding for Tour-
ism Australia—but we also know that they
are reeling because the tourism minister in
the Rudd Labor government has done a
complete backflip. There was a time when
Martin Ferguson, the member for Batman,
actually held the view that increases in the
passenger movement charge were a bad
thing. | refer to a speech that he made in this
very chamber on the Customs Legidlation
Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2003. In that de-
bate, the now Minister for Tourism made a
couple of comments that | would like to re-
peat to the House. When he was being at that
stage very critical of the Howard coalition
government, he said:

However, what the government has persistently
and conveniently failed to mention to the Austra-
lian community and the travelling public is that
the passenger movement charge turns a very sig-
nificant, healthy profit to the Commonwealth
coffers. Even before the $8 increase in 2001, the
government was aready creaming off around $80
million per year and putting this into consolidated
revenue.

Further on in the debate he said:

The issue now is that the government, in its seven
years in office, has stepped far from the original
intent of the passenger movement charge and uses
it as atax to pad consolidated revenue to the tune
of some $80 million per year.

Finaly, in defence of the then tourism indus-
try, he said:

When it comes to ripping off the travelling public,
undermining the tourism industry and job growth
and development in Australia, my criticism today
is not confined to the passenger movement
charge.

But that was very much a central part of his
thrust.

There may be some who would say that it
is very rich of the coalition to now be critical
of this government’s move on the passenger
movement charge.

Mr Pyne—They would be wrong.

Mr CIOBO—But they would be wrong,
as the shadow minister said. | will explain to
the minister who is at the table why that
criticism would be wrong. The reason it is
wrong is that although the coalition did his-
torically increase the passenger movement
charge, it made sure that any increases in the
passenger movement charge flowed through
in increased funding for Australia’s tourism
industry. In fact, it was under the coalition
that the Howard government provided the
single biggest boost and the most policy sup-
port to Australia’s tourism industry, basically,
inits history.

Under the white paper that the former
minister for tourism, the member for North
Sydney, introduced into the House, Com-
monwealth revenue—money that flowed
directly to Tourism Australia to benefit Aus-
tralid's tourism industry and to help generate
$23 billion worth of tourism exports—
increased and uplifted Tourism Australia’s
funding so that, for example, for the period
from 2004 to 2005 we saw an increase from
$135 million of Commonwealth support un-
der the coalition for tourism to $218 million.
But across the board there were very tangible
and significant increases in support for Tour-
ism Australia and for Australid's tourism in-
dustry.

So, yes, we did increase the passenger
movement charge, but we followed through
with action that delivered in very real terms
for the long-term benefit of Australid's tour-
ism industry. That stands in very stark con-
trast what has happened under the Rudd La-
bor government. The Rudd Labor govern-
ment were critical at the time that the former
coalition government increased the passen-
ger movement charge; the now Minister for
Tourism not only criticised that increase but
he has now sat at the cabinet table under the
Rudd Labor government and signed off on a
$9 increase in the PM C—an extra nearly half
a billion dollars of tourism tax—and he has
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said nothing. He has not even contributed to
the debate today about what impact this will
actually have on Australia’s export tourism
industry or indeed, more broadly, on Austra-
lia's tourism industry.

| say to the Rudd Labor government that it
is time you took your hands out of the pocket
of Augtralia’s tourism industry. If, however,
there is a requirement for the Rudd Labor
government to keep its hand in the pocket of
Australian tourism, then at least follow
through with real increases in funding. But
the Rudd Labor government has done the
opposite. We have actually seen adecreasein
real terms of support for Australia’s tourism
industry.

It should not be surprising that this has
been the case because Labor has very strong
form in this regard. Even yesterday, with the
release of the Queensland state Labor gov-
ernment’s budget—and Queensland is in
broad terms recognised if not as the premier
state then at least as one of the key states
when it comes to tourism—we saw that state
Labor government cut tourism funding.
Across the board we have seen many cuts by
state Labor governments to tourism. Indeed,
it is worth noting that, thanks in part to the
increase in the passenger movement charge
when the coalition was in power—money
that was used, or hypothecated, if you like, to
benefit Australias tourism industry—the
coalition government put more money into
tourism and more resources behind tourism
than ever before, while state Labor and the
minister at the table now, the Minister for
Home Affairs, Mr Debus, who actually pre-
sided as part of the Carr and lemma Labor
governments in New South Wales, ran the
other way. As the coalition stepped up to the
plate and provided record funding, we saw
the Carr and lemma governments running in
the other direction away from the tourism
industry.

Let's look at some of the figures in New
South Wales. We see that tourism funding—
this was at the time that the coalition was
putting in record amounts—was $50 million
in 2002 and $54 million in 2003, which is a
reasonable increase in real terms. But this
was when al the problems started. 1n 2004 it
went back to $52 million, then in 2005 it
stayed at $52 million—no real increase.
Then in 2006 it was cut further to $50 mil-
lion. So over the period of about four or five
years we saw that funding for tourism in
New South Wales was at best flatlined and in
real terms significantly cut.

That is Labor’s record of support of the
tourism industry. That is why the amendment
that is before the House today recognises—
and thisis under point (c)—that thisisin fact
a tourism tax increase that is part of nearly
$940 million of new taxes on Australia’s
tourism industry at atime when Labor is also
cutting support for the industry in real terms.
It is simply not good enough that the Minis-
ter for Tourism has sat silently around that
Rudd Labor cabinet table and said nothing
about this passenger movement charge. |
would ask the minister at the table: did he
manage to move this increase in the PMC
over the protests of the Minister for Tour-
ism? Was there any contribution from the
Minister for Tourism or did he simply just
look the other way as the industry that he is
responsible for was gouged of funding and
then further gouged with nearly $1 billion of
new taxes?

| know that Australia’s tourism industry is
rightly very angry with the Rudd Labor gov-
ernment, because their lack of support for
this industry is coming at a time when the
industry is doing it particularly tough. With
such a high Australian dollar we know that
Australid’'s tourism industry—to use the
word of the CEO of TTF Christopher
Brown—has ‘flatlined’ . Actually that was his
optimistic scenario—flatlined—at a time
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when in this region we are seeing significant
growth in tourism numbers. It is no surprise
that Augtralia’s tourism industry has flat-
lined, because the withdrawal of support for
tourism by state Labor has been compounded
now by the rubbing of salt into tourism
wounds by federal Labor with this tax grab,
coupled with others, and combined with a
cut in real terms in tourism funding. It is no
surprise that the tourism industry is justifia-
bly angry and upset.

We are seeing the implications of this in
so many different ways. Only a couple of
days ago, as the member for Cook says—and
he is a man who has a great knowledge of
the tourism industry, particularly given his
former role as managing director of Tourism
Australia—we have seen concern in the tour-
ism industry. It is no surprise that we have
seen cuts in aviation capacity across Austra-
lia. Our key carrier, Qantas, and Australia’s
other carrier, Virgin Blue, which is also an-
ticipated to be likely to reduce servicesin the
near future, are both battling very strong
headwinds. The very strong headwinds of
course are the price of ail or jet fuel. In this
respect, at a time when this industry is doing
it particularly hard and when we are seeing
reductions in capacity, we see this leering
Rudd Labor government looking and almost
salivating at the prospect of being able to
slug nearly $1 billion of new taxes on tour-
ism and thinking that it will be okay because
we will be ableto sdll it out therein the elec-
torate as being a tax on tourists.

We know that this Labor government is
traditional Labor—nbig taxing, big spending.
Despite all the protests, despite the assur-
ances from the Prime Minister that he is an
economic conservative, we know that federal
Labor is no different from state Labor and,
just as state Labor has now racked up $92
billion of debt at a state leve, it is only a
matter of time before these economic incom-
petents that now sit on the Treasury bench

destroy the Australian economy in the same
way. This bill before the House today is sim-
ply ancther nail in the coffin. At atime when
this industry is doing it so tough and when it
needs policy support, and at a time when this
industry was relying on the Rudd Labor gov-
ernment who promised so very much prior to
the last federal eection and who stood up
with their chests out and said, ‘We will give
tourism voice at the cabinet table,’ what do
we see? Within six months we see this kind
of bill being put through with nearly half a
billion dollars of additional taxes. In that
respect, this bill is very much going to be to
the detriment of the tourism industry. It is a
bill that should not, in my view and the view
of the coalition, be before the House. It is
going to do the opposite to what is antici-
pated. Its net effect is going to be to put extra
pressure on Australia’s families and on the
tourism industry and, in the long term, it will
be another nail in the coffin of the Rudd La-
bor government, which has turned its back
on tourism.

Mr DEBUS (Macquarie—Minister for
Home Affairs) (12.27 pm)—I thank members
for their contribution to the debate, noticing
that many of them seem to have neglected to
notice that it was necessary for the new Aus-
tralian government to curtail government
expenditure in the face of the extraordinary
growth in expenditures for which those op-
posite had been responsible in the immedi-
ately preceding years. The purpose of this
Passenger Movement Charge Amendment
Bill 2008 is to amend the Passenger Move-
ment Charge Act 1978 to increase the rate of
passenger movement charge by $9 to $47
with effect from 1 July this year, and | men-
tion that it is this year because there seemed
to be some confusion about that circum-
stance during the debate. The increase was
indeed announced by the Treasurer in the
recent budget and it will partially—and |
emphasise ‘partially’—fund the national se-
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curity aviation initiatives that are presently
being funded by the Australian government.

Since 2001 the Australian government has
spent approximately $1.2 billion implement-
ing the necessary aviation security measures.
The passenger movement charge, which is
imposed on the departure of a person from
Australia, is collected by airlines and ship-
ping companies at the time of ticket sales
and then remitted to the Commonwesalth.
National security aviation initiatives imple-
mented since 2001-02 are expected to cost
$2,249 million up until 2011-12. Presently
those costs are not recovered as part of the
passenger movement charge. The passenger
movement charge was last increased in 2001-
02 by $8 to offset at that time the increased
cost of inspecting passengers and mail and
cargo in our international airports.

It is entirely well known that since 2001
government has implemented a significant
number of aviation security measures. | have
a brief list of them here. There have been a
range of measures in relation to enhanced
aviation security, including the upgrading of
security at airports, implementation of the air
security officer program, application of secu-
rity regulation regimes in all airports, pro-
moting industry awareness and compliance,
trained officers on domestic and international
flights, improved data access for border con-
trol agencies, expanding the detector dog
program, improving the security and crime
information exchange arrangements for avia-
tion, funding counterterrorism first response
teams, community policing at airports, en-
hanced CCTV monitoring, funding trial X-
ray inspection technol ogy, the deployment of
explosive trace detection equipment, in-
creased funding for air cargo security, the
purchase of mobile X-ray screening vans—
and there is much more. As | said, by 2011-
12 this will cost government $2.49 hillion
and it is reasonable and indeed it is economi-
cally efficient to suggest that some of those

costs should be offset by those who are actu-
aly using our aviation facilities. | point out,
as it seems to be a matter neglected by those
on the other side, that border protection and
security measures at airports are absolutely
crucial for the safety and security of tourists
and therefore for our reputation as a safe des-
tination. It is totally necessary that we should
have implemented the security measures that
| have described and others, and it is reason-
able that those costs should, to some de-
gree—and that is all we are speaking of:
some degree—be offset by the passenger
movement charge.

| should also make the point that, in the
light of all available information, the $9 in-
crease recommended by the Department of
Finance and Deregulation (Quorum formed)
has been accepted by the government as be-
ing broadly consistent with the amount that
the passenger management charge would
have grown had it been indexed. That is to
say, we are not engaged here in what the
member for Sturt described as overrecovery
of costs; thisis a direct reflection of the De-
partment of Finance and Deregulation’s cal-
culation of what the increase would have
been if the charge had been indexed over the
period since it was last increased by the last
government.

There has aso been the suggestion in
connection with the foreshadowed amend-
ment that somehow or other the Customs
department is being subjected to unreason-
able cost cutting while at the same time we
are seeing this increase in the passenger
movement charge. In fact, the Customs
budget isaround $1 billion this year and, like
all agencies within this fiscally responsible
government, it has been asked to achieve
some efficiency savings. Those savings are
nothing like the $51 million that the honour-
able member for Sturt has mentioned. In any
event, and importantly, the efficiency divi-
dend that will apply to Customs has been
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significantly offset by the injection, follow-
ing an election promise by the government,
of $16 million to provide for increased ca
pacity of Customs to inspect cargoes at four
important regional ports. Darwin, Newcastle,
Launceston and Townsville.

| am completdy confident that the effi-
ciency savings required of Customs—as they
have been required across government by an
entirely fiscally responsible budget—will in
no way undermine the capacity of Customs
to work effectively to protect our border and
to be as efficient as ever where it matters at
the ports and the airports of our nation, pro-
tecting us effectively as they do on so many
fronts fromillegal activity.

| foreshadow that the government will not
support the amendment moved by the oppo-
sition. We do not accept for a moment that
the passenger movement charge is an unfair
tax. It merely represents an appropriate in-
dexation of an already existing tax. That in
turn is to offset in part the absolutely neces-
sary payments that are being made to im-
prove aviation security, the cost of which is
inevitably increasing.

Asto the suggestion that the bill should be
referred to a joint standing committee, |
point out that by no stretch of the imagina-
tion can this bill be said to have any relation-
ship whatsoever to a question of noise
abatement. | think it is pretty plain that what
the opposition is really about in this circun+-
stance is seeking some way to delay an en-
tirely proper tax bill associated with the
budget and to do so for no good reason at all.
I commend the bill.

Question put:

That the words proposed to be omitted (Mr
Pyne's amendment) stand part of the question.

TheHouse divided. [12.44 pm]|

(The Deputy Speaker—Dr MJ Washer)

Ayes............
Majority....

AYES

Adams, D.G.H.
Bevis, A.R.
Bird, S.
Bradbury, D.J.
Burke, A.S.
Byrne, A.M.
Champion, N.
Clare, J.D.
Combet, G.
Danby, M.
Dreyfus, M.A.
Ellis, A.L.
Emerson, C.A.
Ferguson, M.J.
Georganas, S.
Gibbons, SW.
Grierson, S.J.
Hale D.F.
Hayes, C.P. *
Jackson, SM.
Kerr, D.J.C.
Marles, R.D.
McKew, M.
Melham, D.
Neal, B.J.
Owens, J.
Perrett, G.D.
Price, L.R.S.
Rea, K.M.
Roxon, N.L.
Shorten, W.R.
Snowdon, W.E.
Symon, M.
Thomson, K.J.
Turnour, J.P.
Zappia, A.
NOES

Abbott, A.J.
Baldwin, R.C.
Bishop, JI.
Cobb, JK.
Downer, A.J.G.
Farmer, P.F.
Gash, J.

71
56

..... 15

Albanese, A.N.
Bidgood, J.
Bowen, C.
Burke, A.E.
Butler, M.C.
Campbell, J.
Cheeseman, D.L.
Coallins, JM.
D’Ath, Y.M.
Debus, B.

Elliot, J.

Ellis, K.
Ferguson, L.D.T.
Fitzgibbon, JA.
George, J.

Gray, G.

Griffin, A.P.
Hall, JG. *
Irwin, J.

Kelly, M.J.
Livermore, K.F.
McClelland, R.B.
McMullan, R.F.
Murphy, J.
Neumann, SK.
Parke, M.
Plibersek, T.
Raguse, B.B.
Rishworth, A.L.
Saffin, JA.
Sidebottom, S.
Sullivan, J.
Thomson, C.
Trevor, C.
Vamvakinou, M.

Bailey, F.E.
Bishop, B.K.
Ciobo, SM.
Coulton, M.
Dutton, P.C.
Forrest, JA.
Georgiou, P.
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Haase, B.W. Hartsuyker, L.
Hawke, A. Hawker, D.P.M.
Hull, K.E. * Irons, S.J.
Jensen, D. Johnson, M.A. *
Keenan, M. Laming, A.
Ley, S.P. Lindsay, P.J.
Macfarlane, |.E. Marino, N.B.
Markus, L.E. May, M.A.
Mirabella, S. Morrison, S.J.
Neville, P.C. Pearce, C.J.
Pyne, C. Ramsey, R.
Randall, D.J. Robb, A.
Robert, SR. Ruddock, P.M.
Schultz, A. Scott, B.C.
Secker, P.D. Simpkins, L.
Slipper, P.N. Smith, A.D.H.
Somlyay, A.M. Southcott, A.J.
Stone, S.N. Truss, W.E.
Tuckey, CW. Turnbull, M.
Vaile, M.A.J. Vale D.S.
Windsor, A.H.C. Wood, J.

* denotes teller

Question agreed to.

Original question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.
Third Reading

Mr DEBUS (Macquarie—Minister for
Home Affairs) (12.50 pm)—by leave—I
move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

DEFENCE HOME OWNERSHIP
ASSISTANCE SCHEME BILL 2008

Cognate hill:

DEFENCE HOME OWNERSHIP
ASSISTANCE SCHEME
(CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS)
BILL 2008
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 28 May, on motion
by Mr Snowdon:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr BALDWIN (Paterson) (12.51 pm)—
From the outset, let me make it abundantly
clear that the coalition supports the Defence
Home Ownership Assistance Scheme Bill
2008 and the Defence Home Ownership As-
sistance Scheme (Consequential Amend-
ments) Bill 2008 and welcomes their consid-
eration by the House today. These bills im-
plement an important measure to establish a
new scheme to provide financial assistance
to members of the Defence Force for the
purchase, maintenance and development of
their homes. The coalition is pleased these
bills have finally made it to the floor of the
chamber. After all, the House has been sitting
for nearly seven weeks now and an earlier
introduction would have reduced the pres-
sure to have had these hills passed by 1 July
in both houses.

The coalition strongly support this meas-
ure and the scheme commencing on 1 July
2008. After all, this was a Howard govern-
ment initiative proposed in the 2007 budget.
Ideally, we would have liked to have seen the
detail of the final legidation earlier, and |
have to ask the question: why the delay when
the funding was allocated in the 2007 budget
and the Rudd government has had six
months to prepare the legidation? Given the
urgency to have this legidation passed by
both houses to enable the scheme's com-
mencement by 1 July, why was there a delay
in providing the detail? But, knowing the
importance of this measure, | have been
seeking updates and further information from
the minister frequently. We are as keen for
the ADF members to have access to this new
scheme from 1 July as the ADF members
themsel ves.

The government have been tardy in their
management of this legidation's process. |
note, for example, a letter addressed to me
from the Minister for Defence Science and
Personnel seeking the coalition’s consent for
the signing of contracts to allow the success-
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ful tenderers at least eight weeks to transition
prior to the 1 July 2008 implementation date.
This letter was dated 21 April. The final
paragraph of that correspondence says:
Should you have any comment on the proposal |
would be grateful if you could provideit to me by
17th April 2008 as Defence needs to sign the con-
tracts in the week commencing 21st April 2008.

| know that | am effective as the opposition
spokesperson on these matters, defending
our fine serving men and women. But, Mr
Deputy Speaker, it is unreasonable and you
would be right in saying that it would be in+
possible for me to deliver on this govern-
ment’s demand for a response four days prior
to the letter actually being signed by the min-
ister and, further, to actually receive the letter
on the day the contracts are scheduled to be
signed.

This lethargic and tardy attitude by the
government has been less than helpful for the
work of the House and the facilitation of
passage of this legislation through the House.
Despite this potentially being a truncated
debate in the parliament to ensure timely
passage, | called on the department to keep
me informed of the progress of the drafting
of the legidation and the relevant tender
processes that have already occurred.

The coalition acknowledges the strong
support of this measure by the many defence
personng and their families. It will allow
ADF personnel to have access to a more ap-
propriate method of home loan assistance
that more appropriately reflects the require-
ment of ADF service and the current housing
market. It isimportant to note that a range of
other housing and assistance measures will
continue but that these bills close the former
Defence Home Owner Scheme to serving
members who have not yet exercised their
rights under the scheme. The legidation will,
though, alow for the transition of eigible
persons into the new scheme. The new

scheme, as announced by the codlition in
2007, is more contemporary and more gen-
erous than the previous scheme, and we wel-
come the new government’s adoption of this
coalition-initiated measure.

Firstly, | want to put on the record the his-
tory of this measure. The legidation imple-
ments a 2007 budget decision by the former
coalition government that aimed at increas-
ing the rates of retention in the ADF. In 2006
the Defence Force (Home Loans Assistance)
Amendment Bill extended the life of the De-
fence Home Owner Scheme by 12 months to
allow Defence to conduct a review of the
scheme. The objectives of the review were to
look at the scheme and examine the options
for a revised scheme that would support re-
cruitment, retention and resettlement, and
recognise the benefits that home ownership
provides to both members of defence and its
cost-effectiveness for Defence.

In the 2007 budget the coalition an-
nounced its response to the Defence review
into the scheme and funding of $864 million
through to the year 20016-17 in the form of a
home loan interest subsidy to involve pro-
gressively higher subsidy assistance to ADF
members who serve beyond critical retention
points. In 2007, amending legisation was
passed extending the life of the current
scheme until 30 June 2008 while legidation
to implement the 2007 budget decision was
being prepared. The coalition also wanted
this new scheme to come into operation by 1
July 2008 but legidation was being drafted
when the parliament was prorogued.

Labor supported this measure in opposi-
tion, and this legislation reflects the coali-
tion’s original announcement. Let me make it
clear yet again: the coalition do support this
legidation and its 1 July commencement
date. In doing so, though, | suggest that there
are a number of factors that need to be con-
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sidered and that would benefit from ongoing
monitoring.

Firstly, | think it is important for informa-
tion about this scheme to be clearly and ac-
curately communicated to ADF personnel
and their families. It is important to make
sure they are aware of the various fees im-
posed by their current financial institutions if
they switch mortgages to take up this new
subsidy scheme. These costs may be exorbi-
tant for some, and | have been asked why it
was restricted to only three providers. Let us
hope that, in a review of the scheme, this can
be broadened to allow greater access without
penalty.

In light of the Rudd government’s deci-
sion to means-test the baby bonus and the
family tax benefit B without a taper rate,
these subsidies can affect families across
other mechanisms of support. Defence will
need to make sure its website information
and proposed roadshow provide accurate
information on the financial considerations
in taking up this new scheme.

A decision to access the Defence Home
Ownership Assistance Scheme will depend
on members personal and financial circum-
stances. Members who delay taking up the
assistance in an attempt to minimise the cost
of transfer will not suffer detriment to their
eigibility and entitlement, as they can retain
a service credit in the DHOAS that may be
used at a later date, including up to two years
after leaving the ADF.

Ultimatdly, the decision to take on a home
loan or change a home loan is a big financial
decision for any individual or family. Finan-
cial decisions of this nature do require an
analysis of their impact on the family budget
and disposable income over the life of the
loan. These are big decisions and, in imple-
menting this new scheme, Defence and gov-
ernment will need to ensure that families
have access to the information they need to

be informed in their decision-making proc-
ess. There are varying ranges of digibility
based on enlistment criteria. Regulars must
have a minimum of four years continuous
service; reserves, a minimum of eight years
consecutive service of efficient service. Effi-
cient service equals 20 days of reserve ser-
vice per year. If areservist has done any con-
tinuous full-time service whilst in the re-
serves, this reduces the eight-year waiting
period. For full-time continuous service un-
der six months, the waiting period reduces
by one year. For full-time continuous service
which is six months and over, the waiting
period reduces by two years.

There are three tiers that apply to the
scheme for both regulars and reserves. These
are the figures provided to me by the minis-
ter's office this week. For regulars, on a sub-
sidised loan limit of tier 1, $187,159 after
four years of service; tier 2, $280,738 after
eight years of service; and tier 3, $374,318
after 12 years of service. For reserves, on a
subsidised loan limit of tier 1, $187,159 after
eight years of service; tier 2, $280,738 after
12 years of qualifying service; and tier 3,
$374,318 after 16 years of service. The
amount of subsidy assistance is provided up
to, for tier 1, $350 per month on the subsi-
dised loan limit of $187,159; on tier 2, $525
per month on a subsidised loan limit of
$280,738; and tier 3, $700 per month on a
subsidised loan limit of $374,318.

The value of the subsidy assistance is de-
termined by the median interest rate, and this
will vary in accordance with market fluctua-
tions reflected by Reserve Bank official in-
terest rate movements. In other words, as
interest rates rise and fall, the value of the
subsidy assistance will also rise and fall. Fur-
thermore, subsidised loan limits may vary
depending on what the ABS determines is
the average house price. In other words, the
subsidised loan limits will rise and fall as
average house pricesrise and fall.
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The regulation supporting the operation of
the DHOAS will set a cap on the median
interest rate used to assess the DHOAS
monthly subsidy amount. The cap will be set
at the median interest rate applicable at the
time the bill receives royal assent. The me-
dian interest rate as applies from time to
time, or a formula to calculate the median
interest rate, may be determined by the min-
ister. Such a determination will be a legisla-
tive instrument and hence subject to disal-
lowance. However, the median interest rate
that is used in any given month to calculate
the amount of subsidy shall be the lesser of
the capped rate set by regulation or the rate
set under a determination by the minister.

Accrual and payment of subsidies for
regulars commences after completing four
years of service. The subsidies will accrue on
a monthly basis after this period if the mem-
ber does not access the scheme. Accrual and
payment of subsidies for reserves accrue at
the end of each year of efficient service after
the reservist has qualified as digible—in
other words, eight years. Therefore, the first
payment subsidy received by an dligible re-
servist would occur at the end of the ninth
year. The subsidies will accrue on a one year
for one year basis if the scheme is not ac-
cessed when digibility comes up.

For both regulars and reserves, and if the
scheme is not used after a member becomes
eigible, the subsidies will accumulate and
the member can access them at a later date.
The subsidies will accumulate for a maxi-
mum period of 25 years. A lump sum can be
accessed from the accrual, the maximum of
which is equivalent to four years of subsidies
at tier 1 level only. In other words, you can
have four years worth of subsidies as alump
sum but only at thetier 1 leve. The reason it
is at tier 1 level only is because the purpose
of alump sum payment is to assist members
who are buying their first home whilst in
service.

Other factors to be considered in this
scheme are that members have to belivingin
the home they are receiving the subsidy for.
How many other homes members may own
or have a mortgage on is irrelevant. Mem-
bers of the old scheme will be able to access
the new scheme as long as they meet the cri-
teria and, importantly, the scheme will be
subject to fringe benefits tax, which will be
paid by the department. Using the scheme
does not exclude a member from accessing
other benefits such as the First Home Owner
Grant. Members who leave the ADF will
have access to the scheme within two years
of leaving the service, and conditions such as
length of service will be determined on the
various benefits.

It is important that schemes are reviewed.
A review of this scheme will occur after four
years with Defence reporting on the outcome
of thereview for consideration in the context
of the 2012-13 budget ddliberations. We call
on the government to provide updates on the
operation of the scheme earlier than year 4
by including an examination of the impact of
the critical retention points in the operation
of the scheme overall. This should include
qualitative as well as quantitative advice on
satisfaction with the scheme by ADF person-
nel and their families and particularly the
ease of understanding the scheme's opera-
tions. | suggest it might be useful to engage
ADF Financial Services Consumer Council
officers for some of the analysis ahead of
year 4. Whatever mechanisms and bodies
exist should be used to ensure the smooth
take-up and operation of the scheme and its
operation within existing housing allowances
and assistance for ADF personnel.

| would also take this opportunity to
commend the department and its drafters for
their efforts with this legidation. This is a
complex bill that has been a long time in
preparation. We appreciate the time that has
been put into the bill and also into the tender-
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ing process for the appointment of lending
institutions and scheme administrators. As
the minister has outlined, the Department of
Veterans Affairs has been appointed as the
scheme administrator and the National Aus-
tralia Bank, the Australian Defence Credit
Union and the Defence Force Credit Union
as the panel of lending institutions. | also
wish to commend the work of the Defence
Families Association. They have been strong
in their support for this measure, and | know
they have been keen to see that this measure
comesinto effect on 1 July.

The coalition will keep a close eye on the
subsequent variations via legislative instru-
ment in relation to market indicators. We
have asked the government to provide addi-
tional information via the question and an-
swer sections of their website on the impact
of variations in market interest rates so that
families taking up this subsidy know exactly
how the subsidy could change their monthly
mortgage repayments. There will no doubt
be questions about the qualifying service
time, and there are a range of variants. It is
important to note members of the permanent
ADF are required to provide five years ser-
vice to qualify for home ownership assis-
tance under the Defence housing ownership
scheme. Therefore, members joining the
permanent ADF after 1 July 2003 will not be
eligible for Defence home ownership scheme
membership. All members joining after 1
July 2003 will automatically become eligible
for the subsidy assistance under DHOAS on
completing their four-year qualifying period.
Access to the previous home ownership as-
sistance schemes will not be available to
these members.

Examples should then be provided to clar-
ify the application of the DHOAS qualifying
period for members joining the permanent
ADF after 1 July 2003. An example is when
a member joins the permanent ADF on 12
December 2004. This member will be auto-

matically digible for home ownership assis-
tance under DHOAS on 12 December
2008—in other words, on the completion of
four years of continuous service. Another
example is a member joining the permanent
ADF on 15 October 2003. In this case, the
member will complete four years continuous
service on 15 October 2007. By 1 July 2008
the member will have completed four years
and nine months continuous service. There-
fore, on 1 July 2008 this member will have
satisfied the DHOAS qualifying period, and
at that time will have accrued nine months
subsidy period—in other words, credit—
which will continue to accumulate until such
time as the member buys a house and ac-
cesses the subsidy assistance. The current
home owner scheme provides additional sub-
sidy periods for members who undertake
warlike service. They will also apply to
DHOAS.

Additional subsidy periods for warlike
service will continue to be available for up to
five years additional subsidy. However,
unlike the current scheme, the initial qualify-
ing period will not be waived as a waiver
would not be consistent with the retention
focus of the new scheme. The additional pe-
riods of subsidy assistance that will accrue
for which warlike service is performed are:
not more than three months will attract two
additional years of subsidy, more than three
but not more than six months will attract
three additional years of subsidy, more than
six but not more than nine months will at-
tract four additional years of subsidy, and
more than nine months will attract five addi-
tional years of subsidy. This hasthe ability to
extend the period of subsidy from 20 yearsto
25 years in mortgage repayments—
something that was not made very clear by
Defence when they briefed me on this sub-
ject. When a person and his or her spouse or
partner are both serving members of the
permanent ADF, they will both be entitled to
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the subsidy assistance available under the
DHOAS. This was a provision available un-
der the current DHOS and will continue to
be available under the DHOAS. They can
access the DHOAS jointly on a single home
loan, or separately if they seefit.

| understand that Defence has developed a
communications plan to inform and advise
ADF personnd and to promote the new
scheme. Part of this plan is a roadshow that
will visit al Defence establishments across
Australia between July and September 2008.
The roadshow team will comprise a Defence
contract manager, a representative from the
scheme's administrator, the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and also a representative
from each of the three home loan providers. |
would urge all defence personnel to visit the
roadshow when it visits their area and have
guestions prepared for the team on this
scheme. | would further encourage anyone
considering joining the Australian Defence
Force to go along to the roadshow as this
scheme provides a further incentive for them
tojoin our regular or reserve forces.

The coalition will be closely monitoring
this measure and, more broadly, will hold the
government to account if there is any nega-
tive impact on ADF personnel because of the
Rudd Labor government’s renewed penchant
for means-testing and increased taxing. The
coalition is also concerned to ensure that the
maximum not the minimum protection for
surviving partnersis provided in the event of
a service-related death under this scheme. As
such, | move:

That all words after “That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words:

“whilst not declining to give the bill a second
reading, the House:

(1) regrets that the bill does not create automatic
digibility for the surviving partner of a
member of the Defence Force who has died
in warlike service, to have access to the
maximum subsidised loan entitlement; and

(2) calls on the Government to amend the bill to
remedy this defect”.

| put forward this amendment in the hope
that the government will support the coali-
tion in strengthening protections for the wid-
ows and their families of those killed in war-
like service. If supported by the Rudd gov-
ernment, this amendment will extend to the
maximum period and the maximum subsidy
that applies to the surviving partner, regard-
less of their period of service. | move this
amendment in support of those brave per-
sonnel who have made the ultimate sacrifice
for this country in order to protect and secure
the future of their families. It provides for
greater peace of mind for those engaged in
service in warlike zones. This amendment
will directly support the surviving spouses of
Defence personnel who have been killed in
the past 12 months on operations. Those are:
Trooper David Pearce, who was killed by a
roadside bomb in Afghanistan on 8 October
2007; Sergeant Locke, who died in combat in
Afghanistan on 25 October 2007; Private
Ashley Baker, who was found dead in Dili,
East Timor, on 5 November 2007; Private
Worsley, who died in combat on the night of
22-23 November 2007; and Lance Corporal
Jason Marks, who was killed in combat in
Afghanistan on 27 April 2008. | call on the
government to adopt this amendment. Thisis
a relatively minor cost measure that, on a
budget of $846 million for the scheme,
would appear insignificant.

In closing, may | once again stress that the
coalition want this legislation passed so that
the new scheme can commence on 1 July.
We are pleased that Defence personnd will
have access to the scheme. The coalition ini-
tiated this measure. We look forward to ADF
families utilising this subsidy and, subse-
quently, retention rates in the ADF increas-
ing. There is one point that | would raise. In
my capacity as the shadow minister for De-
fence science and personnel, | work with a
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committee of backbenchers—our policy
committee. This Friday, it was my intention
to visit the RAAF Base East Sale to meet
with members of Defence and their families,
and for my policy committee to do the same.
| have been given approval to visit the base
and undertake meetings. However, the policy
committee of the backbench—the people
who work on issues such as this—have been
denied access. So, what opportunities do
those members of this parliament as indi-
viduals or as members of a policy committee
have to ascertain the thoughts, views and
contributions of those in our Defence force
and their families if the minister blocks their
attempts to go to the base? The minister said
that the opportunity is there for the Joint
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, De-
fence and Trade to visit, but | would ask the
minister to reconsider. These are not only
members of a policy committee but also in-
dividual members of parliament with a right
to obtain information for the purposes of
conducting the business of this House. We
support this legidlation. We urge the govern-
ment to adopt our amendment and we ask the
minister to provide access for all members of
parliament to visit Defence installations.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Dr
Washer )—Is the amendment seconded?

Mr Robert—I second the amendment and
reserve my right to speak.

Mr COMBET (Charlton—Parliamentary
Secretary for Defence Procurement) (1.17
pm)—As a parliamentary secretary in the
Defence portfolio, | am very pleased to be
able to speak today on the Defence Home
Ownership Assistance Scheme Bill 2008 and
the Defence Home Ownership Assistance
Scheme (Consequential Amendments) Bill
2008. This scheme will offer great assistance
for ADF members and their families who are
purchasing their own home. The hills before
us establish the Defence Home Ownership

MJ

Assistance Scheme. It is important to note at
the outset that funding for the scheme totals
more than $988 million in the years to 2017-
18 and was provided for in the government’s
recent budget and the projections within the
Defence budget.

The scheme provides eligible ADF mem-
bers with access to home ownership assis-
tance in the form of a monthly subsidy on the
interest expense incurred on a home loan.
The scheme will provide tiered home loan
subsidies to permanent members of the ADF
who serve over four years and to reservists
with service of more than eight years. There
are three tiers within the scheme. Tier 1 ap-
plies to permanent ADF members who have
served for at least four years or reserve
members who have served at least eight
years. This tier alows for a subsidy calcu-
lated on the basis of 40 per cent of the aver-
age house price. Tier 2 of the scheme applies
to permanent ADF members who have
served for at least eight years or reserve
members who have served at least 12 years.
This tier allows for a subsidy calculated on
the basis of 60 per cent of the average house
price. Tier 3 of the scheme applies to perma-
nent ADF members who have served for at
least 12 years or reserve members who have
served at least 16 years. Thistier allowsfor a
subsidy calculated on the basis of 80 per cent
of the average house price. For each of the
tiers, the average house price for the pur-
poses of the scheme is determined by the
national we ghted average house price.

As an indication of the subsidy that will
become available, based on 2007-08 figures,
the following subsidies would apply under
the threetiers: under tier 1, a subsidy of $241
per month on a subsidised loan limit of
$160,000; under tier 2, a subsidy of $353 a
month on a subsidised loan limit of
$234,000; and, under tier 3, a subsidy of
$470 per month on a subsidised loan limit of
$312,000. As can be seen from these figures,
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it is a substantial level of assistance and one
which is well deserved. The actual subsidy
under the scheme will be equal to 37.5 per
cent of the average interest incurred over 25
years on the value of aloan equivalent to the
subsidised loan limit or the amount bor-
rowed, whichever is less. The member may
borrow more than the subsidised loan limit
but will not receive subsidy assistance for the
excess borrowings. Unlike its predecessor
schemes, the subsidy assistance available
under this new scheme will not be tied to a
specific home loan or loan amount offered
by a home loan provider. Instead, ADF
members will have far greater flexibility and
choice in accessing the scheme. Defence has
aready completed a competitive tender
process to establish a home loan provider
panel to support the scheme. On 23 April
2008, my colleague the Minister for Defence
Science and Personnel, Mr Snowdon, an-
nounced the successful tenderers as the Na
tional Australia Bank Ltd, Australian De-
fence Credit Union Ltd and Defence Force
Credit Union Ltd. A panel arrangement will:
provide choice for ADF members, provide
greater potential for pane members to de-
velop specific loan products and contain
scheme administration costs.

It is important to touch on who is eligible
for the scheme. Members who are serving on
or after 1 July 2008 and who have met the
eigibility requirements may access subsidy
assistance under the scheme. Members may
access the scheme at any stage during their
military career subsequent to becoming eli-
gible members. Periods during which an €li-
gible member does not access the scheme
will accrue and may be accessed by the
member on separation from the ADF. Assis-
tance to members separating from the ADF
will be reduced to the tier 1 level, except for
those with 20 years of service or more who
will continue to receive assistance at tier 3
level.

Special consideration is given for mem-
bers discharging with a compensable injury,
including waiver of the qualifying period and
reduction of tier on separation and provision
of an eight-year minimum period of subsidy
assistance. If a member dies, their entitle-
ment to subsidy assistance—and this is im-
portant in the context of the amendment that
has been moved by the member for Pater-
son—uwill be transferable to their surviving
spouse or partner. Former ADF members will
continue to have access to benefits available
to them under the Defence Service Homes
Act 1918 and the Defence Force (Home
Loans Assistance) Act 1990.

One of the higgest challenges currently
facing the ADF is the shortage of the right
people with the right skills. In my responsi-
bilities as Parliamentary Secretary for De-
fence Procurement, thisis anissue that | con-
front every day when moving about various
bases within the ADF. To help overcome this
challenge, the Rudd Labor government is
committed to improving retention amongst
ADF members. That is extremely important
to meet the challenges for national security
in the future. That is why Labor’s election
policies contain support for this new home
loans scheme, which will be established by
these bills. It is estimated that the scheme
will reduce separations from the ADF by up
to 500 members per year in the first three
years of the scheme's operation. Features of
the scheme have been designed to specifi-
cally achieve higher retention rates. This is
why under the scheme higher levels of sub-
sidy assistance will be available to members
on the completion of specified years of ser-
vice. Further to the measures outlined in the
bill today, the Minister for Defence Science
and Personnel is working to develop a strate-
gic retention framework to ensure answers to
enduring retention problems.

The government has taken action in this
area aready. For example, we have intro-
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duced a Navy capability allowance, provid-
ing a significant amount of support for ser-
vice sailors and submariners from able sea-
man to chief petty officer rank, with impor-
tant incentives to complete a further 18
months of service. On 19 March 2008 the
Prime Minister also announced the appoint-
ment of the new service chiefs, and it was
announced that each service chief will be
directly responsible for ensuring that suffi-
cient trained and skilled personnel are avail-
able. Progress in this matter will be moni-
tored by cabinet. However, the government
also recognises that more needs to be donein
this area to meet the needs of the ADF in the
future. Greater training incentives, provision
of more stability for families through re-
duced reocations, introduction of national
education curricula to reduce the stress of
interstate posting on families, areview of the
current superannuation arrangements and
measures designed to promote meaningful
spouse employment during different postings
will all be considered in due course.

The government is determined to make
sustained improvements in the area of reten-
tion in the ADF. Today’s bills go some way
towards achieving thisaim. | am sure that the
minister, in speaking to this bill in due
course, will make observations about the
amendment moved by the member for Pater-
son. It is not one that | anticipate the gov-
ernment will be supporting. We understand
its sentiment but are concerned about the
equity impact of it. | commend these bills to
the House.

Mr ALBANESE (Grayndler—Leader of
the House) (1.25 pm)—I move:

That the question be now put.
Question put.
TheHousedivided. [1.30 pm]

(The Deputy Speaker—Dr MJ Washer)

Ayes............
Majority

Adams, D.G.H.
Bevis, A.R.
Bird, S.
Bradbury, D.J.
Burke, A.S.
Byrne, A.M.
Champion, N.
Clare, J.D.
Combet, G.
Danby, M.
Dreyfus, M.A.
Ellis, A.L.
Emerson, C.A.
Ferguson, M.J.
Georganas, S.
Gibbons, SW.
Gray, G.
Griffin, A.P.
Hall, JG. *
Irwin, J.

Kelly, M.J.
Livermore, K.F.
Marles, R.D.
McKew, M.
Melham, D.
Neal, B.J.

O’ Connor, B.P.
Parke, M.
Plibersek, T.
Raguse, B.B.
Ripoll, B.F.
Roxon, N.L.
Shorten, W.R.
Snowdon, W.E.
Tanner, L.
Thomson, K.J.
Turnour, JP.
Zappia, A.

Abbott, A.J.
Bailey, F.E.
Billson, B.F.
Bishop, J.I.
Cobb, JK.

AYES

NOES

75
574

..... 18

Albanese, A.N.
Bidgood, J.
Bowen, C.
Burke, A.E.
Butler, M.C.
Campbell, J.
Cheeseman, D.L.
Coallins, JM.
D’Ath, Y.M.
Debus, B.

Elliot, J.

Ellis, K.
Ferguson, L.D.T.
Fitzgibbon, J.A.
George, J.
Gillard, J.E.
Grierson, S.J.
Hale D.F.
Hayes, C.P. *
Jackson, SM.
Kerr, D.J.C.
Macklin, J.L.
McClelland, R.B.
McMullan, R.F.
Murphy, J.
Neumann, SK.
Owens, J.
Perrett, G.D.
Price, L.R.S.
Rea, K.M.
Rishworth, A.L.
Saffin, JA.
Sidebottom, S.
Symon, M.
Thomson, C.
Trevor, C.
Vamvakinou, M.

Andrews, K.J.
Baldwin, R.C.
Bishop, B.K.
Ciobo, SM.
Coulton, M.
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Downer, A.J.G. Dutton, P.C. Emerson, C.A. Ferguson, L.D.T
Farmer, P.F. Forrest, JA. Ferguson, M.J. Fitzgibbon, J.A.
Gash, J. Georgiou, P. Georganas, S. George, J.
Haase, B.W. Hartsuyker, L. Gibbons, SW. Gillard, JE.
Hawke, A. Hockey, J.B. Gray, G. Grierson, S.J.
Hull, K.E. * Hunt, G.A. Griffin, A.P. Hale, D.F.
Irons, S.J. Johnson, M.A. * Hall, J.G. * Hayes, C.P. *
Keenan, M. Laming, A. Irwin, J. Jackson, S.M.
Ley, SP. Lindsay, P.J. Kelly, M.J. Kerr, D.J.C
Macfarlane, |.E. Marino, N.B. Livermore, K.F. Macklin, J.L.
Markus, L.E. Mirabella, S. Marles, R.D. McClelland, R.B.
Morrison, S.J. Neville, P.C. McKew, M. McMullan, R.F.
Pearce, C.J. Pyne, C. Melham, D. Murphy, J.
Ramsey, R. Randall, D.J. Neal, B.J. Neumann, S.K
Robb, A. Robert, SR. O’ Connor, B.P. Owens, J.
Ruddock, P.M. Schultz, A. Parke, M. Perrett, G.D.
Scott, B.C. Secker, P.D. Plibersek, T. Price, L.R.S.
Simpkins, L. Slipper, P.N. Raguse, B.B. Rea, K.M.
Smith, A.D.H. Somlyay, A.M. Ripoll, B.F. Rishworth, A.L.
Southcott, A.J. Stone, SN. Roxon, N.L. Saffin, JA.
Truss, W.E. Tuckey, C.W. Shorten, W.R. Sidebottom, S.
Turnbull, M. Vaile, M.A.J. Snowdon, W.E. Symon, M.
Vale D.S. Windsor, A.H.C. Tanner, L. Thomson, C.
Wood, J. Thomson, K.J. Trevor, C.
* denotes teller Turnour, J.P. Vamvakinou, M.
Question agreed to. 2appia, A.
Question puit: NOES
That the words proposed to be omitted (Mr g:j?;t/t,lf\ EJ g;%ms’; CJ
Baldwin’s amendment) stand part of the question. Bishop, B.K. Bishop, J1.
TheHousedivided. [1.35pm] Ciobo, SM. Cobb, JK.
Coulton, M. Downer, A.J.G.
(The Deputy Soeaker—Dr MJ WaSher) Dutton, P.C. Farmer, P.F.
Ayes............ 75 Forrest, JA. Gash, J.
Noes............ 58  Georgiou,P. Haase, BW.
. Hartsuyker, L. Hawke, A.
Majority......... 17 Hawker, D.P.M. Hockey, JB.
Hull, K.E. * Hunt, G.A.
AYES Irons, S.J. Johnson, M.A. *
Adams, D.G.H. Albanese, A.N. Keenan, M. Laming, A.
Bevis, A.R. Bidgood, J. Ley, SP. Lindsay, P.J.
Bird, S. Bowen, C. Macfarlane, I.E. Marino, N.B.
Bradbury, D.J. Burke, A.E. Markus, L.E. May, M.A.
Burke, A.S. Butler, M.C. Mirabella, S. Morrison, S.J.
Byrne, A.M. Campbell, J Neville, P.C. Pearce, C.J.
Champion, N. Cheeseman, D.L. Pyne, C. Ramsey, R.
Clare, J.D. Collins, JM. Randall, D.J. Robb, A.
Combet, G. D'Ath, Y.M. Robert, SR. Ruddock, P.M.
Danby, M. Debus, B. Schultz, A. Scott, B.C.
Dreyfus, M.A. Elliot, J. Secker, P.D. Simpkins, L.
Ellis, A.L. Ellis, K. Slipper, P.N. Smith, A.D.H.
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Somlyay, A.M. Southcott, A.J.
Stone, S.N. Truss, W.E.
Tuckey, CW. Turnbull, M.
Vaile, M.A.J. Vale D.S.
Washer, M.J. Wood, J.
* denotesteller
Question agreed to.

Original question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.

Third Reading
Mr SNOWDON (Lingiari—Minister for

Defence Science and Personnel) (1.38 pm)—
by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

DEFENCE HOME OWNERSHIP
ASSISTANCE SCHEME
(CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS)
BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 28 May, on motion
by Mr Snowdon:

That this bill be now read a second time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.

Third Reading
Mr SNOWDON (Lingiari—Minister for

Defence Science and Personnel) (1.40 pm)—
by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

INDIGENOUS EDUCATION
(TARGETED ASSISTANCE)
AMENDMENT (2008 BUDGET
MEASURES) BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 May, on motion
by MsGillard:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Dr STONE (Murray) (1.41 pm)—I rise
today to speak to the Indigenous Education
(Targeted Assistance) Amendment (2008
Budget Measures) Bill 2008. | am pleased to
inform the House that the coalition under-
stands the significance of any measures that
are going to further advance the life chances
of Indigenous Australians. As many in this
House will recall, it was the coalition gov-
ernment under the leadership of John How-
ard and the then Minister for Families and
Community Services and Indigenous Affairs,
Mal Brough, who responded heroically to the
Little children are sacred report from the
Northern Territory. That report identified,
not for the first time, the most extraordinary
distress and victim status of families, particu-
larly those living in remote settlementsin the
Northern Territory.

We understood that the causes of those
dysfunctional communities and the violence,
disease, oppression and lack of employment
in the peopl€'s lives were a combination of a
whole range of factors but key amongst those
was the lack of educational opportunities for
Indigenous Australians. We, therefore, sup-
port very much the measures in this bill, par-
ticularly the targeted assistance. The minister
called the measures ‘Closing the gap—
expansion of intensive literacy and numeracy
programs and individual learning plans’ and
‘Closing the gap—contribution to Indige-
nous boarding colleges and they are de
scribed in Budget Paper No. 2 of 2008-09.

We know that in order to be employed to-
day in Australia—as a driver, in a kitchen, as
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a teacher or in any job—you need literacy
and numeracy. Without literacy and nu-
meracy in English, our major language, you
are going to be substantially disadvantaged
and perhaps locked out of the workforce for
al time. Therefore, the additional funding
that is to be made available for intensive lit-
eracy and numeracy programs is going to be
money very well spent in assisting Indige-
nous Australians.

We aso understand that one option for
helping Indigenous Australians attend school
is to establish boarding colleges. It is not the
silver bullet and it is not the only option of
course. In some of these remote Northern
Territory communities, the community fami-
lies themselves have said that, if there could
be established places where the children can
sleep and have their meals and then attend
schooal, the chances are there would be more
regular attendance and less opting out of
schoal at a very early age. As a consequence
more Australians would have the opportunity
to have a decent education.

So we are most pleased to support addi-
tional funding for education. This, as | say,
continues on the excellent work of the coali-
tion government, which was absolutely de-
termined to close the gap and to make sure
that Aboriginal Australians had the same life
expectancy as others, that Aboriginal chil-
dren were as likely to be disease free and
have proper nutrition as others, and that there
was no longer the very strong possibility of
children being deaf before they even at-
tended preschool or experiencing violencein
their young lives.

In the Northern Territory—in fact, right
throughout Australia—we have a program
called Community Development Employ-
ment Projects, or CDEP. One of my big con-
cerns is that of helping all Australians have
independence, self-esteem and areal sense of
choice in their lives, and thisis all about em-

ployment. Welfare dependency disempowers
an individual; it deprives any Australian of
the opportunity to enjoy their leisure time as
they want, to live where they would like, to
travel as they would and to take on the full
responsibility of afamily.

Employment is a foundation of and fun-
damental to a good life in Australia. The
CDEP program was developed many dec-
ades ago as work for the dole for Indigenous
Australians. As with a lot of Aboriginal pro-
grams many years ago, it was designed with
very good intentions, but, in the many years
since, it has proved not to be a stepping stone
to employment. In fact, what it did was lock
a lot of Indigenous Australians out of real
training and education opportunities. It
locked them into dysfunctional communities
where there was little work. Locally, this
program came to be known colloquialy as
‘sit down money’.

We are therefore most concerned that the
CDEP program be replaced with real educa-
tion and training opportunities for all Indige-
nous Australians who reach working age.
One of my serious concerns is that this new
government has chosen not to continue our
rolling back of CDEP but has instead, | sug-
gest, bowed down to the pressures of those
who were exploiting CDEP by obtaining
cheap, government-subsidised labour for the
20 per cent who were in real jobs and en-
rolled in the CDEP program. In the case of
the Northern Territory prescribed communi-
ties area, this 20 per cent—we think about
2,000 people—were doing real jobs in
schools as teachers assistants, in night pa-
trolling, in health centres, and with the local
government in areas such as town mainte-
nance and rubbish collection.

It is of critical importance that we do not
lose sight of the fact that Aboriginal Austra-
lians deserve to have the same job-seeking
support and opportunities as other Austra-
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lians. The CDEP program did not require any
person in that program to actually seek work
or to attend literacy, numeracy or other train-
ing programs in return for the welfare they
received. In other words, it was a debilitating
program with no mutual obligation or shared
responsibility. That is why | say that we will
be disappointed if this government, which is
currently reviewing CDEP, chooses to main-
tain that debilitating program when we know
that it has done nothing to change the very
serious levels of unemployment throughout
communities, in Northern Australia in par-
ticular, where there are jobs but also signifi-
cant unempl oyed Indigenous populations.

In supporting this bill today | want to re-
peat that it is important that we understand
that without a decent education in Australia,
particularly in English language literacy and
also in numeracy—without all Australians
having the opportunity to attend school—we
cannot expect there ever to be a closing of
the gap between those who have and those
who have not. For a very long time Indige-
nous Australians in the Northern Territory
have been exploited by the CDEP program,
which saw some of them working, but for a
welfare wage, not for a real wage, when in
fact they should have been on the payroll of
the Northern Territory government, for ex-
ample as professional teachers, not teachers
aides.

The John Howard government understood
so profoundly the effect of welfare depend-
ency on the human condition that we put
some $70 million from our budget into the
emergency response to transfer people off
CDEP into real jobs, including some $30
million to the Northern Territory government
in particular, to transfer their public servants,
such as teachers assistants, into their profes-
sional teacher workforce. In talking to the
minister today | was disappointed to hear
that that transitioning work is going very
slowly. | have to ask: why is the Northern

Territory dragging its feet when it comes to
putting teachers assistants, previously on
CDEP, onto their payrolls with superannua-
tion, career opportunities, real training and
professional development? Failing to do this
comes at the expense of educational ad-
vancement for their students and stymies
their own personal career devel opment. How
can these Indigenous teachers be role models
for the rest of their communities if they are
treated as second-rate citizens by the North-
ern Territory government?

The Indigenous Education (Targeted As-
sistance) Amendment (2008 Budget Meas-
ures) Bill 2008 is a very important continua-
tion of the John Howard government’s de-
termination for Aboriginal Australians to
have a better go, and | certainly commend
this bill to the House.

Mr MARLES (Corio) (1.51 pm)—I rise
to speak in support of the Indigenous Educa-
tion (Targeted Assistance) Amendment (2008
Budget Measures) Bill 2008. This bill seeks
to amend the Indigenous Education (Tar-
geted Assistance) Act 2000. It does this
through two very important appropriations
aimed at assisting our |ndigenous population.
It is very much part of the Rudd govern-
ment’s commitment to closing the gap in the
social, economic and health indicators be-
tween Indigenous and non-Indigenous Aus-
tralians. As a part of the federal budget, the
government has provided $1.2 billion over
the next five years towards closing the gap. It
includes 37 separate measures which were
contained in the budget.

We believe that, in implementing these
very practical approaches, it is very impor-
tant that we adopt a ground-up approach, that
we work and consult with the Indigenous
communities themselves and that we find
solutions through that process. That is ex-
actly what this bill will do.
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The starting point of the framework of ac-
tion by the Rudd government in this term
was the apology made to the stolen genera-
tions on 13 February this year. That apology
was quite smply a momentous occasion in
our country’s history. It acknowledged the
wrongs that were committed in relation to
the stolen generations. It acknowledged on
the part of non-Indigenous Australia that it
was wrong to have a program of forced re-
moval of Indigenous children from their par-
ents, a program which ultimatdy had at its
core an agenda of trying to bring about an
end to Aboriginal culture in this country.

Whilst that is the pre-eminent example of
the wrongs that have been committed to-
wards our Indigenous people since European
settlement, it is only one of those wrongs and
it is representative of the larger history of
this country which, with some notable excep-
tions, has by and large been very sad and
difficult in relation to our Indigenous popula-
tion. But the fact that we have had a sad and
difficult history with respect to our Indige-
nous population does not condemn this coun-
try to a sad and difficult future. It does not
condemn us at all. The apology was so im-
portant because it represented the gateway
from that sad and difficult past to a much
brighter and greater future in our Indigenous
relations. That ultimately is why the apology
was such an important act. It represented a
turning point in this country in our Indige-
nous affairs, but it also represented a turning
point in the reconciliation of our own iden-
tity as a country.

Soon after the apology was made in this
place, we in Geglong held our own apol ogy
to those in the Indigenous community within
our region. Within our region, it was in its
own way a very powerful, emotional and
significant event. It was, for the first time, an
opportunity for al three tiers of government
within the Geelong region, local, state and
federal—the City of Greater Geelong, the

state of Victoria and the Commonwealth of
Australia—to make their apology to the In-
digenous community in the region. That was
important for a few reasons. Firstly, it al-
lowed al of those in Gedlong, non-
Indigenous and Indigenous Austrdians, to
participate in an extraordinary national
event. It also allowed us to highlight Gee-
long's peculiar history in relation to Indige-
nous affairs.

In many ways, Geelong is a centre of the
stolen generation in this country. Geelong
had five orphanages in its history, which was
the largest number of orphanages in any city
outside a capital city. That means that there
are anumber of people in Geelong who grew
up in ingtitutional care, which is something
that | have spoken about previoudly in this
place. It was to these orphanages that repre-
sentatives of the stolen generation were
taken when they were removed from their
parents. The consequence of that is that there
is a large number of the stolen generation
who now live in our region. Whilst this was
an opportunity to make our own apology to
the Wathaurong people—the Indigenous
people of the Geelong region—by virtue of
the process of the stolen generation there are
in fact representatives of a number of peo-
ples in our Indigenous community who live
in Geelong and it was important to be able to
make our apology to them. It was also very
important for them to participate in the apol-
ogy and to hear it themselves.

Geedlong has another peculiar history inre-
lation to this country’s Indigenous affairs.
Geedlong is the country of the Wathaurong. It
is aso the country of William Buckley. Be-
tween William Buckley and the Wathaurong,
it is arguable, we had the first act of recon-
ciliation in this country. William Buckley
was a convict in that first failed attempt to
establish a penal colony in Port Phillip Bay.
He escaped from that colony, which was
very short lived. He was in a very desperate
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situation and on the point of death when he
was ultimately taken in by the Wathaurong
people. In that, we had the first act of recon-
ciliation in this country. That was a very im-
portant act, as is this bill in committing a
significant amount of money for targeted
assistance for education for Indigenous Aus-
tralians. With that, | commend the bill to the
House.

Question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.

Third Reading

Mr ALBANESE (Grayndle—Minister
for Infrastructure, Transport, Regional De-
velopment and Local Government) (1.58
pm)—Dby leave—I move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question agreed to.

Bill read athird time.

QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE
Budget

Ms LEY (2.00 pm)—My question is to
the Minister for Housing and Minister for the
Status of Women and concerns changes to
the GST and the sale of property announced
in the budget and forecast to raise $620 mil-
lion over the next four years. Minister, by
how much will this new tax on residential
land drive up the price of a house-and-land
package for first home buyers?

Ms PLIBERSEK—I thank the member
for Farrer for her question. The member for
Farrer should know that thisis a very modest
measure that will affect a very small number
of people and that the money will go directly
to the states. Again, | find extraordinary the
sudden interest of the opposition in the issue
of housing affordability. In government, they
did nothing for 12 years to progress housing
affordability. | think people can draw their

own conclusions about the sincerity of the
opposition’sinterest in thisissue.

Economy

Ms SAFFIN (2.01 pm)—My question is
to the Prime Minister. Will the Prime Minis-
ter outline to the House the government’s
response to today’ s national accounts?

Mr RUDD—Today's national accounts,
reflecting 0.6 per cent increased growth in
the March quarter and 3.6 per cent in the
year to the March quarter, reflect some mod-
eration in overall economic growth. Today’s
national accounts paint a clear picture of the
economic challenges which now face the
nation. We have continuing economic
growth, but at the same time we have a real
problem in dealing with supply-side con-
straints in the economy, which have had a
cumulative effect in increasing inflationary
pressures.

We are very much at the initial stages of a
15-round fight against inflation. Inflationary
pressures have taken a long time to build in
the economy and they will take a long time
to turn around. Inflation is a critical chal-
lenge facing the national economy because
inflationary pressures running ahead have an
upwards impact on interest rates. If you have
an upwards impact on interest rates, that
represents a long-term drag on economic
growth and therefore a long-term impact on
employment as well. That is why it isimpor-
tant that this government places at the centre
of its economic priorities the fight against
inflation.

That is what the government did in Janu-
ary this year when we announced our five-
point strategy for dealing with the inflation
challenge. Remember that, at the point at
which we assumed office, inflation was run-
ning a a 16-year high. Therefore, we an-
nounced a strategy which was going to have
as its core eements. (1) responsible eco-
nomic management through bringing about a

CHAMBER



4442

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 4 June 2008

significant budget surplus; (2) encouraging
private savings; (3) increasing capacity when
it comes to skills formation in the economy
and dealing with skill shortages; (4) invest-
ing in infrastructure and overcoming infra-
structure bottlenecks, and (5) enhancing
workforce participation. This is a coherent
strategy for dealing with the inflation chal-
lenge, and if there is one sobering message to
emerge from the national accounts data today
it is that this challenge must be addressed
head on.

The government’s response in the imple-
mentation of this strategy has been clear cut.
We have brought about a $22 billion surplus
and, in the engineering of that surplus, we
have also brought about $7.3 billion in sav-
ings in the coming year and $33 hillion
worth of savings across the forwards esti-
mates. Ensuring that you are bringing about
significant savings and that you are exercis-
ing appropriate restraint on expenditures is a
responsible course of action for the future.
Again, we have done that by ensuring that
expenditure growth as a proportion of GDP
has been kept low and that, similarly, tax asa
proportion of GDP has been kept low as
well.

The second element of the government’s
budget strategy has been to deal with others
of those inflationary pressures which are
evident upon any analysis of the national
accounts data. That means dealing with our
supply-side constraints. That is why the gov-
ernment isclear cut inits strategy toinvestin
skills and invest in infrastructure. That is
why we have established the Building Aus-
tralia Fund to deal with infrastructure chal-
lenges for the future. On that point, | com-
mend the Minister for Infrastructure, Trans-
port, Regional Development and Local Gov-
ernment for convening today the first meet-
ing of the advisory council of Infrastructure
Australia. It is six months to the day, | think,
since this government was sworn in, and we

have a meeting of the advisory council of
Infrastructure Australia and a Building Aus-
tralia Fund, which has been part of the
budget papers because this government is
serious about dealing with the challenges of
infrastructure bottlenecks and the constraints
that they represent in terms of not just long-
term economic growth but ensuring we are
effectively fighting inflation. Similarly, on
the skills front, there is the establishment of
the Education Investment Fund of some $10
billion for the future.

We need look no further than the part of
the national accounts which deals with the
contribution of net exports to overall growth.
The net exports contribution has been nega-
tive 0.7, and this of itself reflects the fact that
we are ill not overcoming infrastructure
bottlenecks and skill shortages when it
comes to getting our product out to market. It
is very simple: we are depending at present
on prices going up when it comes to demand
globally for our resources, but, while we
have a lot of volume coming in by way of
imports, we basically have modest growth
when it comes to the volume of exports |eav-
ing the country. Therefore, if we are going to
deal with these challenges, we haveto finaly
respond to those 20 consecutive warnings
contained in one Reserve Bank document
after another to act on capacity constraintsin
the economy. There was warning after warn-
ing, year after year, about skills and infra-
structure, and that is nowhere more evident
than in the national accounts data today and
their reflection on the net contribution of
exportsto overall growth.

Of course, the third element of the gov-
ernment’s budget strategy is not only to bring
about responsible economic management
through a sizeable budget surplus—and to
invest in our futurein skills and in infrastruc-
ture to deal with these constraints and to deal
with those factors which are fudling infla-
tionary pressures in the economy—but also
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to deal with the financial pressures faced by
working families, working Australians and
those doing it tough, because for those Aus-
tralians inflation is not a charade. For those
Australians inflation is not a fairy tale. For
those Australians inflation is a real problem,
and it is area problem when inflation going
up has an upwards impact on interest rates
and that feeds through to their mortgage rates
and the overall cost of living. That is why
this government has been determined as part
of its budget strategy to ddliver a package of
support for families, for individuals as well
as for pensioners and carers, as | outlined to
the House yesterday.

The government inherited, after 12 years
in office by those opposite, inflation running
at 16-year highs. We inherited 10 interest
rises in a row. We have inherited these eco-
nomic circumstances and, as a consequence,
the real challenge we face with inflation is
either to regard it as a charade, to regard it as
afairy tale or to take that fight head on. This
government’s resolve is to take that fight
head on. As | said before, taking on the fight
with inflation is critical for this country’s
long-term economic health and the wellbeing
of individuals and families, who depend on
the cost of credit and the cost of finance to
do so much when it comes to their normal
everyday lives. Fighting the fight against
inflation is core business for us but | say this:
the best way you can fight inflation in terms
of the outlays from government is to engi-
neer—and not render a threat to the integrity
of—the budget surplus. In this process we
have generated a $22 hillion budget surplus.
That represents responsible economic man-
agement. The contrast is a $22 hillion raid on
the surplus which is the essential accumula-
tion of all the individual budget measures
which those opposite have said they will op-
pose. The contrast on responsible economic
management is clear. The government’s re-
solve in fighting the fight against inflation,

particularly on the back of this new national
accounts data, is clear. We fight the fight
againgt inflation. That means dealing with
upward pressure on interest rates. If we fail
to do that then higher interest rates will flow
through to economic growth and flow
through to employment. We have a responsi-
ble strategy for dealing with it; those oppo-
site do not.

Economy

Mr TURNBULL (2.09 pm)—My ques
tion is addressed to the Minister for Finance
and Deregulation. | refer to the minister’'s
remarks yesterday where he observed that
real growth in expenditure next year is esti-
mated at 1.1 per cent per annum which he
said was lower than in recent years. Will the
minister confirm, however, that in the fol-
lowing year, 2009-10, expenditure is forecast
to grow in real terms by four per cent, if ad-
justed by the CPI, and by 5% per cent if ad-
justed by reference to the non-farm GDP
deflator, which is higher than in al but one
of the Costello budget years? Hasn't the
government just pushed its expenditure out
for 12 months to make its first budget ook
good?

Mr TANNER—I thank the member for
Wentworth for his question. It appears that
he has changed his position on this year's
budget yet again. So we now have a third
position on the budget—it appears that the
2008 budget is now a rather good budget.
But we will take that on board. We are happy
for today's endorsement. It may well change
tomorrow, but we will take that on board. |
notice the trickiness in the question in that he
referred to two different indicators. What he
did not mention is that if we use the GDP
deflator indicator it would show that gov-
ernment spending in this year's budget is
actually going to fall in real terms. So you
choose one indicator when it suits you, but
you do not want to choose it when it actually
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suits the government. What a remarkable
coincidence.

What is most astonishing about this per-
formance is that this question is coming from
the party which says that this budget is ex-
pansionary, that the budget is a high-
spending budget and yet that the government
should be loosening the purse strings to the
tune of billions and hillions of dadllars. It
should add $22 billion to net government
spending. It should reduce the surplus by $22
billion over those years. That is the position
of the opposition.

Mr Tur nbull—I rise on the point of order
of relevance. The minister has had more than
enough time to think of the answer.

The SPEAKER—Order! The member
cannot approach the table on a point of order
and make added remarks. The point of order
is on relevance and the minister is respond-
ing to the question.

Mr TANNER—I will conclude on one
point. If you would careto finally get around
to reading the budget papers, which you will
eventually do, no doubt, what you will
find—

The SPEAKER—Order! The minister
will refer his remarks through the chair.

Mr TANNER—Sorry, Mr Speaker. What
the member for Wentworth will find is that
government spending as a proportion of GDP
across the four years of the forward estimates
is substantially lower than it was under the
member for Higgins in the 2007-08 budget.
So the percentage of GDP the government is
spending as a proportion of the total econ-
omy across the forward estimates stays be-
low the level we inherited from the former
government.

Economy

Ms CAMPBELL (2.13 pm—My ques
tion is to the Minister for Finance and De-
regulation. How does the Rudd government’s

first budget address the economic challenges
and opportunities outlined in today’ s national
accounts?

Mr TANNER—I thank the member for
her question. In the context of a slowing
world economy, today’s national accounts
provide reassuring news on economic growth
but they also show that the inflation fight is
very definitely far from over. As the Prime
Minister said yesterday, we are still in the
early rounds of what is definitely a 15-round
fight. That is why the figures that | have re-
leased today, the national accounts figures,
underline the importance of a tough, respon-
sible budget—the budget that the Treasurer
handed down last month—and underline the
importance of the $22 billion surplus that we
brought about, as the Prime Minister said.

Mr Costello interjecting—

Mr TANNER—I must say | am delighted
to see there is some life in the member for
Higgins.

Mr Tuckey—I rise on a point of order:
standing order 75 on irrelevant and tedious
repetition.

The SPEAKER—As the member for
O’ Connor on further research will note, that
standing order applies to speeches, not actu-
aly to answers. The only standing order that
is relevant to answers is the standing order
on relevance, and the minister is relevant.

Mr TANNER—I know that members of
the opposition find it tedious that we have
handed down a $22 hillion surplus, but you
had better get used to it. Today's figuresrein-
force the need for responsible spending and
dealing with the capacity constraints that we
inherited after a decade of neglect under the
recently revived member for Higgins. The
government will not rest until we get the
long-term policy settings right that will en-
able the building of a modern economy that
will deliver sustainable, strong growth and
low inflation.
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| have a very simple message for the op-
position here: the last thing that the Austra-
lian economy needs, the last thing that the
Australian people need, is to loosen the fiscal
settings that have been put in place by this
government to slash the surplus and to pump
more money into the economy. That is the
last thing that the Australian economy needs
and that is the real message that comes
through from these national account figures.
The opposition are endeavouring to mount a
smash-and-grab raid on the surplus through
the Senate. They have the swag over the
shoulder, the funny mask on and they are off
in the corridors of the Senate seeking to
mount a smash-and-grab raid on the surplus.
That is simply a recipe for higher inflation
and higher interest rates. | understand that
the Leader of the Opposition was out there
handing out even more money this morning,
but still there are no offsetting savings and
no explanation of what impact this would
have on inflation and interest rates. These
accounts indicate that real growth eased to
0.6 per cent in the March quarter, or 3.6 per
cent over the year, and they do show that
families are feeling the impact of rising
prices and higher interest rates, with house-
hold consumption slowing to 0.7 per cent in
the quarter and 4.3 per cent over the year.

It is good news, though, that business in-
vestment continues to grow strongly, rising
by 1.6 per cent in the March quarter and 6.6
per cent over the year and, as a share of the
nominal economy, business investment re-
mains at approximately its highest level
since the early 1970s. Net exports detracted
from GDP growth in the March quarter and
reflect, as the Prime Minister indicated, on-
going weakness in export volumes and, in
turn, the problems with capacity constraints
that this government is so committed to tack-
ling.

In conclusion, the Rudd government is
committed to playing its part to putting

downward pressure on inflation and interest
rates through a responsible budget that deliv-
ers a strong surplus and invests in the future.
That is something the Leader of the Opposi-
tion did not understand a few months ago.
Higher inflation means higher interest rates
which, in turn, tend over time to reduce eco-
nomic growth and reduce employment
growth. That is why it is so crucial to get
inflation in check and that iswhy it is so cru-
cial torunastrong surplus. | urge the opposi-
tion to think very carefully before they throw
their economic responsibility credentials
completely out the window in the Senate.
Alcopops

Mr HOCKEY (2.18 pm)—My question
is to the Prime Minister. Will the Prime Min-
ister confirm Treasury advice before esti-
mates in the Senate that the Department of
Health and Ageing was not even consulted
before the $3.1 billion alcopop tax was in-
troduced? Is this the Prime Minister’s idea of
evidence-based health policy? Prime Minis-
ter, doesn’t this just prove that the initiative
is just a tax grab and the government does
not have a plan to address teenage binge
drinking?

Mr RUDD—I thank very much the mem-
ber for North Sydney for his question. What
we have seen in the period since the measure
has been increased, | am advised, is that
there has been a 39 per cent decrease in dark
spirit based drinks and a 37 per cent decrease
in light spirit based drinks. That is one thing.
Of course, there have been increases in other
categories of drinks.

Opposition members interjecting—

Mr RUDD—That is true. The question,
though, is what is happening in this particu-
lar category and what the overall impact is.

Opposition members interjecting—
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The SPEAKER—Order! The question
has been asked and the Prime Minister is
answering it.

Mr RUDD—Of course, this is early data.
We are talking about a month’'s worth of
data. That is the first thing. The second thing
is that this government is determined to act
on binge drinking. Those opposite stand on
the side of the distilleries on this question.
We believe that the responsible course of
action lies in acting in the face of the data
that we have received, and the data we have
received shows that ready-to-drink products
targeted at girls and young women have seen
a 23 per cent growth since 2005. On top of
that, we have seen a 250 per cent increase in
RTD sales since the Howard government
created a tax loophole back in 2000. So what
you can do is: ignore that data, ignore the
social problem and ignore the public state-
ments by the police commissioners of the
nation and do as those opposite are doing
and simply wave a white flag—or act as this
government has decided to act.

Mr Pyne—Mr Speaker. | rise on a point
of order. Under standing order 104 the Prime
Minister was asked a specific question about
whether the advice of the Department of
Health and Ageing was sought before the
alcopops' introduction—

The SPEAK ER—The honourable mem-
ber will resume his seat. The question then
went on to another two parts, which opens
very widely the ability for the Prime Minister
to be totally relevant to the question. The
Prime Minister has the call. The Prime Min-
ister has finished? The member for Sturt was
very lucky to get the call.

Dr Nelson—The Prime Minister was cit-
ing data from papers that he was reading.
Would he please table those for us?

The SPEAK ER—Was the Prime Minister
quoting from documents? Are the documents

confidential? The documents are confiden-
tial.
Infrastructure

Mr TREVOR (2.21 pm)—My question is
to the Minister for Infrastructure, Transport,
Regional Development and Local Govern-
ment. Will the minister outline to the House
why a strong surplus is needed to deliver
nation-building infrastructure?

Mr ALBANESE—I thank the member
for Flynn for his question. The government
has indeed delivered a strong budget surplus
of $22 hillion that ends wasteful spending
and sets aside the vital funds to begin to
make up for years of neglect. The govern-
ment is taking the steps necessary to drive
down inflation and drive down interest rates.
| refer to the statement by the Governor of
the Reserve Bank yesterday where he again,
on top of the 20 warnings about capacity
constraints in the economy leading to in-
creases in inflation and increases in interest
rates, indicated that the capacity constraints
in the economy were what had led the Re-
serve Bank to address demand in the econ-
omy by increasing interest rates through 12
consecutive rises.

But you can only invest in infrastructure
and address these long-term issues if you
have responsible economic management, and
that is what the advisory council members of
Infrastructure Australia who met for the first
time here in parliament today are making a
contribution to. The Infrastructure Australia
Advisory Council will make recommenda-
tions to the government on a range of issues.
Firstly, addressing infrastructure is not just
about new investment; it is actually about
using more efficiently the infrastructure that
we have. It is also about making sure that we
have greater harmonisation of guidelines and
regulations, including on public-private part-
nerships.
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They will also be conducting a national
audit into infrastructure and will produce a
national infrastructure priority list at the
COAG meeting in March 2009. This will be
aimed at addressing the infrastructure bottle-
necks that those opposite might ignore, not
just in speech but in practice, by their $22
billion raid on the surplus. But those who
acknowledge that infrastructure bottlenecks
are a major capacity constraint on the econ-
omy, along with skill shortages, know that
we need that long-term planning. The Rudd
government is determined to do that. We
have the structures in place to do that
through Infrastructure Australia. We have put
our money where our mouth is by investing
in these long-term infrastructure funds, not
just in the Building Australia Fund but also
in education and health. If we are serious
about addressing these issues, we have to be
also serious about being responsible eco-
nomic managers. That means maintaining a
commitment to a strong budget surplus as the
first point in the Rudd government’s five-
point plan to fight inflation.

Private Health I nsurance

Mr HOCKEY (2.24 pm)—My question
is addressed to the Prime Minister. Will the
Prime Minister confirm Treasury advice to
the Senate estimates hearings that the gov-
ernment’s estimated private health insurance
drop-out figure of 484,000 people does not
include children and dependants? Will the
Prime Minister confirm that the estimated
drop-out figure for private health insurance
is now closer to one million people and that
these people will now add to the massive
burden on state public hospitals? Prime Min-
ister, doesn't this just prove that the private
health insurance changes were just a savings
measure and the government has no plan for
better hospital care?

Mr RUDD—The government has a first-
class plan for dealing with the future of hos-

pitals in this country. When it comes to the
future of hospitals in this country, you can
either invest in the future of hospitals or ig-
nore them, which is why this government,
for the first time in the nation’'s history, has
established a hospitals investment fund of
some $10 hillion to look at the long-term
needs of the system. This is fundamental to
making sure that the capital needs of the na-
tion’s hospitals are set in the right direction.
If you travel around the hospitals, as the
Minister for Health and Ageing and | havein
recent times, you will discover one set of
capital needs after another. Then there are the
workforce needs—again, monstrously un-
dertended by those opposite who, year after
year and for a full decade, did nothing to
address the undersupply of doctors and
nurses across the nation despite the fact that
doctors and nurses are trained in tertiary in-
stitutions which are the exclusive responsi-
bility of the Commonwealth.

If the opposition are raising questions se-
riously about the future of hospitals, the fu-
ture of health policy and the future of our
health workforce, | would suggest that after
12 years in office, with ample opportunities
to act in each of these areas, they should
have done so. We have a long-term plan for
the future when it comes to health and hospi-
tals—$10 billion worth of investment and a
cooperative negotiation currently underway
through the Council of Australian Govern-
ments to work with the states and territories
on how we overcome duplication and over-
lap and bring an end to the blame game in
this critical area of concern to the people of
Australia.

Mr Abbott interjecting—

The SPEAKER—Will the member for
Warringah sit down. He cannot act in that
disorderly manner. | use this point, after a
comment was made to me, to remind people
that nobody needs a warning to get one hour
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under standing order 94(a). The warning
would also then lead to an ability to be
named for one day. Without going to a point
of order that was not raised, the illustration
in that question and answer was that that was
a three-part question that went to mentioning
whether the government did or did not have
a plan—that is, inter alia. | think that that
then becomes a difficulty for people who
wish to seek a question being ruled out as
irrdevant.

Mr Albanese—Mr Speaker, | rise on a
point of order. The member for Warringah
should withdraw.

The SPEAKER—I cannot remember
what he actually said, but it would assist if
he did withdraw.

Mr Abbott—I withdraw. | am justly—

The SPEAKER—The member for War-
ringah will resume his seat.

Mr Albanese—Mr Speaker, | rise on a
point of order. Under the standing orders for
disorderly conduct, you have just raised with
the member for Warringah the inappropriate-
ness of his point of order. He then came to
the dispatch box and acted in a disorderly
fashion in defiance and contempt of your
ruling, and | ask that you take action.

The SPEAKER—The Leader of the
House will resume his seat. The member for
North Sydney will resume his seat. | have
taken note of the point made by the Leader
of the House. We are now in questions.

Productivity

Mr SIDEBOTTOM (229 pm)—My
question is to the Minister for Education, the
Minister for Employment and Workplace
Relations, and the Minister for Social Inclu-
sion. Will the minister detail the govern-
ment’s approach to boosting productivity? In
addition, will the minister contrast this ap-
proach to alternative approaches?

Ms GILLARD—I thank the member for
Braddon for his question and note hisinterest
in productivity, because he understands that
today’s productivity growth is the nation's
future prosperity.

Opposition members interjecting—

Ms GILLARD—I understand from the
reaction that members opposite do not care
to discuss productivity, because they would
be rightly ashamed of the record of the for-
mer government on productivity, and, of
course, as they shred their economic creden-
tials and try to mask that behind bullyboy
carry-on, they do not want people talking
about the economy at all. But whilst the op-
position, the Liberal Party, demonstrates
each and every day just how much it has lost
its way, the government is getting on with
the job of building productivity and prosper-
ity for the future. There is no more important
part of that agenda than the human capital
agenda—the investment in education and
training, which goes from the education of
our youngest children, through schools,
through vocational education and training to
higher education. We need to make a differ-
ence for all of that breadth of education if we
are to make a difference over time for na
tional productivity growth.

This is a government that is committed to
an education revolution and to reform in all
areas. We have embarked on a comprehen-
sive range of measures in child care and the
early education agenda—a $2.4 billion in-
vestment. It includes our changes to the
childcare tax rebate to take pressure off
working families, with an increase from 30
per cent to 50 per cent. It includes our com-
mitment to the delivery of up to 260 new
childcare centres. It includes our commit-
ment to deliver $126.6 million to build ca-
pacity in the early years workforce. This
level of activity and investment stands in
stark contrast to the neglect of the previous
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government, where the current Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, the then minister
for education, said:

... | agree that investment in early childhood is
very, very important and traditionally the State
Governments have been responsible for early
childhood. I’'m not blaming anyone, I'm just stat-
ing a fact that State Governments are responsible
for early childhood ...

That is, that the former government was go-
ing to do nothing, did not care to do any-
thing, did not believe in doing anything and
never acted.

On the question of schools, we have in-
vestments in new capital and we have in-
vestments in the quality of teaching. We have
investments to try to assist students in
schools that are in the most disadvantaged
circumstances. We are working towards new
national partnership arrangements for all of
those areas of schooling that the former gov-
ernment put in the too-hard basket.

In skills, we are investing $1.9 hillion to
create up to 630,000 new training places,
with the first 20,000 of them already deliv-
ered. What we will not do and what we know
the alternate approach was, one so graphi-
caly articulated by the member for Gold-
stein when he was the relevant minister, isto
sit idly by and watch a skills crisis grow and
do precisely nothing about it. That was the
record of the previous government.

Of course we are investing in our univer-
sity sector, with our $500 million investment
this financial year through our Better Uni-
versities Renewal Fund and a new long-term
Education Investment Fund—$11 billion
available to assist with infrastructure in uni-
versities and in vocational education and
training.

Once again, this approach, of investment,
is a stark contrast to a government whaose
only concern about universities was to med-
dlieintheir industrial relations by tying fund-

ing to industrial relations extremism and
Work Choices. And we are bringing fairness,
balance and productivity to Australian work-
places by dismantling the industrial relations
extremism of those oppasite, putting the fo-
cus back on cooperation and on lifting pro-
ductivity. In each of these areas the govern-
ment is determined to act.

| know members opposite don't like to lis-
ten to this because they don't like to listen to
talk of their more than decade of neglect—
neglect of early childhood, indifference to
the quality of schooling, creation of a skills
crisis, ideological intervention in our univer-
sities in pursuit of industrial relations ex-
tremism. Where the former government
failed, this government is acting. We under-
stand that productivity growth is about pros-
perity tomorrow. That is economic responsi-
bility on display.

Private Health I nsurance

Dr NELSON (2.35 pm)—My question is
to the Prime Minister. Will the Prime Minis-
ter confirm the statement of fact by Treasury
that, as a result of the Medicare levy sur-
charge, amost one million Australian men,
women and children will be leaving private
health insurance to queue up in Australian
public hospital s?

Mr RUDD—The government stands by
Treasury’s modelling and has no basis to
guestion the Treasury modelling upon which
the government’s decision has been based.
We natice that that modelling has been chal-
lenged both by the Australian Health Insur-
ance Association and the AMA. Again, it is
no passing coincidence that those opposite
aways rely upon organisations like those
who represent the big supermarkets, the big
oil companies and the private health insur-
ance companies to underpin their argument.
As | said before, we stand by the modelling
which Treasury has provided us in framing
our policy onthis.
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The second point | would make on it is
that those opposite are still of the view that a
$50,000 salary is a high income, because that
is the threshold at which they introduced the
surcharge on families way back when and
they have refused to adjust it since. And each
time the member for Higgins, when he was
Treasurer, was challenged on this, he said,
‘No, no, not now, not yet.” Now, $50,000
may have been the calculation of the Liberal
government back then as representing those
on a high income; | would say, as a further
indication that those opposite have lost touch
with working families and those under finan-
cial pressure in the community, that $50,000
is no longer a high income. Therefore, they
are standing in the road of providing savings
of up to $20 per week per individual and $30
per week for families and couples. | would
suggest that those opposite get themselves
back in touch with those Australians who are
struggling deeply with the challenges to their
family budget. This is one measure—
together with the education tax refunds, to-
gether with the childcare tax rebate, together
with our initiatives in the housing portfalio,
together with $44 billion worth of tax cutsto
families and individuals under financial pres-
sure—to take pressure off the overall family
budget. | would suggest that is the produc-
tive way forward in dealing with this and,
secondly, with a radical program of invest-
ment in the nation’s hospital and health ser-
vices—a system from which those opposite
extracted $1 billion during their time in of-
fice.

Mr Hockey—Mr Speaker, | seek |leave to
table a copy of the Hansard from the Senate
where the Treasury’s own modelling says
that they only covered adults and forgot
about the children, therefore taking the figure
up to nearly one million Australians drop-
ping out of private health insurance.

Leave not granted.

Small Business

Ms NEAL (2.38 pm)—My gquestion is to
the Minister for Small Business, | ndependent
Contractors and the Service Economy. In
light of today's national accounts figures,
will the minister advise the House of the im+
portance for business, especially small busi-
ness, of maintaining responsible fiscal pol-
icy?

Dr EM ERSON—I thank the member for
Raobertson for her question. She is a very
strong supporter and advocate of the local
small business community on the Central
Coast of New South Wales. The national ac-
counts released today are reassuring news at
atime of global uncertainty in an economic
downturn, but they also confirm that the
fight against inflation here in Australia is far
from over. Members opposite will be aware
that, when the Rudd government was
formed, weinherited an inflation rate at a 16-
year high. This is despite 12 interest rate
rises in a row. We know that high interest
rates are public enemy No. 1, but they are
especially the enemy of small business.

There have been several small business

surveys that have confirmed that businesses
are identifying high interest rates as a key
factor affecting business confidence and their
business planning decisions. | will refer to
three of them. One is the National Australia
Bank's quarterly business survey, which
says.
... the combination of much tighter financial con-
ditions, falling global equity markets and the
global credit crunch has produced a sharp fall in
business confidence.

The Dun and Bradstreet National Business
Expectations Survey says.

. the combination of high interest rates and
market turmoil has fuelled executive concerns
regarding the impact of the credit market on op-
erations.
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And, finally, an SAl Global/ACCI survey on
investor confidence was released and in rela-
tion to that ACCI said:

The survey shows that interest rates and ongoing
financial sector turmoil has significantly dented
business confidence.

The point is that interest rates are having an
effect on business confidence and on busi-
ness planning decisions.

The budget, however, is designed to help
put downward pressure on interest rates
through putting downward pressure on infla-
tion. It is a contractionary budget, Malcolm,
with a surplus of almost $22 billion or 1.8
per cent of GDP It cuts spending growth
from five per cent in the current financial
year down to one per cent. | am reminded
that, at the time of the release of the former
Prime Minister’s biography, the member for
Higgins was prompted to say about the then
Prime Minister, ‘In formulating budget pol-
icy, | showed him the menu and he took the
entree, the main course, the dessert and the
vegetarian option.” It was an unprecedented
spending spree and we are now reining in
that irresponsible government spending.

Indeed, the budget cuts spending as a
share of gross domestic product goes from
24.4 per cent to 23.4 per cent. That is a full
one percentage point reduction in govern-
ment spending as a share of GDPin a single
year. That is a very big achievement for the
Treasurer, for the Minister for Finance and
Deregulation, the Prime Minister, for every-
one involved in formulating that budget—
bringing in a budget surplus of $22 hillion,
1.8 per cent of GDP, and a very, very sub-
stantial reduction in government spending as
a share of GDP. And that is why it isvital in
this fight against inflation that this budget is
passed by the Senate, so that it can do its
work and help put that downward pressure
on inflation and downward pressure on inter-
est rates. The last thing small businesses in

Australia need is a $22 billion raid on the
surplus, which is being orchestrated by the
coalition. That would be very bad news for
small business and very bad news for the
Australian economy.

The budget also helps ease the capacity
constraints, which were identified again yes-
terday by the Reserve Bank in its statement
announcing that it was keeping interest rates
on hold. There was some dispute about this.
The infrastructure minister was pointing this
out. He was asserting that the Reserve Bank
did identify capacity constraints. Members
opposite do not seem to believe there are
any. But the Reserve Bank does say, from
that statement yesterday:

Inflation in Australia has been high over the
past year and in an environment of limited spare
capacity and earlier strong growth in demand.

So there you have it, Mr Speaker: yet again,
on top of the 20 warnings, another warning
yesterday saying that the problemis—

Mr Ciobo—That's a lie! That's a com-
pleteliel

Dr EMERSON—we have capacity con-
straints. The budget provides $1.9 billion
over five years to create 630,000 training
places. Thisis very important for small busi-
ness in easing the skills crisis—

Mr Ciobo—That'saliel

Dr EMERSON—and
heavily ininfrastructure.

The SPEAKER—Order! The minister
will resume his seat. The member for Mon-
crieff will withdraw.

Mr Ciobo—Mr Speaker, it is a lie that
there were 20 warnings. | am stating the
truth; it isincorrect.

The SPEAKER—The member for Mon-
crieff will continue to the door for one hour
under standing order 94(a).

The member for Moncrieff then left the
chamber.

investing very

CHAMBER



4452

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 4 June 2008

The SPEAKER—The minister will re-
spond to the question.

Dr EMERSON—The Rudd government
is building a strong surplus for a strong
economy, capable of meeting the challenges
of the 21st century for the working people of
Australia and for Australia's 1.9 million
small businesses.

Schools: Computers

Mr ANTHONY SMITH (2.44 pm)—My
question is to the Deputy Prime Minister.

Mr Rudd interjecting—

Mr ANTHONY SMITH—I would not
laugh, Prime Minister. We know that Julia
cooked the hot dog.

Honourable member s interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Casey will resume his seat. Members on both
sides are not assisting.

Mr Pyne interjecting—
The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for

Sturt is denying the member for Casey the
cal.

Mr ANTHONY SMITH—Can the Dep-
uty Prime Minister confirm that, as was re-
vealed in Senate estimates today, she still has
not attempted to calculate, or even estimate,
the additional costs of actually implementing
the government’s computers in schools pol-
icy? Deputy Prime Minister, doesn't this
prove that your computers in schools initia-
tive was a plan designed to last only until
election day?

Ms GILLARD—I am glad to see that the
shadow minister for education finally got a
guestion. He is no longer the Marce Mar-
ceau of Augtralian politics. | was looking
forward to that miming of eating an apple
later on in the session. We are obviously go-
ing to miss out on that. But, if heis going to
routinely get questions in the future, | think
he is going to have to up the quality. No

wonder the shadow ministry tactics commit-
tee has been holding him back, with the cali-
bre of questions like that.

Mr Anthony Smith interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Casey will assist by not repeating his ques-
tion—he has now asked it—and by not inter-
jecting. The Deputy Prime Minister will now
respond to the question.

Ms GILLARD—I certainly will, Mr
Speaker. | was just hoping to offer alittle bit
of encouragement along the way. On the
question that the member asks about com-
puters in schools, the government’s policy is
absolutely clear. We are delivering now a
$1.2 billion investment in computers in
schools. Have a look at the budget papers;
you will see it there. That $1.2 hillion in-
vestment in schools includes $100 million
which will be delivered before the end of this
financial year. On the question of the part-
nership with the states ensuring that com-
puters are in settings where they can be used,
at the last meeting of the Ministerial Council
for Education, Employment, Training and
Youth Affairs, MCEETYA, a resolution was
adopted unanimously by the ministers who
met there on partnership and cooperation
about the digital education revolution. Of
course, what the government is trying to
achieve here—which is something, | under-
stand, that members opposite must be op-
posed to from the way that they are calling
out—is to invest in upper secondary schools,
years 9to 12, to ensure—

Mr Anthony Smith—Mr Speaker, a point
of order on relevance: the question was
whether the minister could—

The SPEAKER—Order! | know what the
guestion was. The member for Casey will
resume his seat.

Ms GILLARD—To conclude my answer:
the government’s program is being ddlivered.
All I can conclude from the antics of menm+-
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bers opposite is that they are opposed to stu-
dents in years 9 to 12 learning with digital
education technology. If one looked at their
track record in government, what one would
see is 12 years of neglect of the need to en-
sure that students are learning in 21st century
classrooms. This is a government that is
committed to that process and is investing
$1.2 billion in getting the job done.

Anticompetitive Practices

Mr NEUMANN (2.49 pm)—My question
is to the Assistant Treasurer. Will the minis-
ter update the House on the government’s
actions to crack down on anticompetitive
behaviour by powerful business? Why has
this reform been delayed?

Mr BOWEN—-Prior to the last election,
the Labor Party made a commitment to
strengthen the Trade Practices Act to crack
down on anticompetitive conduct by power-
ful businesses. | am pleased to inform the
House that the government is acting on that
commitment. Australian consumers need
small and medium sized enterprises to pro-
vide rigorous competition. The Australian
economy depends on rigorous competition so
that Australian consumers can benefit. Preda-
tory behaviour by large and powerful busi-
nesses means that they abuse their power in
the market with a view to damaging a small
business to increase their market dominance.

Through a series of cases, the courts have
watered down the Trade Practices Act over
several years. For example, in 2003 the High
Court, in the Boral case, said that if a big
firm cuts its prices to drive a small business
out of operation to dominate the market the
ACCC must be able to prove that that big
firm can make up the losses into the future.
That evidentiary burden proved so high that
the ACCC immediately discontinued all its
predatory pricing cases and has not com-
menced any others. Unfortunately, the mem-
ber for Higgins completely ignored calls

from across the board to fix that situation,
and it has taken the election of a new gov-
ernment, five years after the Boral case, to
fix the Trade Practices Act. On 28 April we
announced the government’s package of re-
forms to fix this problem. This amounts to
the biggest reform of the Trade Practices Act
in 22 years. The new rules will make it easier
for the ACCC to prosecute businesses who
are engaging in anticompetitive behaviour.
The government’s amendments will ensure
that victims of predatory pricing, or the
ACCC, will no longer have to prove that the
predator has the ability to recoup losses after
participating in anticompetitive, below-cost
pricing.

We will aso clarify the meaning of the
term ‘take advantage’ in section 46 in re-
sponse to concerns raised that the present
meaning of the term has prevented section 46
from capturing anticompetitive behaviour.
And we will remove the uncertainty that
arose in the dying days of the previous gov-
ernment under the cobbled-together amend-
ment which resulted in a two-track process.
It is very important for business certainty
that that situation is fixed, and we are look-
ing for bipartisan support for that very im-
portant reform. We will also give small busi-
ness cheaper and easier access to the courts
to prosecute situations in which they are be-
ing disadvantaged by anticompetitive con-
duct by big and dominant players by giving
them access to the Federal Magistrates
Court. We will also enshrine in legisation—
make it the law—that one of the deputy
chairs of the ACCC will have a small busi-
ness background.

| am pleased that these reforms have been
welcomed as striking the right balance from
businesses across the board and are seen as a
sensible approach. They have been wel-
comed by the Council of Small Business
Organisations, by the Australian Industry
Group, by the Motor Traders Association, by
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the Fair Trading Coalition and by that well-
known friend of the government the Austra-
lian Chamber of Commerce and Industry.
These reforms have been welcomed because
they are sensible, they have been welcomed
because they are long overdue and they have
been welcomed because the previous gov-
ernment wilfully neglected to act.

Fuel Prices

Mr DUTTON (2.53 pm)—My question is
to the Assistant Treasurer and Minister for
Competition Policy and Consumer Affairs.
Minister, what was the process used to draft
the Fuelwatch legidation? Can the minister
explain why two bureaucrats were locked in
a room overnight to draft the legidation in-
stead of the government drafter, the Office of
Parliamentary Counsel, being used? Minis-
ter, doesn't thisjust prove that the Fuelwatch
initiative is just policy on the run and the
government has no plan to reduce petrol
prices?

Mr BOWEN—The assertion by the hon-
ourable member is incorrect. The Office of
Parliamentary Counsel was integrally in-
volved in the development of the Fuelwatch
legidlation, asis normally the case.

Wheat Exports

Mr CHAMPION (2.54 pm)—My ques-
tionisto the Minister for Agriculture, Fisher-
ies and Forestry. Will the minister update the
House on the latest developments in provid-
ing certainty to wheat growers?

Mr BURKE—I thank the member for
Wakefidd for his question and acknowledge
his strong engagement with the wheat grow-
ers in the electorate of Wakefield, who have
a prime involvement in the export market.
The reform that was dealt with in the cham-
ber earlier today was required for the $5 hil-
lion industry that is the wheat industry in
Australia. It was required because of failures
of the previous government. If there was
ever a moment where it was made clear that

the old system was not serving growers well,
it was the moment that can be defined by
three letters, AWB, or three words, wheat for
weapons. At that moment it was made clear
to everybody around this parliament that the
system had to be changed. Last year the pre-
vious government, instead of providing cer-
tainty for growers, took the legidation to a
point where it provided the worst of all
worlds.

To find the best endorsement of that, look
at what people have defended in this cham-
ber over the last 24 hours. We had the Na-
tional Party position. They said, ‘Forget the
current legidation,” and advocated the rules
we had at precisely the time that wheat for
weapons took place. We then had the Liberal
Party position in the Senate inquiry, which
said we needed more regulation than what
our bills provided. We then had the Liberal
Party position in this chamber last night,
which said we needed less regulation than
what our hills provided. But nobody at any
point said the way to provide certainty to
growers was to leave the previous govern-
ment’'s legacy in place. Not one person in
this chamber at any moment during the de-
bate on that bill has said that the previous
government’s legidation got it right. The
reason that no-one can defend it is that it is
truly indefensible.

| have been seeking for some months to
provide certainty for wheat growers through
a sensible marketing system into the future.
On 5 March we released an exposure draft
bill. At any time since 5 March it was open
to the Leader of the Opposition to declare
what the position of the Liberal Party would
be. Growers have had to go through, work
out whether they are going to plant and work
out exactly what sort of wheat they are going
to plant. They have had to make all those
business decisions while waiting for the con-
venience three months later of the Leader of
the Opposition to finally declare a position.
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Certainty for wheat growersisfinally getting
closer.

But we saw divisions when earlier today
we had the division here in this chamber on
going to the next stage of providing certainty
for growers. Let us not pretend that there was
any small gap among the members opposite.
The Leader of the Opposition, when he
talked about the reasons why the Liberal
Party would be not opposing it referred to
the legidation as being ‘consistent with the
core philosophy of the Liberal Party’. The
National Party, when explaining their rea-
sons for opposing it, referred to the legida
tion as being a ‘ fundamental tenet of the Na-
tional Party’. Each of the parties opposite has
completely elevated how wide and funda
mental to their core beliefs this issue is. So
they have decided that how—when they are
voting on opposite sides of the chamber,
when they are disagreeing on absolutely fun-
damental issues and core principles—is the
time to say, ‘Why don’'t we amalgamate? In
working out whether now is the time to
amalgamate, go to the ABC Online website
and you will see comments from plenty of
peopl e seeking certainty for growers who are
making their thoughts clear. Tony Gilleland
writes:

The abalition of the single desk is because it lost
al credibility through AWB on the National
Party’s watch, trying to suggest otherwise is
laughable.

Peter says:

What people have to understand is there has been
alot of debate about scrapping the single desk for
years, but that it was never going to happen under
the Coalition Government.

The big, long-term reforms that were neces-
sary to provide certainty for growers were
not going to happen under the previous gov-
ernment.

GregA. says.

This only shows that the Nationals need to be
more independent and not just vote like lemmings
to support their Liberal colleagues. It is clear that
the Liberals do not treat their eection partners
well, look at the M cGauran defection.

As we move forward to try to provide cer-
tainty for growers for the next harvest, the
chasm between the opposition parties could
not be greater—and that is not due to how |
define their differences, but due to how they
define their differences. They talk about it
being a difference between fundamental ten-
ets and core philosophy. When their funda-
mental tenets and their core philosophy clash
but they are still talking about a merger then
it can only be because they have given up on
plans for a future and are just out there |ook-
ing for alogo.

Sockfeed

Mr KATTER (3.00 pm)—My question is
to the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry. The minister would be aware that
most of our beef, pork, poultry and even
dairy products come from grain not grass. Is
the minister aware that in the United States
this feedstock grain is only $178 a tonne
while in Australia feedstock grain is sorghum
and is priced at $234 a tonne? The American
feedstock grain is of course dried distillers
grain, more concentrated and therefore more
nutritious than grain sorghum. Since it comes
as a by-product of ethanol, can the minister
advise what progress is being made with the
ethanol inquiry? Finally, can the minister
assure the House that the government etha-
nol inquiry encompasses biodunder cattle
feed production from Sarina’'s ethanol plant
which, combined with some moderate water
projects in North Queensland and dried dis-
tillers grain, is likely to see, as in America,
Australia dramatically increase protein pro-
duction without diminishing grain or sugar
exports?
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Mr BURKE—I thank the honourable
member for his question. For all the talk
about people not knowing where they stand,
| do not think that is an accusation that will
ever be levelled at the honourable member
for Kennedy. There is no doubt that the high
grain priceis an issue that peoplein the live-
stock industries are perilously aware of.
Thereis also no doubt that the ethanol debate
is not nearly as simplistic as the simple food-
for-fud debateit is often depicted as.

| have visited the Sarina mill to which the
honourable member refers, and | have seen
and spoken to the peopl e there about some of
the opportunities for that ethanol plant and
the way forward. The specific question goes
to what is happening with respect to progress
on the inquiry. There is areview, as has pre-
viously been made public and as | have spo-
ken to the honourable member about, being
conducted jointly by me and the minister for
energy. Thereis, particularly with the current
global food crisis, a great deal of complexity
playing into world prices and the individual
protectionist policies of some nations—and
the United States is the one referred to in the
guestion. Our growers have also taken a par-
ticular hit with respect to seven or eight
years of extended drought. Those issues all
play in together.

In terms of the progress, the current part
of that inquiry is a review of all existing
government policy. Once that review is com-
plete, we will then move forward to look at
the issues that were raised specifically in this
guestion. We will then be in a better position
to get that balance right in making sure that
we deliver economic opportunity, energy
security and also a better deal for those who
are reliant on various forms of grain, and, in
particular, sorghum.

Domestic Violence

Ms GEORGE (3.03 pm)—My question is
to the Minister for Housing and Minister for

the Status of Women. Will the minister up-
date the House on how the government is
delivering on its election commitments to
reduce domestic violence and sexual assault
against women and children? How will this
be an improvement on past responses?

Ms PLIBERSEK—I thank the member
for Throsby for her interest in this area. |
know that she has a longstanding commit-
ment to addressing the issues of violence
against women and children. Today the
Prime Minister and | attended the first meet-
ing of the National Council on Violence
Against Women and Children. Establishing
an expert body in this very important area is
a mgjor milestone. During the election cam-
paign we said that if we were elected we
would accept some responsibility as a Con+
monwealth government to reduce the inci-
dence and impact of domestic violence and
sexual assault on women and children in our
community and that we would ask an expert
council to help us and guide us in that work.
Today we délivered on that commitment.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics reports
that around one in three Australian women
experience physical violence in their lifetime
and amost one in five experience sexual
violence in their lifetime. It is a problem that
remains still too hidden in our community
and is one that requires the urgent attention
of our government. We released new figures
today that show that 90 per cent of women
who experience physical or sexual assault do
not access crisis support services, legal help
or helplines. We also know that two out of
every five women who do get help and take
out a restraining order against a former part-
ner experience further violence after that
restraining order has been put in place. That
is simply not good enough. It requires practi-
cal Commonwealth leadership in this area.

Our council is made up of 11 experts with
very high standing. The chair of the council
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isLibby Lloyd, who is one of the founders of
the Australian White Ribbon Day campaign
and an internationally respected voice in
human rights. The deputy chair is Heather
Nancarrow, the Director of the Queensland
Centre for Domestic and Family Violence
Research. Sheis also working with us on the
homelessness steering group. The other
members of the council include: Lisa Wil-
kinson, Pauline Woodbridge, Vanessa Swan,
Dorinda Cox, Andrew O’Keefe, Dr Melanie
Heenan, Associate Professor Moira Car-
mody, Maria Dimopoulos and Rachel Kay-
rooz. These people are extraordinary com-
munity leaders from a very diverse range of
backgrounds. | am sure that they will make
an enormous commitment in helping us re-
duce violence against women and children.

The Prime Minister has asked this council
to oversee not just our national plan but the
practical measures that have already begun
inthisarea, including a resource that will roll
out to high schoadls al around the country
educating young men and young women
about what respectful relationships look like
and about the impact of domestic violence
and sexual assault on our community. They
will also oversee work on the expansion of
the White Ribbon Day campaign and a num-
ber of other projects that we have already
initiated in this area. Thisisin contrast to the
actions of the former government in this
area. There was a degree of —

Opposition members interjecting—

Ms PLIBERSEK—I do know. Mr
Speaker, | know they are alittle bit sensitive
about this. It isin stark contrast to the record
of the former government that did, | agree,
spend quite a lot of money on advertising in
thisarea. Part of the difference in approachis
that the previous government did focus a lot
on advertising and publications. In fact when
the deputy leader was the minister for
women in the financial year 2006-07 they

spent more than half a million dollars on
publications alone including public informa-
tion.

Dr Nelson—Mr Speaker, on indulgence,
can | strongly associate our side of palitics
with the beginning remarks of the minister,
but she diminishes hersdf and this issue by
this political tack.

The SPEAKER—Order! The Leader of
the Opposition will resume his seat.

Ms PLIBERSEK—The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition said that they spent this
money on a public education campaign. In-
deed if we have a look at the public educa-
tion material that we are talking about, one
of the things produced was—

M s Julie Bishop—Mr Speaker, | rise ona
point of order. The book the minister is about
torefer tois not to do with domestic violence
and if sheisseeking toinfer—

The SPEAKER—Order! That is not a
point of order. The deputy leader will resume
her seat.

Mr Hockey—Mr Speaker—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
North Sydney will resume his seat. The min-
ister will bring her answer to aclose.

Ms PLIBERSEK—I am very happy to
offer the—

Opposition members interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order!

Mr Tuckey—No.

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
O’ Connor isreally not assisting at all.

Ms PLIBERSEK —We have 13,000 cop-
ies of this book left. It is a beautifully-
produced book—

Ms Julie Bishop—It has nothing to do
with domestic violence. She will not mislead
the House.
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The SPEAKER—Order! The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition will resume her
seat. The minister is concluding her remarks.

Ms PLIBERSEK—I would like to offer
the remaining 13,000 copies of this book to
the opposition. If they are able to dispose of
them, they are welcome to have them.

Mr Hockey interjecting—
The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for

North Sydney will resume his seat. Has the
minister concluded her answer?

MsPLIBERSEK—Yes.

Opposition members interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Bowman is just not assisting. Those who are

aggrieved have other avenues open to them. |
would just highlight that.

Sustainable Regions Program

Mr JOHN COBB (3.11 pm)—My ques-
tion is to the Minister for Infrastructure,
Transport, Regional Development and Local
Government.

Mr Dutton interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Dickson is denying the member for Calare
the call.

Mr JOHN COBB—Is the minister aware
of the Yarrawarra Indigenous aged care facil-
ity, which would offer a much needed safe
home to 15 Aboriginal elders and their carers
and would also provide training and em-
ployment opportunities for 25 unemployed
Indigenous youth on the New South Wales
North Coast? Is it not a fact that $470,525
was approved under the Sustainable Regions
Program for this project? Why isthe minister
refusing to fund this worthy community-
driven project? Minister, when will you re-
lease a full electorate by electorate break-
down of your party’s eection promise of 105
better region projects?

Mr ALBANESE—I am very pleased to
get a question, the first question, indeed, in
this parliament, from the shadow minister for
regional development. | am particularly
pleased to get a question about the Sustain-
able Regions Program. In this House we
have had some debate about Regional Part-
nerships. Many of the members here, even
those in regional areas, would not be aware
that the previous government had a Sustain-
able Regions Program. The Parliamentary
Secretary for Regional Development and
Northern Australia and | had a meeting with
the new Regional Development Australia
board, made up of the chairs of the executive
of the old area consultative committees here
in this parliament. It was a pretty interesting
meeting because we discussed the Sustain-
able Regions Program. There were a number
of sustainable regions. One of those was the
North Coast of New South Wales.

For information on the North Coast of
New South Wales | asked the former chair of
the area consultative committees, ‘What
electorates were in the North Coast region of
New South Wales? We all know the North
Coast begins at the Queensland border. You
cross the Tweed and you hit the electorate of
Richmond. But was Richmond included in
the Sustainable Region for the North Coast
of New South Wales? No! Why? Because
after the 2004 election, when Labor won the
electorate of Richmond with our outstanding
candidate Justine Elliott, they excised it from
the North Coast of New South Wales. The
North Coast Sustainable Region consisted of
Lyne, Cowper and Page but it excluded
Richmond. Do not let me think that it was
just discrimination against people who hap-
pen to vote Labor, because the honourable
member’s question goes to the Darling
Matilda Way region. The Darling Matilda
Way begins at the Victorian border and
goes—
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Mr Hartsuyker—Mr Speaker, | rise on a
point of order that goes to relevance. This
guestion went to the heart of a specific pro-
ject on the North Coast.

The SPEAKER—Order! And then it
went on to be a wider question towards the
conclusion. The minister has the call.

Mr ALBANESE—The Darling Matilda
Way Sustainable Region area begins down
around Balranald and the Wentworth local
government area. It goes al the way up
through Bourke and Brewarrina, which is
where this particular project is included. It
goes up into Queensland; it has got Diaman-
tina and Barcoo and goes right up to Winton,
Longreach, Aramac and Jericho, which, be-
fore the election, were of course all held by
the National Party exclusively.

Ms Ley—Mr Speaker, it isincorrect. The
eectorate of Farrer, which is held by the
Liberal Party, comprises alarge part of that.

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Farrer does not have a point of order.

Mr John Cobb—Mr Speaker, | rise on a
point of order. Apart from the fact that he has
got the wrong program, why won't the min-
ister answer the questions he was asked?
What are you trying to hide?

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Calare will resume his seat. As | said, the
construct of the question went to concluding
about an eectorate-by-electorate breakdown
of 105 Better Regions projects, or some-
thing. The minister has the call.

Mr ALBANESE—The Sustainable Re-
gion for Darling Matilda Way stops, though.
It does not include Mount Isa, Cloncurry,
McKinlay, Richmond, Flinders or Dalrym-
ple. Why? Because they are represented by
the member for Kennedy. That is why. The
member for Kennedy's area was deliberately
excluded from this Sustai nable Region.

But let us go further and look at a third
sustainable region, the Campbelltown Sus-
tainable Region. You know: remote and rural
Campbelltown, represented from Mosman.
We had two areas—Camden and Campbell-
town; not Liverpool around it; not Wol-
londilly, which is far more regiona than e-
ther of them; not Wollongong, which is a
regional centre—just Camden and Campbell-
town. | wonder why? | wonder why you
would single out Camden and Campbelltown
to make into a sustainable region. What an
outrage.

The only thing that makes the Regional
Partnerships program just look red hot, rather
than totally on fire, is the Sustainable Re-
gions program. What an outrage. This mob
opposite define ‘regional Australia by how
people vote and not by where it was actually
located. It was all about politics and not
about geography.

Disability Services

Mr CRAIG THOMSON (3.19 pm)—My
guestion is to the Attorney-General. Will the
Attorney-General update the House on what
the government is doing to assist persons
with disabilities, including on the interna-
tional stage?

Mr McCLELLAND—I thank the mem-
ber for Dobell for his question on this very
important matter. Today the Rudd govern-
ment will take an important step for the
rights of persons with disabilities. Today |
will table a national interest analysis propos-
ing that Australia ratify the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities.

This convention aims to remove barriers
faced by people with disabilities. It enhances
opportunities to participate in social and po-
litical decision making. It also recognises
their rights to education, health, work, decent
living conditions, freedom of movement and
equal recognition before the law. We are
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grateful for the valuable input received dur-
ing the extensive consultations that have oc-
curred in the preparation of this matter.

The lead we are taking on the interna-
tional stage is complemented by practical
steps we are taking to improve the rights of
persons with disabilities at home. The Prime
Minister recently announced an additional
$100 million in capital funding to build sup-
ported accommodation for people with dis-
abilities. Earlier this week the Minister for
Families, Housing, Community Services and
Indigenous Affairs outlined a new agreement
to provide a $1.9 billion boost in funding.
She rightly congratulated the Parliamentary
Secretary for Disabilities and Children’s Ser-
vicesfor hisrolein thisimportant area.

The Rudd government is committed to a
whole-of-government  national  disability
strategy to increase participation, social in-
clusion and support for people with disabili-
ties and, importantly, for their carers. The
Minister for Employment Participation and
others are also devel oping a specific national
mental health and disability employment
strategy to identify barriers to employment
for people with a disability and practical
steps to increase their participation in the
workforce and hence their independence. In
my portfolio we are devel oping standards for
access to premises and finalising a review of
transport standards. | would like to acknowl-
edge the work and assistance of my col-
leagues the minister for transport and the
minister for industry in respect of those mat-
ters.

In conclusion, the government has a long-
term plan and is committed to being a re-
gional and international leader for people
with disabilities and, importantly, for their
families. | commend the national interest
analysis to the House and | urge all members
to support the timely ratification of this very
important convention.

Mr Rudd—Mr Speaker, | ask that further
questions be placed on the Notice Paper.

PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS

Mr  PYNE (Surt) (3.22 pm)—Mr
Speaker, | wish to make a personal explana-
tion.

The SPEAKER—Does the honourable
member claim to have been misrepresented?

Mr PYNE—Yes.
The SPEAK ER—Please proceed.

Mr PYNE—In question time the Minister
for Housing and Minister for the Status of
Women implied that members of the former
government trivialised domestic violence.
Thisis utterly untrue. It is an outrageous slur.

The SPEAKER—Order! The member
must show where he has been misrepre-
sented. The member for Sturt will resume his
seat.

QUESTIONSTO THE SPEAKER
Question Time

Mr PEARCE (3.23 pm)—I have a ques-
tion for you and | seek your very wise coun-
sel, Mr Speaker. Earlier in question time to-
day the Minister for Finance and Deregula-
tion said in answer to a question that this
morning he released the national account
figures. Mr Speaker, there is no provision
under the legidlation for a minister to do that
and my concern of course is about the inde-
pendence of the ABS.

The SPEAKER—Order! The member
will resume his seat. Wise counsel or not, |
will just have to let that go through to the

keeper.
PARLIAMENTARY SERVICE
COMMISSIONER
Annual Report
The SPEAKER (3.23 pm)—I present the

annual report of the Parliamentary Service
Commissioner for 2006-07.
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Ordered that the report be made a parlia-
mentary paper.

AUDITOR-GENERAL’'SREPORTS
Report No. 38 of 2007-08

The SPEAKER (3.24 pm)—I present the
Auditor-General’s Audit report No. 38 of
2007-08 entitled Administration of Job Net-
work service fees. Department of Education,
Employment and Workplace Relations.

Ordered that the report be made a parlia-
mentary paper.

MATTERS OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Asia Pacific Region

The SPEAKER—I have received a letter
from the honourable member for Goldstein
proposing that a definite matter of public
importance be submitted to the House for
discussion, namely:

The failure of the Government to manage, pro-
tect and grow Australia’s foreign relationships in
the Asia/Pecific region in a balanced manner.
| call upon those members who approve of
the proposed discussion to rise in ther
places.

More than the number of members re-
quired by the standing orders having risen in
their places—

Mr ROBB (Goldstein) (3.25 pm)—For all
the talk of the Prime Minister’s foreign af-
fairs experience, after six months in govern-
ment all the talk in our region is about the
Prime Minister’s obsession with China at the
expense of al other major relationships in
North, East and South-East Asia. Already
there has emerged a serious concern about
the lack of balance and perspective in Aus-
tralids regional foreign policy under the
Rudd government. Already it is clear that
this government came to office with no clear
plan for protecting and growing and balanc-
ing our critical relationships in the Asia-
Pacific region. Outside of China the major
actions so far appear to be designed to ‘trail

our coats with old friends and with strategic
aliesalike.

In just six months the Prime Minister has
failed to pick up the phone to the Prime Min-
ister of Japan to explain Australia’'s gunboat
diplomacy against Japanese whalers. It took
5% months to make contact, despite the great
honour that Japan bestowed on Australia
immediately after the election in inviting our
Prime Minister to the G8 talks in July. That
was an invitation which was purdly at the
discretion of the Japanese Prime Minister
and yet there has been no contact despite
highly provocative actions being taken by
Australia against the Japanese.

In just six months the Prime Minister has
snubbed Japan and every other Asian country
except Chinain his 17-day world tour. In just
six months the Prime Minister has taken the
axeto an already |ean Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade by slashing over $100 mil-
lion from the budget despite already commit-
ting Australia to an increased role in climate
change, the UN, Asia and the Pacific and
Afghanistan. Again, this government does
not match actions with words. It slashed
$100 million from the department of foreign
affairs despite announcing a much upgraded
program on the world stage.

In just six months the Prime Minister
downgraded negotiations on a free trade
agreement with both China and Japan. In just
six months the Prime Minister effectively
told India that we do not trust them with our
uranium by reneging on the agreement of the
former coalition government to supply India
with uranium for power generation, seriously
reducing India’'s capacity to combat climate
change. In just six months the Prime Minis-
ter abandoned Australia’'s commitment to the
quadrilateral dialogue involving India, the
United States, Japan and Australia, again
raising concerns, especially with India and
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Japan, about the Rudd government's China
bias.

All of this is against a background where
the standing and the influence of Australia
had never been higher when the Rudd gov-
ernment took office. Yet all those actions
have occurred in the space of six months
which have undermined that standing and
influence. Over nearly 12 years of coalition
government Australia found its confidence
on the world stage and did not shy away
from its responsibilities as a free nation. We
were able to balance both of those important
objectives. Over 12 years the coalition
worked to strengthen simultaneously all of
our key relationships. As aresult the US alli-
ance had never been stronger or our ties with
Japan as broad and as deep. Relations with
China had never been more productive. We
enjoyed a close and frank relationship with
the democratic leaders of Indonesia and we
welcomed India as a major emerging power
in global affairs.

Our approach to foreign policy was, first
and foremost, directed to delivering greater
national security and economic prosperity to
Australians. It was grounded in realism to
serve the national interest and was ably led
by our former Prime Minister and the mem-
ber for Mayo. We ensured that Australia
played an important leadership role in our
own neighbourhood while also being willing
to fulfil broader international responsibilities
with confidence and with resolve. Much of
that in six months in the region has been un-
dermined. Years of painstaking work to
strike that balance has been undermined. We
strongly believe that Australia can and
should make a positive and enduring differ-
enceininternational affairs.

Critically, our standing and influence
around the globe, and in particular in our
own region, was built upon an uninterrupted
and superior economic performance com-

pared with other major Western economies
over the last 12 years, despite confronting
the Asian financial crisis, the 2001 US reces-
sion, the tech bubble, 9-11 and the worst
drought in 100 years. Much of our position,
standing and influence in the region was
born out of that superior economic perform-
ance. Good economic management assists
good diplomacy, and good diplomacy helps
to deliver good economic management. It
enabled us to strike good relati onships and to
develop a measure of cooperation, especially
with countries in the region, many of whom
were very badly affected by the Asian finan-
cial crisis and the US recession, saw the af-
termath of 9-11 in a serious way and were
affected by the tech bubble. Because of our
performance as an economy we were able to
provide cooperation and that in turn enabled
us to weather those storms. But all of those
things are about consistency and balance in
our international affairs.

In this context, Mr Rudd's longstanding
relationship with China and his Mandarin-
speaking abilities should be a great advan-
tage to Australia. However, to fully capitalise
on those attributes—that longstanding rela-
tionship, that knowledge of China—Mr
Rudd needs to almost overcompensate with
other countries in the region so that fears of
China bias do not sour many other critical
relationships. So far, the opposite has been
the case. India and Japan have been of-
fended—aqratuitously, unnecessarily. Indone-
sia has been overlooked—gratuitously, un-
necessarily. Malaysia, South Korea, Thai-
land, Singapore and many others have rated
no mention, no consideration. In March, In-
donesia’s defence minister made a most un-
usual public intervention when he publicly
expressed concern that the Rudd government
may be putting too much stock in its rela-
tionship with China to the detriment of its
links with near neighbours.
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As our strongest friend in Asia, and our
largest export market by a country mile, the
only question the Japanese wanted answered
when the Prime Minister took office after 24
November was. would he visit Tokyo before
Beljing? Here is a man who is supposedly
enormously experienced in the region and in
international affairs. He understood the im-
plications of not only not going to Tokyo
before Beijing but ignoring the Japanese
government and the Japanese Prime Minister
for 5% months, despite taking highly pro-
vocative action against whaling, despite re-
ceiving an invitation to the G8 summit and
despite all sorts of other issues—ignoring all
of those overtures from Japan. The Prime
Minister must have understood the implica-
tions of his actions. For Mr Rudd to then
spend four days in China on a 17-day world
tour and not find one hour to visit Japan
caused a great loss of face in Japan. He must
have understood this. He knows these things.
It was an act of diplomatic stupidity or, the
more | look at it and try to search for expla-
nations the more it seems an act of diplo-
matic perversity.

No doubt this action will serve to under-
mine Japan’s sense of confidence in its own
position and in its relationship with Austra-
lia. It has set back our relationship a long
way. This is our closest friend in Asia. We
have had 50 years of a most extraordinary
relationship with this country, Japan. And
with six months of, in my view, ignorance,
the Prime Minister of this country has se-
verely undermined that relationship. Japan
also lost face when our Foreign Minister,
Stephen Smith, made his offensively worded
remarks on the abandonment of the quadri-
lateral talks between Australia, the United
States, Japan and India while in a press con-
ference with China's foreign minister. Can
you imagine that? What were they thinking
about to put our foreign minister up with the
Chinese foreign minister at a time when a

series of actions had made other countriesin
the region doubt and worry about the China
bias? What were they thinking about to put
our foreign minister up to announce the uni-
lateral abandonment of the quadrilateral
talks? This has worried not only Japan but
also India, and it has confused the United
States. They wonder what we are on aboui.
Thisisdisturbing. Chinais of course of great
importance to Australia—

Mr Kerr—You wouldn't think so, listen-
ing to you!

Mr ROBB—It is called balance; that is
what we are talking about. The quadrilateral
dialogue of democracies was clearly aban-
doned to appease China. This is disturbing.
Chinais of great importance to Australia, but
we must not be in the position of tugging the
forelock to any country. We must not be in
that position. Further concerns have been
raised in Japan and India and among South-
East Asian countries over the lack of mean-
ingful consultation with Australia over the
Prime Minister’s preference to institutional-
ise and expand the six-party talks that were
originally established to discuss North Ko-
rea—expand them to include Australia but
not India or Indonesia.

The Rudd government’s decision to re-
verse the former coalition government
agreement to supply India with uranium for
clean power generation is also a serious snub
to India and reduces India's capacity to con+
bat climate change. Its grubby motivation for
reneging on this understanding with India is
born purdly out of party politics. And that is
what they told the Indians—this is just a
matter of party palitics; this is not about the
national interest. Nuclear power generation
would be a safe, sustainable and nonpollut-
ing source of energy for India. Clean nuclear
power has the potential to meet 35 per cent
of al of India's expanded energy needs by
2050.
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Yet what do we do with 40 per cent of the
world's uranium? We put our heads in the
sand. It makes absolutely no sense at al to
sell uranium to China and Russia and not to
India. And 95 per cent of the people on the
other side would believe, accept and agree
with that. But, no, party palitics says other-
wise. Indian government officials have said
they were angered by the Rudd government’s
pathetic hypocrisy on this issue. This issue
alone could make Australia a strategically
important partner to India, the world's largest
democracy and an emerging regional power-
house. It is the only thing they really want
from us, the major thing. It isabigissue.

To date the Prime Minister has offended
or ignored most countries in Asia and has
failed to present a coherent policy towards
Asia other than for China. Even in China,
there are growing and persistent concerns
about the way in which they are being dis-
couraged from investing in resource projects
in Australia. They are getting all sorts of
funny signals coming out of Australia. They
are being directly told to withdraw applica-
tions while this Australian government thinks
about it. It is another watching exercise. But
thisis a dangerous situation.

The Howard government demonstrated
that Australia could simultaneously deepen
and broaden all of these relationships. The
Rudd government has aregional repair job to
do, and has to do it fast. The Prime Minister
should start tonight, in his addressto the Asia
Society annual dinner, and acknowledge the
damage his 5% month snubbing of Japan has
done—(Time expired)

Mr McMULLAN (Fraser—
Parliamentary Secretary for International
Development Assistance) (3.40 pm)—It is a
pleasure to have the opportunity to partici-
pate in this discussion, but it is a rather
strange piece of timing by the shadow minis-
ter that leads me to do so. After all the time

that the parliament has been sitting, we get
an MPI from the shadow minister for foreign
affairs when he knows that both the cabinet
ministers in the portfolio are overseas. It
does not give great confidence in his capac-
ity to lead the discussion. But we are quite
happy to take it on.

There is another very interesting element
in how this MPI came about. | think that if
the Speaker did a forensic assessment he
would find that there is actually an old signa-
ture overwritten and the member for Gold-
stein's put in its place. | am sure that when |
was on the tactics committee for the opposi-
tion we drafted exactly the same thing. We
must have left it behind in the tactics com-
mittee room and they found it after all this
time and thought, ‘Oh, that's a good idea,’
and Andrew signed it and sent it in!

Wheat it describes, if you take a step back
12 months, is the situation of foreign policy
failure in this region by the previous gov-
ernment which we have taken six months to
fix. | noticed of course that, while the MPI
refers to the Asia-Pacific, the shadow minis-
ter did not mention the Pacific once. It is not
surprising. Our relationships with all the
countries in the Pacific were in chaos. | will
leave my colleague the Parliamentary Secre-
tary for Pacific Idand Affairs to deal with
that in greater detail, but they were in chaos.
And we have taken a long time to start to
turn around the damage that was done by the
arrogance, ignorance and incompetence of
the previous government.

It has taken us six months to repair a large
number of our international relationships. It
did not take us very long because we started
by signing the Kyoto protocol, which
changed the perception of countries in our
region about our willingness to carry our
share of the burden and participate. It did not
take us very long because, apparently unbe-
knownst to the shadow minister, the Prime
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Minister made his first overseas visit to Asia
to Indonesia and had a very good meeting
with President Yudhoyono, who of course he
knows quite well. That has substantially en-
hanced the character and standing of our re-
lationship with that crucially important
neighbour, Indonesia.

| do not fedl the dightest need to be de-
fensive about foreign policy issues when
comparing the performance of this govern-
ment over six months with the 12 years of
our predecessors—12 years that included the
greatest foreign policy failure of a modern
Australian government: the commitment to
the war in Iraq and the insidious influence
that had on our relationships with countries
throughout the region who made their
judgements about us by the character of that
commitment. | am very proud of the foreign
policy progress we have made in the region
and more broadly. | want particularly to talk
about the relationship with China and the
relative capacity of any government to have
a good relationship with China at the same
time as we have a good reationship with

Japan and India.

| want first, though, to go to this extraor-
dinary proposition that somehow or other the
previous government was passionately
committed to the quadrilateral arrangement
and that we no longer are. Strangely, on 9
July last year the then Minister for Defence,
Dr Nelson, said that he had assured his Chi-
nese counterpart that Australia was not inter-
ested in forming a security pact with Japan,
the United States and India as a regional
buffer to China. He said:
| have explained the nature of, and basis of, our
trilateral strategic dialogue with Japan and the
United States. But | have also reassured China
that so-called quadrilateral dialogue with Indiais
not something that we are pursuing.
Didn't the leader tell you that is what he
said? Hasn't he told you that he said you did
not support it? Are you saying that the leader

forgot to tell you that he does not support
that dialogue? Then again, on 8 September
the foreign minister said—

Mr Robb interjecting—

Mr McMULLAN—He said that in China
to his Chinese counterpart. The foreign min-
ister said that expanding the strategic dia-
logue to include India was not on the table
for the moment. ‘Nothing like that is going
to happen anytime soon; we are looking
more in a general sense at progressing the
relationship,” he said. Let's get real. That is
the position that the previous government
held. We think the relationship with all those
countries and the capacity to engage in good
relations with them is important. | want to
start by talking about Japan and then | want
to say something about India.

We have, it is true, a very important rela-
tionship with Japan. There is no controversy
about that proposition. Everybody who has
ever engaged in any foreign policy discus-
sion in Australia knows that the relationship
with Japan is as fundamental to Australia’'s
future, economically, diplomatically and
strategically, as any of our other relation-
ships. We share and continue to share a com-
prehensive strategic security and economic
partnership with Japan, and our relationship
with Japan is at a historically high level of
substance and intimacy. On 9 April, in his
ASPI speech, the foreign minister said:

Japan has been our closest and most consistent
friend in our region for many years.

Australia and Japan have many things in com-
mon, including our shared values, our democratic
outlook and our shared regional engagement.
Japan is a key economic, security and strategic
partner of central importance.

It does not actually sound like the minister is
referring to a country that we are snubbing or
ignoring, and of course six cabinet ministers
have visited in the first six months. Very
soon the opposition will be complaining that
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too many people are travelling. As soon as
the figures come out they will be saying,
‘Too many people are going around the
place’ but today they are saying that there
are not enough. Mr Smith has been to Japan
twice and he is visiting again in late June. Mr
Crean visited very early, in January. Minister
Carr, Minister Ferguson, Mr Burke and Min-
ister Wong have visited. The Treasurer is
visiting on 13 and 14 June and of course the
Prime Minister will visit twice this year, in-
cluding next week’s dedicated bilateral visit
as well as the G8 summit in Hokkaido, to
which the shadow minister correctly referred
and which we regard as very important. We
are very pleased to be invited as an outreach
partner by Japan and we will enthusiastically
respond. We are going there with concrete
propositions to put, consistent with the inter-
est which Japan has shown in the relation-
ship by inviting us.

We have also been actively engaged in the
relationship with Korea, which | was pleased
the foreign minister did eventually mention
but to which he gave no serious considera-
tion. 1 would like, if time permits, to come
back to that, but it is a relationship that | re-
gard as underestimated as a key element in
our North-east Asian relationship.

| want to turn to the other relationship to
which the shadow minister referred at some
length—that with India. | feel rather strongly
about this because in 1996 we left our rela-
tionship with India on an upward trgjectory.
It was ignored for a decade and then the pre-
vious government suddenly decided they
might be able to do something—

Mr Robb—That’s not true.

Mr McMULLAN—I can tell you why it
was on an upward trajectory: | put it there
and | left some propositions for the previous
Prime Minister to pursue. He did nothing
about them. | know that for a fact, because
they were propositions which | set down,

invitations which | arranged for him to re-
ceive which he never took up. That is not
something that | imagined. That is something
| know | did on behalf of this country, and |
thought it was a useful thing. | was rather
hoping it would not be that Prime Minister
who took up the invitation, because | was
hoping we would win the election, but, when
welost, | was|ooking forward to Prime Min-
ister Howard taking it up and he never did. |
thought it was a very sad event and | fed
really disappointed about it. But the relation-
ship was on an upward trajectory, and they
were underplayed, underestimated and un-
dersupported for a decade until we saw,
shortly after the United States saw it, the fact
that we might be able to sdll some uranium
there. It was never a central element of the
modern strategic assessment of the previous
government.

If you look at anybody who has taken a
sensible analysis of any country’s position in
the 21st century, particularly Australia’s, the
key relationships are the North-east Asian
relationships that we fundamentally need to
focus on and our friends in Asia and South
Asia. We finally have to recognise that we
are an Indian Ocean country with significant
relationships with the countries of South
Asia. It has unfortunately been left to us to
repair that decade of neglect, and | am de-
termined to do that. It is not going to be built
on a one-issue strategy of saying, ‘We have a
brilliant idea. We're going to sell uranium to
India, which will fail. | think that interna-
tionally that was never going to be a success-
ful proposition. But | really deplore the atti-
tude of the previous government to India,
and to come now with this bit of cant and
pretend that there was some great relation-
ship with India which is being under-
played—

Mr Billson interjecting—
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—Order! The member for Dunkley
will desist.

Mr Billson interjecting—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—Order! The
member for Dunkley isignoring the chair.

Mr McMULLAN—We have, however,
very important relationships to pursue with a
whole range of other countries in our region.
We have a significant need to enhance our
relationship with ASEAN, and | do not think
this needs to be a matter of partisan contro-
versy in this country. Everybody in Australia
knows that there is no sensible way forward
for Australia without good relationships with
the countries of ASEAN. | was very disap-
pointed with the early years of the Howard
government and its relationship with some of
those countries but, by the end, | think we
were on atrajectory that was consistent with
that which the previous Labor government
had and which all governments should main-
tain.

I am not going to say they did everything
wrong. | think they started badly with China
and | think they started badly with ASEAN,
but by the end they had got back on a trajec-
tory which | thought had some merit. There
is absolutely no sign that it is in any danger.
There is absolutely no sign that there is some
concern in the countries of ASEAN that Aus-
traliais not enthusiastically cooperating with
them institutionally through the Secretary-
General of ASEAN, with whom | have had
the opportunity to have meetings directly and
who | think is offering very significant pos-
sihilities for enhancing Australia’s participa-
tion in the region and for strengthening the
role of ASEAN in the region—which | re-
gard as an unqualified plus.

There is no sign that the governments of
Singapore or Malaysia think that the Austra-
lian government is not actively engaged in
their concerns. And we do have an opportu-

nity, which the previous government did not
have, through no fault of theirs, to enhance
our relationship with Thailand because the
military government has gone and democ-
racy has been restored. We have the capacity
to re-establish that relationship and we are
actively engaged in that process. So to say
that those relationships are on a downward
trajectory is entirdly a hallucination. Thereis
no evidence for that whatsoever. These are
governments with whom we have a very
good relationship and with whom we intend
to maintain a very good relationship. Most of
them are ones where the relationship is al-
ready good. In some instances, as with Thai-
land, for reasons that are understandable and
were inevitable, they are going to be substan-
tially improved. However, with regard to the
Pacific, we have also been left a record of
chaos and resentment which has been sub-
stantially improved by the direct intervention
of the Prime Minister.

Mr Robb—Have you looked at the $400
million? Was any of that ours?

Mr McMULLAN—It was lost during
your term. If it was ours, you lost it. But, no,
clear evidence is that it was not. In fact it
was in your term, so | would not go on too
much about that. The fact is that we were | eft
a legacy of chaos and resentment which the
Prime Minister has gone a long way to im-
proving, particularly through the Port Mo-
resby Declaration and through the establish-
ment of the Pacific Partnerships for Devel-
opment. If any of our neighbours were to
read the speech which the shadow minister
just made—and the only saving grace for our
diplomatic relations is that none of them
will—all the countries of the Pacific would
be appalled to find that in a speech about the
Asia-Pacific not one country of the Pacific
was mentioned. Why would the shadow min-
ister not mention them? Because there is no
story to tell. We had cancelled ministerial
forum after ministerial forum with Papua
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New Guinea because we had no ministerial-
level relationship—none at all. That is not a
controversial  statement; that is simply a
statement of fact. There had been none; they
had been cancelled. We needed to do a lot of
hard work to restore our relationship with all
the countries in our region. The Prime Minis-
ter has transformed our relationship in a
positive manner by the Port Moresby Decla-
ration and by the initiative he took in going
to Papua New Guinea and the step he took to
build on ministerial relationships. (Time ex-
pired)

Mr FORREST (Mallee) (3.55 pm)—It
continues to amaze me the way that politics
interfere with dealing with reality in this
place, honestly. The member for Fraser is
looking for examples. | would like to recap
on some of those and subsequent speakers
will do the same. It is worth while to think
about Japan as our largest export market and,
certainly from a constituent point of view, an
important market for the people | represent
in this place. It is a fellow Pacific Rim de-
mocracy. The relationship has 50 years of
experience in its strength. In recognition of
Japan's increasingly active role internation-
ally, relationships between our two countries
have broadened into a closer strategic part-
nership in the promotion of peace and pros-
perity not just in Asia and the Pacific but
beyond that. It has included cooperation in
disaster relief after the Asian tsunami, peace-
keeping operations in Cambodia and East
Timor, and direct coordination between our
military forces in southern Irag. To put this
strong relationship at risk is just not accept-
able. How members of the government can
stand here and defend the Prime Minister’'s
snubbing of Japan just beggars belief.

Let us look at Indonesia, an important
strategic near-neighbour of ours with a large
population. We have put in tremendous co-
operative arrangements with this near-
neighbour of ours on border security, the war

against terrorism and inter-aid support. To
put that at risk beggars belief. It is true that
China represents a huge opportunity, not just
for Australia but for other countries. It is the
fastest-growing economy on the globe, and
itsrising political and strategic importance is
one of the most significant changes that are
currently occurring in a global order. To
stand here in this place, as the member for
Fraser has done, and defend the way in
which the Prime Minister has overempha-
sised our devel oping relationship with China
at the risk of jeopardising our increasingly
strong relationships  with  our Pacific
neighbour countries beggars belief.

But maybe | will cling to the fact that per-
haps he has recognised his lack of courtesy
in not ringing the Japanese Prime Minister
about the gunboat diplomacy in terms of the
whales. Maybe he has recognised that, be-
cause he is off to Japan on Sunday. | would
like to put on the record some advice to the
Australian Prime Minister on some of the
things he might address in restoring any mis-
understandings he has created with this im-
portant trading partner of ours. He might
provide long-term assurances on energy re-
sources to Japan which are commensurate
with the strong relationship we have devel-
oped in our 50-year partnership. He might
get the free trade agreement discussions back
on track after downgrading these negotia-
tions. | do not know how he is going to do
that when, after perusing the budget docu-
ments, | see that valuable funding to achieve
those negotiations has been scuttled. But he
needs to be mindful of how important that
free trade agreement is to the country he is
representing.

He might attempt to add real meat to the
bones of the historic agreement we made in
2007, the Japan-Australia Joint Declaration
on Security Cooperation, and he might ex-
plain, as the member for Goldstein has
pointed out, why Australia has just unilater-
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ally abandoned the quadrilateral dialogue
between Japan, India, the United States and
China. The quotation from the member for
Fraser is an absolute misrepresentation of the
position of previous government members.
The need for aregional security arrangement
and establishing strong bilateral relationships
are entirdly different matters. Quotes ought
to be kept in context. | am disappointed to
hear that from the member for Fraser.

The Prime Minister might give some as-
surance about resurrecting the Asia-Pacific
Partnership on Clean Development and Cli-
mate with Japan and other nations on a bilat-
era and regional basis, given the insult that
has been indirectly delivered—and one needs
to understand these are cultures that are eas-
ily insulted and do not understand the Aus-
tralian way. He might propose that Japan and
Australia mutually agree to initiatives that
each country should take to enhance nuclear
disarmament in the Asia-Pacific region, and
he might explain to Japan what, if any, legal
action he intends to take against Japan over
this issue of whaling. He needs to explain the
ironclad commitment to take Japan to the
International Court of Justice rather than the
International Whaling Commission and ex-
plain to them in a way that does not damage
our relationship with this important trading
partner.

So far he has indicated that he has a four-
day program in Japan and he will focus on
shared regional concerns over climate
change, regional architecture and regional
issues. | hope he concentrates on compensat-
ing for the indirect insult he has made by
previoudy not even allowing one day—not
even a phone call, as the member for Gold-
stein has been constantly saying through this
discussion—and jeopardising an important
relationship. Let us hope he can achieve that
early next week and reassure the Japanese
that a longstanding and very strong relation-
ship over 50 years will continue.

How he is going to fix the indirect insult
to the Indians is going to take even more
hard work. To say to the Indian government,
‘“We just don't trust you,” and tear up a very
strong agreement on the export of uranium to
India—that has taken years to develop in the
interests of the nation’'s strong economy and
mining—will take some explaining. To put
that in jeopardy and just tear up all that
work, driven by ideology rather than a de-
cent understanding of the arrangements that
could be put in place to ensure there are
safeguards on where the breakdowns in ura-
nium product ultimately end up—there are
very strong and scientifically based rules to
achieve that—was a mistake. That insult to
the Indians is going to set this nation’s econ-
omy back, because there is no doubt that, as
one of the largest holders of uranium in the
world, it is a very important commodity to
our economy.

I might conclude my remarks by making
reference to my anxiety about the Rudd gov-
ernment’s commitment to building on these
strong relationships and converting them into
strong trading relationships for the benefit of
hard-working primary producers of this
country. | hope he will recognise the need to
have a balance between a pursuit of multilat-
eral forums for trade reform and a parallée
policy with respect to the need for bilaterals.
We have heard the Minister for Trade vacil-
lating from one side to the other on this. First
off, bilaterals to be a minor role, then a bal-
anced role, then a minor role again. Yet last
week he is out there beating his chest on the
establishment of the FTA with Chile—
completely and entirely the work of the pre-
vious government. At least | am encouraged
that he has recognised that bilaterals have an
important role. But bilaterals will not work
unless countries have strong, trusting rela-
tionships with one another. | will be looking
to make sure that the Prime Minister is going
to undo his terrible indirect insult to Japan. |
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wish him well from Sunday until the end of
next week in re-establishing that important
relationship.

Mr KERR (Denison—~Parliamentary Sec-
retary for Pacific Isand Affairs) (4.04 pm)—
The member for Goldstein has proposed a
matter of public importance, and thetermsin
which that matter of public importance was
proposed were:

The failure of the Government to manage, protect
and grow Australia’s foreign relationships in the
AsialPacific region in a balanced manner.

He did not mention the Pacific at all. When
my counterpart as the first speaker in this
debate drew attention to this the response by
way of interjection was, ‘We'll leave it to
further speakers’ Well, | waited, and the
member for Mallee spoke and he has not
mentioned the Pacific at all.

Mr Robb—Be patient.

Mr KERR—Be patient? It is plain that
the leading speakers who are speaking about
this government’s approach to the Pacific, to
our region, are following what they did in
government: ignoring it as an important sub-
ject of our foreign policy in this debate just
as they did in government for 11 years. They
ignored our nearest neighbourhood for 11
years and they are still ignoring it.

The member for Fraser was kind enough,
on behalf of the government, to acknowledge
that we are not making the case that in the
period of the Howard government, and the
period in which the foreign minister was
Alexander Downer, everything was wrong.
But what we do say is that their claim that
everything was right is hysterically over-
blown and their attack on this government—
a government that has made the best ever
start in terms of restoring credibility to our
relationship with our own region—is entirely
afig leaf to disguise the failures that they | eft
behind.

Let us identify those failures. Firstly, they
claimed that they held the greatest regard in
the international community of any previous
Australian government, and yet when they
contested a seat on the Security Council, that
bid ended in abject humiliation. We take no
pleasure from that. We seek that seat our-
selves so that Australia can have the status
that it ought to have in the international
community, but the fact is their bid ended in
abject humiliation. Secondly, they put us on
the wrong side of the greatest issue of our
time: climate change. They refused to sign
the Kyoto protocol. They did not adapt to the
changing science and they left us in a posi-
tion where our international credit was re-
duced because of that. Thirdly, they led us
into participation in Iraq on flawed intelli-
gence—the greatest foreign policy blunder of
our time—and they followed it up with the
mismanagement of the AWB, which traduced
our trading relationships that they say are so
important to them. Fourthly, they failed to
listen to the warnings that were coming out
of the Solomon Islands when requests were
being made of them for assistance in our
own neighbourhood. They did not make
small interventions with assistance when
required so that when the country collapsed
ininternal chaos, they had to inject, at a very
high cost, military forces and extensive po-
licing that is still ongoing. It needed the co-
operation of the whole region to deal with
something that could have been dealt with in
a much more cost-effective way with an
early response to the warnings. | myself took
up the issue by writing directly to the then
Minister for Foreign Affairs, which the then
Minister for Foreign Affairs ignored. And
finally, we have a situation where the previ-
ous government ignored not only climate
change, but they also failed to respond to the
growing need to deal with hunger and pov-
erty in our world by not addressing the Mil-
lennium Development Goals in a serious
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way. They kept our overseas direct assistance
program at a tragically low level—0.32 per
cent of GDI at the moment. The previous
government ignored those issues, but we
have committed to increasing it to 0.5 per
cent to play our part in making poverty his-
tory.

This debate is a hysterically overblown
smokescreen ignoring those gaping wounds
in the credibility of the former government.
And they are attacking us for what? For our
key error, articulated as putting a visit to
China before a visit to Japan. One country
had to be visited first, and | am certain, had
the visit been the other way around, we
would be hearing quite a different story. But
we have had a whole series of meetings with
key ministers, with Japan. Our Prime Minis-
ter is on the verge of a visit to Japan. What
an absurdity to come in here with this timing,
this courage, for this debate on foreign af-
fairs. The shadow minister has sat silently,
almost mute, in all of these great events that
have swirled, and now that the foreign minis-
ter is away—speaking and making Austra-
liad's representations to conferences about
global hunger as food prices go up—and our
trade minister has been representing Austra-
lia at the World Trade Organisation and is
now in the United States discussing trade
initiatives with that country, we hear the roar
of the mouse. He has the courage to come
forward now to say that there is a strategic
flaw in what we have been doing in the bal-
ance of our relationships in foreign affairs.
This government has made the best start ever
in rebalancing our relationships with our re-
gion and with the global community.

I will now come to my area of specific re-
sponsibility. We came to office determined to
articulate an alternative approach to Austra-
liad's strategic relationship within our own
neighbourhood. It is a neighbourhood that
has not been mentioned. It is the one areain
our global environment where we are, in ef-

fect, the superpower. We can influence
events in many other areas, but within our
own strategic area we must draw back from
the bullying approach that characterised the
previous government and use our influence
wisely and with restraint. But we do have
great influence in our region. And where we
have our greatest influence, we hear the
greatest silence from the opposition. No ef-
fective discussion of what they say is the key
rebalancing; it is a rebalancing which we
have led. Since the eection, the Rudd gov-
ernment has undertaken an intense program
of high-level persona contact with our re-
gional neighbours. The Prime Minister’s first
overseas trip was to Indonesia, to Bali, for
climate change discussions. He met the In-
donesian President and he met the Prime
Minister of Papua New Guinea. Then he
went on to East Timor and then to Papua
New Guinea and the Solomon Islands. The
foreign minister, Stephen Smith, and other
ministers—my parliamentary colleague, Bob
McMullan—have visited our Pacific
neighbours. We have visited Kiribas, Papua
New Guinea, Samoa, the Solomon Idlands,
Tonga, Vanuatu; more visits are anticipated
in coming months. We had a very significant
meeting in Medang, the most important min-
isterial visit for years between Papua New
Guinea and Australia—one which had been
repeatedly put off by the former government.
This meeting has rebuilt a relationship that
the Labor Party set out in its fundamental s of
how we would approach the Pacific in the
Port Moresby Declaration. That strategic
shift in our focus to recognise the importance
of our own region is something that should
be recognised by the Australian community.

Next week | am attending the ministerial
arrangements that are held between Australia
and New Zealand. We are sending across the
Deputy Prime Minister with the strongest
ever delegation to New Zealand, as it was the
strongest ever delegation to Papua New
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Guinea. My appointment as Parliamentary
Secretary for Pacific Idland Affairs demon-
strates that our region is the continuing prior-
ity for the Rudd government. It was some-
thing that the former government simply al-
lowed to dip right off the radar. It permitted
bad relationships, bad blood to form—
manifested most obvioudly in the disaster of
the Solomon Islands, which evolved under
the nose of the former foreign minister de-
spite it being brought to his attention in di-
rect correspondence—and it manifested in
the poor relationships that were allowed to
evolve between Australia and Papua New
Guinea. But we are turning those things
around. We have already commenced nego-
tiations with Papua New Guinea and Samoa
on new partnership arrangements, and we
will soon be commencing discussions with a
number of other countries interested in de-
veloping Pacific partnership developments
with Australia. And the response from our
Pacific neighbours to the new Australian
government has been overwhemingly posi-
tive. The change in tone has been noticed,
and appreciated. Whatever were the motiva-
tions of the former government, there is no
doubt that under its stewardship—(Time ex-
pired)

Mr SIMPKINS (Cowan) (4.15 pm)—As
a former major in the Australian army and a
former member of the Australian Federal
Police, | certainly appreciate the opportunity
to speak today about the importance of Aus-
tralid's foreign relations in the Asia-Pacific
region. | think there should be no doubt that
a nation such as Australia has an important
part to play in the region. Stability and eco-
nomic prosperity are critical to ensure that
states in the Asia-Pacific region do not fail.
The coalition understands that security does
not begin and end at our borders. The pros-
pect of failed states on our doorstep provid-
ing soft targets for criminals such as drug
traffickers, people smugglers, extremists and

even terrorists is not something we want to
contemplate. The intervention by the former
government to restore order and stability to a
number of neighbouring states is not only
morally right but also completely in Austra-
lia's sdlf-interest.

It is important to remember that Australia
has a history of supporting nations in our
region with money, advisers and other re-
sources and aid. That aid should never be
provided without accountability. These were
principles by which the Howard government
operated and which we on this side of the
House till stand true on. | recall that earlier
this year the Prime Minister made some dis-
paraging remarks about the Howard govern-
ment’s foreign policy stance with Papua New
Guinea. | ask members to recall that ele
ments within the government of Papua New
Guinea put up barriers to the assistance of
the Australian Federal Police. Elements
within the government helped the fugitive
Julian Mati escapejustice on a PNG Defence
Air Force flight. They have resisted the ac-
countability conditions attached to Austra-
lia's foreign aid payments. | note that it has
recently been reported that $400 million is
missing from the government of PNG's fi-
nance department.

The Prime Minister has put aside all these
points of accountability and responsibility—
instead sacrificing important principles of 12
years of highly effective regional foreign
relations, all to score a political point. The
Prime Minister might think it useful to try to
demonstrate a new relationship with the gov-
ernment of Papua New Guinea where a
photo opportunity is more important than an
effective foreign policy. But, while the gov-
ernment ignores accountability requirements,
money is going missing in PNG, and their
people are there suffering. This is not good
for regional stability and it is not good for
the confidence of the people of PNG in de-
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mocratic processes. They want their govern-
ment to serve them and not narrow interests.

Mr Kerr interjecting—
Mr Billson interjecting—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—Order! Would the members at the
table desist. The member istrying to give his
speech. Member for Dunkley, if | haveto tell
you again, you will be out of here!

Mr SIMPKINS—The Prime Minister's
soft, uncritical approach to the government
of PNG serves no interest but the govern-
ment’'s. While the Prime Minister struts the
world stage with Jeeves in tow, following
closdly behind, we have so far seen little re-
gional involvement, but what we have seen
has been ineffective and counterproductive at
best. This is in stark comparison to the ap-
proach of the Howard government and of the
member for Mayo, who were there for the
people of East Timor in 1999 and again in
2006. The former government acted deci-
sively with troops, armoured vehicles, ships,
financial aid and technical advice. In the
Solomon Islands, who was it that stepped in
with the Regional Assistance Mission to the
Solomon Islands, RAMSI? That is about
safety and security, but it is also about repair-
ing the machinery of government, and a
critical aspect of that is the requirement for
€conomic governance.

| worry for the people of the Solomon Is-
lands if the Rudd government adopts the
same approach that it took with Papua New
Guinea. | worry that the Rudd government
will choose the photo opportunity of big
smiles and mutual backslapping ahead of
what is necessary—a critical assessment of
economic governance. Nations that have no
economic stability and nations where the
people have no confidence in democratic
processes are nations that are at risk of fail-
ure. They are nations at risk of takeover by
extremists and fanatics. The former govern-

ment worked with many of the nations of the
Asia-Pacific region to lock in strong democ-
ratic principles and effective economic gov-
ernance arrangements.

With the examples of the Rudd govern-
ment's soft and uncritical approach to re-
gional foreign affairs we have perceptions of
progress. Above all, we have a clear and pre-
sent failure of the government to manage,
protect and grow Australia’s foreign relations
in the Asia-Pacific region. If we do not get it
right now, we will end up going backwards
in the future and possibly into more danger-
ous environments. (Time expired)

Mr MARLES (Corio) (4.20 pm)—The
motion moved by the member for Goldstein
in this debate is one of such hypocrisy that
even the member for Mayo might be blush-
ing. Here they are raising the whole issue of
the Asia-Pacific region when they, in gov-
ernment, had only one foreign policy ironin
the fire, and that involved a direct beeline
north-east beyond the Pacific to the United
States of America. We need a little bit of a
reality check here. The fact of the matter is
that Chinais actually important. It is now our
biggest overall trading partner, and it is
growing. It will, in time—in all likelihood—
become the largest economy on the planet,
and it is shaping our own economy. It isright
that we place a focus on it. But placing a
focus on China has not stopped us from hav-
ing relationships with our other Asia-Pacific
partners with a much greater intensity than
the Howard government ever did. The Minis-
ter for Foreign Affairs, in one of hisfirst ma-
jor statements to the Australian Strategic Pol-
icy Institute, said in relation to Japan—if you
have a concern about Japan:

Japan has been our closest and most consistent
friend in our region for many years.

You do not get clearer than that, and you do
not get clearer than the volume of ministerial
traffic which has been going up to Japan
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since the Rudd government was elected into
office. You can see similar activity in relation
to India, where there is the pursuit of a free
trade agreement. You can see similar activity
inrelation to Indonesia.

When the other side of the House talk
about Asia, they completely forget the Pa-
cific—that is, except for the member for
Cowan, who has taken the opportunity in this
debate to talk about the Pacific in a way to
give Papua New Guinea ancther kick. That
only follows on from the legacy of the How-
ard government. The Howard government
took our reationship with Papua New
Guineato its lowest ebb. The only thing they
did that was going to be of any use at all was
to take police up there, and that initiative fell
on its face because of heavy-handed diplo-
macy. They did not pursue a relationship
with Papua New Guinea as equals pursuing a
common agenda; they pursued it as Australia
acting as superiors seeking to dictate to
Papua New Guinea our own agenda. As a
result, we saw our ministerial council—our
most important bilateral forum with that
country—fall into a state of disrepair.

The member for Goldstein is sitting there
and in his heart of hearts heisthinking: ‘ This
is actually about Japan and India. Who cares
about Papua New Guinea? Let me tell you
that Papua New Guinea is our closest
neighbour. It is a country which is larger than
New Zealand. It has an appalling law and
order problem and appalling health prob-
lems. It has the lowest life expectancy of any
country in the world outside of Africa, and |
would think the consequences to our country
if that nation fails would be obvious. It is
with little surprise that there is a joy to our
north about the renewed rédationship that
they have with Australia through the Rudd
government. One of the first prime ministe-
rial visits was to Port Moresby in March,
when the Port Moresby Declaration was es-
tablished—articulating shared goals and re-

sponsibilities. We now have the ministerial
council up and running and we have a mean-
ingful engagement with Papua New Guinesa,
and Papua New Guinea has a chance to deal
with its problems. At the end of the day we
do have a strong voice in the Pacific. The
rest of the Asia-Pacific region look to what
we say with that voice and the manner in
which we exercise our voice. The rest of the
Asia-Pacific region looks to us, and they
judge us on how we perform in our most
immediate region.

Let us be absolutely clear. The Liberal
Party made one contribution to policy in the
Pacific, and that was the Pacific solution.
The Pacific solution set back our relation-
ships with our Asia-Pacific partners by a
generation. Labor has a proud record in its
engagement with the Asia-Pacific region,
stemming right back to Curtin and Chifley
projecting into Asia after the Second World
War, to Whitlam’s engagement in China and
to the Hawke-Keating government seeing
our economic future in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. That is where Labor stands. Labor ca-
res about the Asia-Pacific region but under-
stands that, in order to succeed in Asia, we
have to care about the Pacific, and Labor
intends to do both.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—Order! The discussion is now con-
cluded.

SOCIAL SECURITY AND OTHER
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(EMPLOYMENT ENTRY PAYMENT)
BILL 2008
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 May, on motion
by MsGillard:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr BILLSON (Dunkley) (4.25 pm)—
Madam Deputy Speaker, thank you for your
forbearance. The Social Security and Other
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Legislation Amendment (Employment Entry
Payment) Bill 2008 is a fascinating piece of
legidation. My friend and parliamentary col-
league the member for Boothby could no
doubt elucidate in a more erudite way than |
on what the bill is actually about. | thank the
clerks for passing me some material that |
can work with. The employment entry pay-
ment, which | understand was available pri-
marily for disability support recipients—and
please jJump in any time, colleagues, if | am
misunderstanding the nature of the pay-
ment—was introduced some time ago to as-
sist with the costs of taking up employment.
That is probably why it was called the em-
ployment entry payment. It has been there
since 1989. It was designed to give particular
assistance to those who were experiencing
some barriers to gaining employment, such
as those with special employment circum-
stances. You will have seen some, | suppose,
evolution of the idea through the Howard
government years, with the training credit
accounts and other support that has been
available. | particularly liked the measure
that saw our apprentices able to be assisted
with their tools. Those tool vouchers have
been extremely well supported.

We have before us today a hill that | be-
lieve the government is advancing to give
effect to a budget decision to axe the em-
ployment entry payment, which according to
the government will save a little under $61
million over five years. This bill is some-
thing that |1 am sure the member for Boothby
would have alot more to say about than | do.
| wonder whether it might be appropriate if,
with the consent of my colleague across the
table, | defer for a moment and invite the
member for Boothby to add his comments. |
seek the indulgence of the House to invite
my colleague to conclude these remarks if
that would be appropriate.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—I thank very much the member for

Dunkley for assisting the smooth procedures
of the House.

Mr Fitzgibbon—Madam Deputy
Speaker, | intend to be extremely generous
and allow this transition to occur. While | am
on my feet, | am trying to think of a prece-
dent for this. In my 12 yearsin this place, |
do not recall this happening. | will allow it to
happen on this occasion, but | do so without
prejudice and indicate to the opposition, that
it is not a practice we would be looking to
toleratein the future.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—I thank the
minister.

Mr Billson—I thank the Minister for De-
fence and suggest the paralle of an AFL
footballer being awarded a free kick but not
being able to take it and instead passing the
ball to the colleague nearest to the point of
play.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—I thank the
member for Dunkley and call the member for
Boothby, so we can proceed smoothly with
the business of the House before us.

Dr SOUTHCOTT (Boothby)
pm)—I move:

That all words after “ That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words:

“whilst not declining to give the bill a second
reading, the House:

(1) notes that the Australian Labor Party op-
posed the repeal of the employment entry
payment in 1996 and 1999;

(2) recalls that the Member for Lilley said in
March 1999 that removing the employment
entry payment would put ‘up a roadblock for
people to move from welfare to work’;

(3) notes that recipients of the Disability Support
Pension and recipients of Newstart Allow-
ance and Youth Allowance with a limited
work capacity who move into work will not
receive the $312 payment in future;

(4) notes that recipients of Carers Payment, Ma-
ture Age Allowance, Youth Allowance, New-

(4.28

CHAMBER



4476

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 4 June 2008

start Allowance, Specia Benefits, Widow Al-
lowance and Parenting Payments who move
into work will not receive the payment of
$104 in the future;

(5) cals on the Government to release the num-
bers of recipients of income support payment
who will be affected by this measure; and

(6) cals on the Government to indicate what
impact this decision will have on workforce
participation”.

The Social Security and Other Legidation
Amendment (Employment Entry Payment)
Bill 2008 repeals the employment entry
payment, which is currently given to job
seekers who gain employment after 12
months or more of unemployment. It pro-
vides a payment of $104 to job seekers who
are in receipt of an digible Centrelink pay-
ment. Job seekers who are in receipt of a
disability support pension or who have a par-
tial work capacity and are on Newstart or
youth alowance may be eligible for the
higher rate of $312. These payments can
only be claimed once in a 12-month period.

We have to say that the Labor Party have
had a change of heart on the employment
entry payment because they did oppose the
repeal of the employment entry payment in
1996 and 1999. The member for Lilley, now
the Treasurer, said on 9 March 1999 that the
employment entry payment was a measure
‘which encourages the movement from wel-
fare to work’. The current Leader of the Op-
position, also on 9 March 1999, said, ‘We
should be about encouraging people in em-
ployment rather than imposing additional
burdens upon them.” The current Minister for
Families, Housing, Community Services and
Indigenous Affairs again was vocal in oppos-
ing taking away the employment entry pay-
ment. All of these payments were introduced
to assist people into employment.

The Labor Party is saying one thing in op-
position and ancther thing in government.
We also see that people who move from a

disability support pension into work will
now not be getting $312 to assist them with
whatever they like—transport, clothing. That
will be taken away on 1 July 2008 and will
be replaced with nothing—so much for the
compassion of the Australian Labor Party.
This has been replaced with nothing. Thisis
simply a savings measure.

The opposition raised some questions in
Senate estimates to find out how many peo-
ple will lose the $312 payment and how
many people will lose their $104 payment.
The department was unable to provide an
immediate answer but has undertaken to
provide an answer on natice. The people who
will be most disadvantaged by this decision
will bethosein receipt of a disability support
pension who are enrolled with a Disability
Employment Network provider. And, like job
seekers engaged with the Job Network, these
job seekers have no access to the job seeker
account, money which can in essence be
used for asimilar purpose to the empl oyment
entry payment.

We are in the position where something is
being removed from income support recipi-
ents and we do not yet know, in some of
these cases, what it will be replaced with.
Certainly from 1 July 2008 to 1 July 2009 it
will be replaced with nothing and there will
be no additional compensation available for
these people. This is $60 million coming
straight out of the pockets of people on dis-
ability support pension, parenting payment,
carers payment, widows allowance and so
on. The opposition has moved an amendment
to note:

... that the Australian Labor Party opposed the
repeal of the employment entry payment in
1996 and 1999;

(2) recalls that the Member for Lilley said in
March 1999 that removing the employment
entry payment would put ‘up a roadblock for
people to move from welfare to work’;
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(3) notes that recipients of the Disability Support
Pension and recipients of Newstart Allow-
ance and Youth Allowance with a limited
work capacity who move into work will not
receive the $312 payment in future;

(4) notes that recipients of Carers Payment, Ma-
ture Age Allowance, Youth Allowance, New-
start Allowance, Specia Benefits, Widow Al-
lowance and Parenting Payments who move
into work will not receive the payment of
$104 in the future;

(5) cals on the Government to release the num-
bers of recipients of income support payment
who will be affected by this measure; and

(6) cals on the Government to indicate what
impact this decision will have on workforce
participation”.

With those remarks, | thank the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BC
Scott)—Is the amendment is seconded?

Mr Byrne—The amendment is lapsed.
Mr Somlyay—I second the amendment.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—The
amendment is seconded. The original ques-
tion was that this bill be now read a second
time.

Mr Byrne—Mr Deputy Speaker, | rise on
a point of order. The amendment was not
seconded. As you know, there was no-one in
the House when there was a call for a sec-
onder of the amendment and a speaker was
on his feet. Therefore, | say, the amendment
lapses.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—I was calling
for a seconder to the amendment. | called
twice. | did pause. The amendment has been
seconded.

Mr BIDGOOD (Dawson) (4.35 pm)—I
hear what the member for Boothby has to
say, but | will categorically reject each and
every point. Past evaluations of the employ-
ment entry payment scheme have indicated
that it does not appear to have been a major
factor in influencing the person’s decision to

take up work. There have also been changes
to the incentive structures of the income sup-
port system and the tax system subsequent to
the implementation of the employment entry
payment in 1989 which mean that the assis-
tance it provides is largely duplicated. The
government is simplifying the assistance
available to job seekers. This includes not
only reducing the overlap and duplication in
financial assistance but also building a better
employment services system. Under the new
employment services model, an Employment
Pathway Fund will be available to job seek-
ers. This will be able to be used to assist
peopl e with the cost of entering employment.

Other measures introduced subsequent to
the last time Labor opposed the abolition of
the employment entry payment in 1999 mean
that now this specific form of assistance is
not necessary. These include the special em-
ployment advance of 1999, the job seeker
account of 2001 and working credit of
2003—all of which provide financial assis-
tance to smooth peopl€'s entry into work. In
addition, the government is introducing a
new and improved employment services
model for assisting job seekersinto work.

| would like to take this opportunity to say
that, consistent with its theme of responsible
economic management, this government has
identified a number of programs that were
inefficient, wasteful or largely duplicated
esewhere. The employment entry payment is
one such scheme. The employment entry
payment was initially introduced in 1989 to
assist with the cost of taking up employment.
Since then, three other schemes have been
introduced which provide similar or better
assistance and which are more flexible in
their application. These are the special em-
ployment advance, the job seeker accounts
provided via the Job Network, and the work-
ing credit. Further improvement will be im-
plemented under the new employment ser-
vices model.
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The Social Security and Other Legislation
Amendment (Employment Entry Payment)
Bill 2008 will repeal the employment entry
payment, effective from 1 July 2008. Re-
moval of the payment will simplify the assis-
tance available to those commencing work,
particularly in relation to the complex inter-
actions now in place between the employ-
ment entry payment and the special em-
ployment advance; will realise savings of
$60.8 million over five years;, and will de-
liver on the government's commitment to
responsi ble economic management.

Mr BRENDAN O’CONNOR (Gorton—
Minister for Employment Participation)
(4.39 pm)—I rise on behalf of the Minister
for Employment and Workplace Relations to
sum up the debate on the Social Security and
Other Legidation Amendment (Employment
Entry Payment) Bill 2008. | was watching
the monitor in my office and | was trying to
work out what was going on with the
amendment moved by the member for
Boothby. | understand there was not a sec-
onder immediately but a seconder was found
in time—or the Deputy Speaker was using
his discretion to assist the opposition!

The Socia Security and Other Legislation
Amendment (Employment Entry Payment)
Bill 2008 will repeal the employment entry
payment, effective from 1 July this year. The
employment entry payment was introduced
to assist with costs associated with taking up
employment. Subsequent measures have
been introduced that mean that this type of
assistance is duplicated. These include the
special employment advance, the job seeker
account and the working credit. These
schemes also provide financial assistance to
aid the transition to work.

Removal of the employment entry pay-
ment will simplify and reduce overlap and
provision of financial and other assistance to
income support recipients moving into em-

ployment. The measure reduces the duplica-
tion in the provision of assistance to job
seekers and helps ddiver on the govern-
ment’s commitment to responsible economic
management. | commend the bill to the
House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BC
Scott)—The original question was that this
bill be now read a second time. To this the
honourable member for Boothby has moved
as an amendment that all words after ‘ That’
be omitted with a view to substituting other
words. The question now is that the words
proposed to be omitted stand part of the
question.

Question agreed to.

Original question agreed to.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Mr BRENDAN O’CONNOR (Gorton—
Minister for Employment Participation)
(4.42 pm)—by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question agreed to.

Bill read athird time.

SAME-SEX RELATIONSHIPS (EQUAL
TREATMENT IN COMMONWEALTH
LAWS—SUPERANNUATION) BILL
2008
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 28 May, on motion
by Mr McClelland:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Dr NELSON (Bradfield—Leader of the
Opposition) (4.43 pm)—We believe in the
equal right of every Australian citizen to be
treated with dignity and respect. We believe
that all must have an equal right to lead their
lives in their own way, according to their
own choices and their own decisions, so long
as they respect the equal right of all othersto
do the same. We believe that every Austra-
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lianis equally entitled to afair go, regardless
of who they are, where they live or whether
their parents wererich or poor. They are enti-
tled to equal treatment regardless of the col-
our of their skin, the god whom they wor-
ship, if any, the political beliefs which they
hold, their gender or professed sexual orien-
tation.

The opposition, therefore, supports in
principle the stated purpose of this legisla-
tion to ‘eéiminate discrimination against
same-sex couples in the nine pieces of
Commonwealth legislation which are subject
to this bill. These deal with superannuation
and related matters in respect of Common-
wealth public servants, members of the de-
fence forces, parliamentarians, judicial offi-
cers and other Commonwealth officers who
are in permanent, bona fide domestic rela
tionships with partners of the same sex.

| point out that our side of politics has a
long record in ending laws which discrimi-
nate against homosexual people. We do well
to remember that it is only a generation ago,
within the memory of many members of this
House, that not only was there no antidis-
crimination legidation but even the private
sexual conduct of homosexual people was
treated asa crime.

The first occasion of law reform in this
area occurred only 36 years ago, in 1972,
when a Liberal member of the South Austra-
lian parliament, the late Murray Hill, the fa-
ther of former senator Robert Hill, intro-
duced and secured the passage through the
parliament of a private member’s hill de-
criminalising homosexual acts between con-
senting adults. All of the Australian states
and territories followed suit over the course
of the following two decades, but the path-
breaking initial reform was brought about by
a member of my own party. When this
chamber debated the decriminalisation of
homosexual conduct for the very first time

on 18 October 1973, it was on a motion
moved by ancther great Liberal, in fact a
former Prime Minister of this country, Sir
John Gorton.

The Liberal Party yields to no-one in its
historic commitment to reform in this area.
For us, it is not about tolerance, which im-
plies a reluctant acquiescence to acceptance;
it is about respect—the respect for the rights
and dignity of every person unless, in exer-
cising those rights, they diminish the rights
of others. But, in supporting the principle
behind this bill and its basic stated intention,
it is absolutely essential that we do not turn
this debate into something that it is not. In
giving our in-principle support to this legis-
lation, | make it very clear what the opposi-
tion is not supporting. We do not and will not
support any change to or devaluation of the
traditional status of marriage as the founda-
tion, indeed the bedrock, of our society. In
fairness to the Attorney-General, | do not at
this point consider that this is his intention,
but it may be a consequence. Acceptance that
people who live in a permanent domestic
same-sex relationship should be treated the
same in relation to superannuation benefits
as people living in a permanent domestic
opposite-sex de facto relationship must not
be allowed under any circumstances whatso-
ever to devalue the traditional status of mar-
riage as being between a man and a woman.
The opposition does not accept that there is
either alegal or amoral equivalency between
such relationships and that of marriage.

That is not to treat such relationships with
disrespect. It is merely to make the point that
marriage is a unique institution which, in one
form or another, has been the foundation
stone of every civilised human society,
whether modern or ancient. It is a relation-
ship which by its very nature can only exist
between people of opposite sexes, and it re-
mains the surest and most stable relationship
for the nurture and upbringing of children.
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To recognise the unique and intrinsic
status of marriage is not to treat the relation-
ship of same-sex partners with disrespect,
just as to abolish unfair discrimination
against same-sex partners is not in itself to
devalue the ingtitution of marriage. It is to
accord the proper and appropriate treatment
to different relationships which are of a fun-
damentally different character. The opposi-
tion is concerned about some of the language
in the bill. In particular, the repeal from ex-
isting acts of the expression ‘marital rela
tionship’ and its replacement by the austere
and clinical expression ‘couple relationship’
might have that perhaps unintended effect.
Those who value the traditional institution of
marriage as highly as we do on my side of
politics are alarmed to see marital relation-
ships reduced to being one among several
classes of permanent domestic relationships
along with the same-sex and opposite-sex de
facto relationships. Protection of the unique
status of traditional marriage starts with pre-
serving its explicit recognition in our stat-
utes. A misguided change in this legisation
has the potential to encourage similar dilu-
tion of the language of marriage into other
acts of the parliament—and if that is the case
we will certainly move to have this amended.
We will steadfastly oppose this.

The opposition is also concerned at the
way in which the bill defines children who
may live in same-sex households. Of course
we accept that nothing should be done—
absolutely nothing—to discriminate against a
child who happens to grow up in such a
household when it comes to the circum-
stances in which he or she may be entitled to
a superannuation benefit on the death of a
parent. Conversely, we need to ensure that
children who grow up in such households do
not enjoy rights which are unavailable to
other children who grow up in de facto het-
erosexual households. Equal treatment of
children is just as important a value as equal

treatment of the partners in those relation-
ships.

Finaly, as | said when the Attorney-
General foreshadowed this legislation on 30
April this year, the opposition will not sup-
port—in fact we will resolutely oppose—any
measure which might open the door or oth-
erwise give legitimacy to gay adoption, gay
IVF or gay surrogacy.

At the start | spoke about the importance
of treating every human being with dignity
and respect. That is the principle which in
the end underlies all varieties of antidis-
crimination laws, including in this bill. Yet in
pursuing law reform in this area we must be
very careful to avoid the trap of creating new
inequalities by according economic recogni-
tion to the status of some types of relation-
ships but leaving others unrecognised.

This bill opens the door on the whole
question of the proper treatment of all kinds
of interdependent relationships outside mar-
riage. There is an infinite variety of circum-
stances in which two people who are not
married to one ancther might nevertheless
decide to live their lives together. Not all of
those relationships are sexual, nor isit any of
society’s business whether or not they are.
The key characteristics are that they are co-
dependent, exclusive and are intended or at
least are expected to be permanent. Most
importantly of al, they are founded on a
deep, mutual commitment to one ancther and
love of aplatonic kind.

A common example is of two unmarried
sisters who decide to live together as a
household and do so throughout all of their
adult lives. Should they not have the same
rights in relation to property, taxation and
superannuation as two gay people who de-
cide to do the same in a sexual relationship?
What of a woman who gives up the opportu-
nity of marriage and children to spend her
entire life looking after an invalid brother?

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 4 June 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

4481

There are many kinds of such relationships.
We have all seen them amongst our constitu-
ents, and | have certainly seen them in my
life asamedical practitioner.

Thereis, in the opposition’s view, a strong
argument for giving those reationships as
much recognition and respect as we give to
same-sex relationships. In our view, just as
same-sex couples should not be discrimi-
nated against, so too they should not be ac-
corded a recognition and status denied to
other permanent, domestic, non-marital rela-
tionships. This has been the course followed
by some of the states—in particular, Victoria
and Tasmania. It is a course which com-
mends itself to the opposition.

We should not deal with one set of injus-
tices by creating others. Accordingly, while
not denying this bill passage through the
House of Representatives and, as | have said,
while supporting the anti-discriminatory
principles behind it, it is the intention of the
opposition to refer the hill to the Senate
Standing Committee on Legal and Constitu-
tional Affairs to examine the various matters
of which | have spoken.

Further, | note that the opposition has been
advised via the office of the Attorney-
General, for which we are grateful, that there
is another, much larger omnibus hill to be
introduced into the House of Representatives
shortly which deals with all other areas of
discrimination against homosexual peoplein
Commonwealth law and, in particular, gives
effect to other recommendations of the Hu-
man Rights And Equal Opportunity Com-
mission’'s Same-sex: same entitlements report
of May 2007. The opposition had expected to
see the hill before now but evidently there
has been some delay in its preparation, and |
can understand that. It is important that this
matter not be dealt with in a piecemeal way
but be considered as a whole. | therefore
foreshadow that it is the intention of the op-

position to refer this additional hbill to the
Senate Standing Committee on Legal and
Congtitutional Affairs as well so that the
whole issue of the elimination of unjust eco-
nomic discrimination against same-sex part-
ners and the potential expansion of the reach
of anti-discrimination laws to other catego-
ries of interdependent relationships can be
considered together. To do otherwise would
be to abrogate our responsibility as legisla-
tors to carefully examine and fully under-
stand the consequences to society of the de-
cisionsthat we will ultimately make.

This is not a delaying tactic. If there has
been a delay, it has been on the part of the
government in not introducing the omnibus
bill before now. But if we in this parliament
are to embark on this major piece of law re-
form—as we should, in principle—which, as
| have said, has the opposition’s in-principle
support, we must get it right. It is more im-
portant that this be done properly than it be
done immediately, whilst recognising that it
istime for justice to be done.

It is also important that we bring the
whole community along with us and in doing
so respect the legitimacy of views that are
held with great conviction by those at either
end of this debate. No Australian should pay
adollar moreintax or receiveadollar lessin
support by virtue of his or her sexuality. That
is the principle for which we stand which
needs to be addressed.

It is time to address economic injustice
but, in doing so, we must not—indeed, we
will not—through indifference, neglect or
undue haste allow legidation to pass that
undermines the institution of marriage in any
way or that possibly has unintended conse-
gquences for the treatment of children in
same-sex relationships. This bill alone will
not end injustice on the basis of sexuality.
But if we get it wrong, we may create other
injustices and do great damage to the institu-
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tions and values that define who we are and
which built aresilient society.

On behalf of the opposition, therefore, |
move:

That all words after “That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words: “whilst
not declining to give the bill a second reading, the
House:

(1) affirms its commitment to the central impor-
tance of the institution of marriage to Austra-
lian society;

(2) recognises that partners to permanent inter-
dependent domestic relationships other than
marriage (including, but not limited to, same-
sex relationships) ought not to be discrimi-
nated against in relation to their financial af-
fairs; and

(3) notes that the Opposition will refer the bill to
the Senate Legal and Constitutional Affairs
Committee with a view to ensuring that, in
removing discrimination against people in
same-sex relationships:

(&) the centrality of marriage is not deval-
ued, whether by the use of inappropriate
statutory language or otherwise;

(b) the rights and status of children are
properly protected; and

(c) therights and status of people in inter-
dependent relationships other than
same-sex relationships are recognised
and properly protected” .

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BC
Scott)—Is the amendment seconded?

Mr Pyne—I second the amendment and
reserve my right to speak.

Mr BUTLER (Port Adedaide) (4.59
pm)—In the government’s view, the truest
measure of a genuingy enlightened society
is how we treat difference and diversity. The
history of humanity is riddled with prejudice
and discrimination and |, like many members
in this House and in the other place, have
been fortunate to have lived during a period
which included the most significant advances
in this respect in the history of humanity. We

have seen, if not the entire elimination of
discrimination, at least the beginnings of a
serious fight against discrimination on the
grounds of race, gender, religion, political
belief and a number of other historical
grounds of pregjudice and discrimination. But
discrimination on the grounds of sexuality or
sexual preference remains a deep and con-
tinuing problem in our society. It remains a
stain on the soul of this nation. The Same-
Sex Rdationships (Equal Treatment in
Commonwealth Laws—Superannuation) Bill
2008 is a watershed in addressing discrimi-
nation against homosexuals and discrimina-
tion on the ground of sexual preference. It
follows on from significant action in recent
years by a number of state governments. In
my own state of South Australia, legislation
passed in the last couple of years now allows
a same-sex partner visitation rights to the
hospital to visit their sick partner as of right.
Before the legislation passed in South Aus-
tralia, a same-sex partner would not have
been able to collect the remains of their dead
partner from the morgue and would not have
had the next-of-kin rights in relation to fu-
nerals and other post-death arrangements.

Unfortunately, though, as we know, the
key leversin this area, asin so many others,
lie with the Commonwesalth, and the last
government simply chose not to act. There
was the glimmer of hope in May 2004 when
the then Prime Minister, at a press confer-
ence, said that same-sex partners should have
the same superannuation rights as married
couples. One week later, every single mem-
ber of the then government voted against a
motion by the then opposition to introduce
legidation to put that statement into effect.
The present Leader of the House, the mem+-
ber for Grayndler, firss moved a private
member’s bill to establish these same-sex
superannuation rights in 1998, and he has
moved that private member’s bill on several
occasions since. On every single occasion,
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he was opposed by every single member of
the government.

As happens so often, the Human Rights
and Equal Opportunity Commission cast a
very great public spotlight on this problem.
In the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission report in 2007 entitled Same-
sex: same entitlements, it was revealed that
58 pieces of legidation of the Common-
wealth parliament discriminated against
same-sex partners and children of same-sex
partners. Those pieces of legidation involved
breaches of a number of our international
obligations, including the rights of children
under various UN instruments. This was the
result of very wide-ranging public consulta-
tions and 680 written submissions. The re-
port was of almost 500 pages, but there is a
community guide available, which | com-
mend to everyone. It is short and very read-
able and contains some very stark examples
of the discrimination that some 20,000 same-
sex couples and their children in Australia
face every day—discrimination at the hands
of legislation of this parliament. For exam-
ple, in the area of Comcare, the same-sex
partner of a worker covered by that scheme
is not entitled to lump-sum workers compen-
sation death benefits as is the case with other
couples. | could go on and illustrate many
other examples, but | will not for the sake of
time.

Asan election promise for last year’'s elec-
tion, the Labor Party made a commitment to
implement all of the recommendations of the
HREOC report, and this hill starts that proc-
ess. Indeed, after the election the new Attor-
ney-General conducted an audit of Com-
monwealth legislation that revealed 47 addi-
tional instances of discrimination against
same-sex partners. Those will be part of the
program that this government has to remove
this stain of discrimination.

The first phase of this phased approach,
though, is to deal with the question of super-
annuation, and the first part of that is arange
of reversionary benefits that apply under
various Commonwealth  superannuation
schemes. Now a surviving same-sex partner,
or achild of asame-sex couple, will have the
same reversionary benefit rights that exist
with other couples. The second part of the
legidation is to extend tax concessions that
apply on death benefits that flow from all
superannuation schemes in South Austra-
lia—death benefits that would be paid to a
same-sex partner or to the child of a same-
sex couple when the deceased partner is not
a biological parent. These are instances
where at present under existing law those
people get nothing.

The public support for these proposals is
overwhelming, contrary to what the Leader
of the Opposition just said. A poll conducted
last year in June by Galaxy showed that fully
71 per cent of Australians supported the pro-
posals contained in the HREOC report. For
that reason the opposition pasition, if a hit
predictable, is highly disappointing. The re-
ferral of this legidation, or any other legisa-
tion that seeks to implement the HREOC
findings, to a Senate committee ssimply de-
lays something that has been on the public
agenda for years and has been examined in
minute detail by HREOC, as | have sought to
outline. Time is of the essence in relation to
these matters. Same-sex couples and their
children have waited too long for this dis-
crimination to be removed from the Com-
monwealth legislation books. The tax ar-
rangements that would apply if this bill were
passed quickly should come into effect on 1
July, and the opposition’s position will delay
that. Every death that takes place from now
on before the legidation passes will see a
reversionary benefit denied to same-sex
partners or the children of non-biological
parentsin a same-sex relationship.
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The second point made by the Leader of
the Opposition goes to interdependency—
again, afairly predictable point raised by the
opposition. Again, the House has a standing
committee which is currently inquiring into
interdependency issues. The Standing Com-
mittee on Family, Community, Housing and
Youth is currently conducting an inquiry into
the question of interdependent relati onships,
and it is more than appropriate, in our view,
that that question be considered by that
committee. This legidation seeks to deal
with a range of family relationships which
operate under same-sex couples and are quite
different in type from the interdependent
relationships outlined by the Leader of the
Opposition. The government’s position is
that those relationships deserve attention and
examination but that there is a process in
place that will do that and that that process
should be allowed to continue.

One of the other aspects of this bill, and
the bills that will follow it, that is incredibly
important is to make uniform across the na-
tion the way in which same-sex couples and
their children can access these newly-won
rights. The various bits of state legisation
that have passed in this area frankly contain
fairly inconsistent approaches to this. The
Labor Party’s position on this is well known
and was taken to the last election. We favour
a system of registration based on the Tasma-
nian scheme and schemes which are either
newly in place or soon to be in place in Vic-
toria and the ACT. There is, for example, no
such system in South Australia, which has
relied instead on a range of qualifying crite-
ria, and it is the view of the government that
those different arrangements need to be
brought into line.

Again predictably, the Leader of the Op-
position’s address on this bill contains some-
thing of a scare campaign around the sanctity
of marriage. Well, the position of the gov-
ernment is quite clear on this point. Our pol-

icy was quite clear before the election and it
has been quite clear since. For that reason we
have sought to bring in bills that focus, in-
stead, on practical discrimination. The Labor
Party has supported changes to the Marriage
Act inrecent years, and to say that these bills
might somehow affect a completely different
piece of legislation—the Marriage Act—is to
draw avery long bow and to engage in noth-
ing more or less than a scare campaign. To
paraphrase HREOC, all that this bill seeks to
do is to focus on ensuring that all couples
have the same rights, whether or not they are
married.

In conclusion can | say that this is the
most significant advance in the rights of gay
and lesbhian Australians since the decrimi-
nalisation of homosexuality in the 1970s.
This stain has remained on our nation's soul
for far too long and it is high time that it is
removed. | commend the bill to the House
and | urge the opposition to allow it to pass
forthwith.

Mr PYNE (Sturt) (5.09 pm)—I welcome
the opportunity to speak on the Same-Sex
Relationships (Equal Treatment in Com-
monwealth  Laws—Superannuation)  Bill
2008. This hill continues the long march to-
wards the removal of unfair discrimination
against Australians on the basis of ther
sexuality. Liberals initiated that march.
Murray Hill, a Liberal member of the Legis-
lative Council in South Australia, introduced
ahill in 1972 to decriminalise homosexuality
in my own state. John Gorton, a Liberal
Prime Minister, moved the first motion in the
House of Representatives to address homo-
sexual law reform. In 1973 he moved that ‘in
the opinion of this House homosexual acts
between consenting adults in private should
not be subject to the criminal law’. This was
the first time that any member of this House
had tried to address unfair discrimination
against members of the Australian population
on the basis of their sexuality.
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In the previous government, steps were
initiated to remove discrimination against
people on the basis of their sexuality. Super-
annuation laws were changed to include
same-sex partners as potential beneficiaries
of death benefits in certain circumstances.
The Income Tax Assessment Act, the Super-
annuation Industry (Supervision) Act and the
Retirement Savings Accounts Act were
amended to expand the potential beneficiar-
ies of tax-free superannuation death benefits
to include ‘interdependency relationships'.
These included same-sex relationships.

The momentum occasioned by those
changes and the report of the Human Rights
and Equal Opportunity Commission in 2007
entitled Same-sex: same entitlements, which
recommended the amendment of 58 laws
that discriminate against same-sex couples,
caused me to reach the conclusion that re-
form in this area would have come no matter
the outcome of the e ection on November 24,
2007.

Recently, in April of this year, the State
Council of the Liberal Party of Australia in
South Australia, led by the President of the
South Australian Young Liberals, Hannah
Treloar, passed a policy motion that called on
the federal government to introduce omnibus
legidation to deal with 58 federal laws that
will redefine the terminology used in these
laws by inserting a new definition of de facto
relationship and de facto partner that is in-
clusive of same-sex couples. This bill is the
first of two bills that will effect that long-
overdue reform.

So, the members of the Liberal Party in
South Australia, like the rest of the commu-
nity in general—in al but a handful of
cases—have no desire to further an outdated,
archaic and discredited view in réation to
discrimination against members of same-sex
couples. Further, | am glad to be able to say
that | speak in concert with the federal plat-

form of the Liberal Party of Australia. That
platform condemns ‘narrow prejudice’ as ‘an
enemy of liberalism’ and commits its mem-
bers to oppose ‘discrimination based on ir-
relevant criteria’. It is a platform of long
standing—hardly the work of a party seeking
to entrench the ignorance that would lead
anyone to treat another differently because of
their sexuality.

As my esteemed colleague the now
shadow Attorney-General, Senator the Hon.
George Brandis SC, said in a debate in the
other place in October 2006:

It is far too late in the day for anyone sensibly to
suggest that in Australia there is a place for dis-
crimination against people on the grounds of their
sexuality. That attitude reflected the prejudices of
adifferent time and a different age which are now
obsolete and must be seen to be ignorant.

| abhor discrimination in all its forms. Dis-
crimination on the basis of ethnicity, relig-
ion, gender, disability, age or sexuality is to
be condemned. The philosophy of liberalism
does not countenance di scrimination.

This bill acts in an area which is long
overdue: the discrimination that exists
against same-sex couples in the treatment of
tax and in the payment of superannuation
benefits. | congratulate the government for
introducing it. It is the first of what | under-
stand are two bills: this one and an omnibus
bill that will implement the recommenda-
tions of the HREOC report that | have re-
ferred to and, besides that, will amend more
than two dozen bills.

This bill is supported by the opposition in
both its principle and its reach. Like all
packages of legidation of great import it is
intended that it will be examined by the Sen-
ate Legal and Congtitutional Affairs Commit-
tee in order to ensure it does what the gov-
ernment says it does. The same process has
been followed since time immemorial. It is
not a delaying tactic any more than the
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committe€'s inquiries into the republic and
preamble bills, the amendments to the Aus-
tralian workplace or the introduction of the
new tax system were delaying tactics. With
an issue of such importance and magnitude,
it would be more unusua if there were not
such an inquiry. That said, an inquiry into
this bill in particular should be able to be
completed before June 30—an outcome that
| would welcome.

The opposition would like to see the defi-
nitions in this bill refined to clearly encom-
pass bona fide interdependent domestic rela-
tionships. To me, the bill does not rise or fall
on this point, but it would properly recognise
that, from a financial and property ownership
perspective, ensuring clear definitions in the
bill that included bona fide interdependent
domestic relationships would benefit many
households that encompass many of the
hallmarks of same-sex couple relationships.
Some of these have been outlined by the
Leader of the Opposition.

There are some who seek to characterise
support for this bill as a diminution of sup-
port for the family unit. This is a false di-
chotomy. The family is a robust unit in our
society. It isin no way threatened. It does not
need to be buttressed by diminishing the
rights of others. Do these people who make
such a claim believe that the family unit will
be threatened because discrimination in su-
perannuation and pension schemes based on
sexuality is to be removed? Of course it will
not be threatened. In a wider sense, fellow
Australians with a same-sex orientation do
not suddenly cease to be members of a fam-
ily—they are brothers, sisters, sons, daugh-
ters, neighbours and friends. In some cases
they are fathers and mothers. In the modern
era everyone has an equal part in making our
society great. Removing discrimination is far
from controversial; it is overdue.

This bill amends the superannuation and
pension schemes under the Defence Forces
Retirement and Death Benefits Act 1973, the
Defence Forces Retirement Benefits Act
1948, the Federal Magistrates Act 1999, the
Governor-General Act 1974, the Judges
Pensions Act 1968, the Law Officers Act
1964, the Parliamentary Contributory Super-
annuation Act 1948, the Superannuation Act
1922 and the Superannuation Act 1976. It
also amends five regulatory superannuation
and taxation acts. It is a precursor to the sec-
ond hill, which will come in the next session
of this parliament, which will be more far-
reaching in its eimination of discrimination.
Currently, the same-sex partner of a benefi-
ciary in a Commonwealth defined benefit
superannuation scheme and the children of
that relationship are not entitled to direct
access to reversionary death benefits on the
death of the beneficiary. To change that posi-
tion, the bill amends the acts to replace
‘marital relationship’ with ‘couple relation-
ship’ and ‘husband’, ‘wife' and ‘ spouse’ with
‘partner’. A couple relationship is defined as
having existed when a person ordinarily
lived with another person as their partner on
a permanent and bona fide domestic basis.
To establish such a relationship requires evi-
dence that: the person was wholly or sub-
stantially dependent on the other person at
the relevant times, they were legally married
to each other, they had a child or had adopted
a child during their relationship, they had
jointly owned a home which was their usual
residence or the relationship was registered
under a prescribed law of a state or territory
as aprescribed kind of relationship—in other
words, a relationship not unlike the current
definition of a de facto relationship in law.
There is some suggestion that a non-sexual
interdependent relationship may qualify as a
couple relationship under this definition.
This is a matter to be properly inquired into
by the Senate Standing Committee on Legal
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and Constitutional Affairs, if the Senate
should decide to make such a reference to
that committee.

In relation to children, the amendments
define the child of a couple relationship as: a
child born of a couple relationship, a child
adopted by the people in the couple relation-
ship during the period of therelationship or a
child who is the product of the relationship.
For a child to be the product of the relation-
ship, the child must be the biological child of
at least one person in the relationship, con-
ceived using the gametes of one party to the
relationship or the birth child of a woman in
the relationship. Thus, a child of one party to
a previous relationship would not be consid-
ered the child of the other party for the pur-
poses of the amendments. As the Leader of
the Opposition has made clear, the status of
children within the ambit of the bill is some-
thing the opposition believes should be made
clear. Again, thisis a matter to be quite prop-
ely inquired into by the Senate Standing
Committee on Legal and Constitutional Af-
fairs should such a reference ensue. As to
non-sexual interdependent relationships, the
intention of the drafters was not to include
them in the current round of legidation.
However, because the bill provides for rec-
ognition of relationships registered under
state and territory legislation, some such re-
lationships will be included. Just how this
will be achieved and the reach of the legida-
tion is something not entirely clear in the bill
and a matter that the Senate Standing Com-
mittee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs
will address, | am sure, if areferenceis made
toit.

The government has described the hill as
‘“time critical’ because it will allow payment
of reversionary benefits to partners and chil-
dren who have no entitlement under the cur-
rent law. It hopes to enact the legidation be-
fore 1 July in order for the taxation conse-
guences of the amendments to apply in the

2008-09 financial year. It is not the intention
of the opposition to frustrate this legitimate
intention; however, the bill’s introduction has
been delayed some time by the government’s
own actions. While this is unfortunate, it is
not the fault of the opposition. The govern-
ment has entirely itself to blame for this de-
lay. If there is a criticism to be made here,
the cards must fall at the feet of the Attorney-
General, and no-one else. The timing for the
consideration of this bill lies with the Senate.
The Senate Standing Committee on Legal
and Constitutional Affairs will determine—
should it receive a reference—if the bill can
be appropriately considered and dealt with
by June 30. Many of the concerns of my col-
leagues will be able to be addressed by a
reference to the Senate Standing Committee
on Legal and Congtitutional Affairs, still oth-
ers are matters for the omnibus bill to come.
In the meantime, | support this bill and |
support the opposition position that it go
forward at the second reading without sub-
stantive amendment. | commend the bill to
the House.

Mr NEUMANN (Blair) (5.20 pm)—I rise
to speak in support of the Same-Sex Rela-
tionships (Equal Treatment in Common-
wealth Laws—Superannuation) Bill 2008.
The conviction and the force with which the
member for Sturt came into this House this
afternoon indicates to me the genuineness
with which he believes this. But it must have
been difficult for 11% years to sit in a gov-
ernment—a ministry—in which he did noth-
ing. The ‘march to reform’ he referred to was
really a screaming halt, characterised by in-
ertia and procrastination. The Leader of the
Opposition said that the Liberal Party yields
to no-one with respect to these matters.
Where were they for 11 years? The best
and most charitable thing | can say about
them is that they are inconsistent in their po-
sition now. They talk about delays and blame
the Labor Attorney-General. Where were
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they for 11% years on this, and other issues
such as family law reform in terms of the
rights for same-sex couples to bring proceed-
ings for property settlement in the Family
Court. They opposed it. They opposed re-
form in that area and they opposed reformin
this area simply by doing nothing—there
was idleness, indolence and nothingness. To
feign concern now, and to delay this, smply
says everything about their attitude.

| am sure there are people in the opposi-
tion who genuinely support this, but there are
others who do not. | wish the opposition
leader had made the same speech as the
member for Sturt, because | would have
thought more highly of him. | think that the
member for Sturt made a great speech and a
great contribution. Unfortunately, it is not
believed by the rest of his colleagues, and
this amendment is simply a compromise to
cover the cracks between the conservatives
and those few remaining ‘small I’ liberals
opposite. That is exactly what it is about.
This response is about a division in the op-
position, nothing more and nothing less. And
the delay tactics mean that economic justice
to same-sex couples will be delayed, because
we know that that Senate Standing Commit-
tee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs will
not report until September. What they are
about is delay. That is what it is about, noth-
ing more and nothing less—papering over
the problems in the opposition, procrastina-
tion and the extension of discrimination.
That is what it is about. It is interesting be-
cause the opposition leader said on the Insid-
ers program on 2 December 2007:
... | believe very strongly that the economic and
social injustices faced by homosexua people
across this country need to be addressed, from
taxation to social policy issue.
Where was the hill? Where was the opposi-
tion bill when they were in government?
Where was the private member’s bill by the
member for Kooyong? Where was the mem-

ber for Sturt’s bill in relation to this particu-
lar matter? It was nowhere to be seen. Why?
Because the previous Prime Minister op-
posed it and they knew they did not have the
numbers. That is exactly what it is abouit.

There is no need for an affirmation of the
centrality of the ingtitution of marriage to
Australian society, because there is biparti-
san agreement in relation to the Marriage
Act. It is also recorded in the old 19th-
century definition of the whole common-law
case of Hyde v Hyde from the UK in relation
to marriage. It is in the Family Law Act and
itisinthe Marriage Act. Thereis no need for
this. And to say that somehow it is somehow
necessary to look at these interdependence
relationships in this context is smply a way
to fudge the issue and to put off resolution of
an issue which has been going on for year
after year. That isall that it is about. It is ex-
actly what it is about.

This bill will help tens of thousands of
Australians and their children. It is a clear
demonstration of the Rudd government’s
commitment to equality before the law, to
the notion of non-discrimination and to the
principle that the best interest of children is
the paramount consideration in all legisation
which affects their rights. This bill ends dis-
crimination in laws in relation to superan-
nuation and taxation which deprive some
Australian adults and their children of the
same rights to financial and other entitle-
ments that other Australian adults and their
children enjoy. The 2001 Australian census
suggests that there are about 20,000 same-
sex couples living together in domestic ar-
rangements in the one house. Of those
20,000 couples, about 20 per cent are leshian
couples and about five per cent are gay male
couples with children. | think that is conser-
vative. Like many in this House, | have gay
and leshian friends and relatives. | think it is
fundamentally wrong and indecent that they
are deprived of the same rights to pensions,
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superannuation and taxation benefits as |
have. It is wrong. It is simply wrong. Why
should people who live in relationships of
intimacy, love and commitment be denied
the same pecuniary rights as others? It is an
indictment of the previous Howard govern-
ment that this discrimination went on for so
long.

The Rudd government is committed to
ending this practice and is equally committed
to treating all Australians equally when it
comes to work related benefits and superan-
nuation. This is the first stage in our plan to
ensure legal treatment of same-sex couples,
particularly in terms of evidence, administra-
tive law and other areas. It is the govern-
ment’s response to the Human Rights and
Equal Opportunity Commission report which
was tabled in this House on 21 June 2007.
Where was the legisation by those opposite
after that? It did not happen. A total of 58
federal laws were identified as discrimina-
tory by the commission, but our audit said
that it is a hundred federal laws or even
more.

This bill ends discrimination against
same-sex couples and their children. Thereis
awhole raft of legislation that has been dealt
with. | am not going to go through and list
those off, because the member for Port Ade-
laide and those opposite who made contribu-
tions have mentioned them. Presently, the
same-sex partner of a beneficiary of a Com-
monwealth superannuation scheme which is
a defined benefits scheme is not entitled to
what are known as reversionary death bene-
fits on the beneficiary’s passing. In my prac-
tice as a family lawyer before | came to this
House, | had many gay and leshian clients. |
knew the discrimination that | dealt with
every day in terms of the challenges they
faced and how they were dealt with differ-
ently. This bill deals with death benefits,
which will help them where there is no cur-
rent entittement. | am sure there are many

clients of mine from my old law practice
who will be very pleased with this legisla-
tion.

| am not troubled by this change of refer-
ence from ‘marital relationship’ to ‘couple
relationship’. | am not sure that anyone
should be fazed about it. | am certainly not
troubled by it. | have been married for along
time and it does not worry me if someone is
defined as being in a couple relationship. It
does not make my marriage to my wife
Carolyn any less valid, or anyone else'srela-
tionship any less valid or important. This
change is important for children as well, be-
cause they will inherit the benefit. They will
get the benefit they deserve. Interestingly
and appropriately, the new definitions over-
come difficulties arising from surrogacy is-
sues where even children of a heterosexual
relationship may presently fail definitional
requirements in these acts.

These reforms also dovetail with the posi-
tion adopted at the national conference of the
Australian Labor Party, a position | sup-
ported as a conference del egate from Queen-
sland and | am now pleased to support as the
member for Blair. The national conference of
the Australian Labor Party adopted the posi-
tion of supporting a consistent national ap-
proach to the issue of peopl€e's relationships
being registered under state or territory law
based on the Tasmanian and the Victorian
model. | supported it at the national confer-
encein Sydney. | support it now.

This hill overcomes the challenges that
were left by the Howard government. It is a
fair and humane hill. It ends disadvantage. It
has got nothing whatsoever to do with gay
adoption, gay IVF or civil unions. It ends
disadvantage and it is consistent with La-
bor’s long-held belief in equality of opportu-
nity and equality before the law. The bill is
long overdue. It will help surviving partners
and the children of the deceased with finan-
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cial security. It is hard enough to cope with
the loss of a loved one—a lover, a friend, a
mother or a father—hard enough to handle
the bereavement, without being able to be
sure about the inheritance or financial sup-
port you might have been expecting.

This bill is not about undermining the tra-
ditional commitment of marriage contained
inthe Marriage Act. It isa position which the
Rudd government supports. | know that in
my electorate there are many with religious
faith and many without such convictions
who would support this bill. As a Christian |
have no problem whatsoever supporting this
bill. I do not believe it is appropriate to dis-
criminate against people and | do not believe
that it in any way interferes with my reli-
gious faith or convictions. And | do not think
that the God that | worship at my churchisin
the least bit offended by the fact of thislegis-
lation. | do not beieve that God shows any
partiality when it comes to these matters. |
do not believe that this bill in any way dero-
gates the traditional institution of marriage,
and | believe it is a discredit to the Howard
Government that they failed to produce leg-
idation likethis.

| urge the opposition, who did nothing
about this for 11¥2 years, to consider the
children and adults who may survive parents
or partners who will die in the next few
months. | implore them to support this bill. |
ask them to reconsider their position, be-
cause | think it is important that in this par-
liament we show where we stand on the is-
sues of nondiscrimination, equality before
the law and financial security for all Austra-
lians.

Mr ROBERT (Fadden) (5.31 pm)—The
government’'s  Same-Sex  Relationships
(Equal Treatment in Commonwealth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008 is proposing to
provide equality of treatment between same-
sex couples and opposite-sex de facto cou-

ples in nine pieces of legislation. This is ap-
parently the precursor to a larger, omnibus
bill that is seeking to amend a raft of Com-
monwealth legislation to remove discrimina-
tion against people in same-sex relationships.
Whilst not denying the government a second
reading of the bill, | strongly support the coa-
lition putting this bill to the Senate Standing
Committee on Legal and Constitutional Af-
fairs for greater scrutiny and amendment if
needed, as | have significant reservations
about the wording of the bill. The bill in its
current form is not supportable—though, in
fairness to the Attorney-General, this may
just be due to drafting.

By way of background, the Liberal Party
is the party of the individual, of free enter-
prise, of opportunity. We believe in families
as the bedrock of this nation. We believe that
marriage is between a man and a woman. We
do not believe that gay marriage, gay adop-
tion, gay surrogacy and gay IVF should be
permitted. This is based on the firm convic-
tion—we believe, shared overwhelmingly by
ordinary Australians—that children do best
when raised by a mum and a dad and that
nothing should be done by the parliament to
make it likely that more children will be
raised by same-sex couples, who by defini-
tion cannot provide a child with a mum and a
dad. | fully support these views and will de-
fend them in this House till | draw my last
breath. | will not support anything that seeks,
even in small part, to undermine marriage as
being anything other than between a man and
awoman.

| do support financial and property justice
for al people, regardless of their interdepen-
dency, sex, colour, creed or sexua orienta-
tion. You should not have to pay a single
dollar more in tax or receive a dollar less in
government support just because you are
living in an interdependent relationship, such
as two sisters living together, a disabled per-
son living with a family or those in a same-
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sex relationship. Financial and property jus-
tice transcends all of these issues. Yet there
are elements of what the government is pro-
posing that, on the surface, are of concern.

Firstly, this bill is being debated in isola-
tion, not in cognate with the other, omnibus
bill that is soon to follow. This body of legis-
lation deserves to be debated in cognate, as a
whole, so the full impact of what is being
proposed can be evaluated. The government
has flagged something like 100 pieces of
legidation as needing amendment, yet the
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Com-
mission's National Inquiry into Discrimina-
tion against People in Same-Sex Relation-
ships only listed 58 laws. Thus, some could
treat this series of bills with suspicion be-
cause the number of laws has increased by
42.

Secondly, this bill is being rushed through
the House as part of 22 bills that the gov-
ernment want pushed through in a few days,
even though the Senate cannot review them
until 16 June. The question is. why rush this
bill? If it is so important, why wasn't it ta-
bled months ago instead of today, in June?
Why try and push it through with a raft of
other bills?

Thirdly, | contend that the overall issue is
not about same-sex reationships but about
interdependent relationships, of which same-
sex relationships are but a subset. Two sisters
living together or a disabled person living
with a loving family—all sharing finances
and expenses, domestic requirements and for
al purposes living interdependently—are as
deserving of changes to Commonwealth leg-
isation as two women engaged in a sexual
relationship. This bill should not just be for
same-sex couples, it must recognise the
wider issue of interdependent relationships.

Fourthly, this bill is seeking to achieve its
aims through removing all references to
‘marital relationship’ and replacing them

with ‘couple rdationship’, and replacing
“husband’, ‘wife’ and ‘ spouse’ with ‘partner’.
The explanatory memorandum states:

The inclusion of same-sex relationships within
this definition is not intended to change the tresat-
ment of married or opposite-sex de facto couples.
It removes same-sex discrimination but does not
change or re-define any other indicia of a rela-
tionship.

Whilst taking the Attorney-General’s com-
ments through the memorandum at face
value, this seems illogical. It is hard to see
how removing references to marriage
through as many as 100 hills does not slowly
chip away at the institution of marriage.

It is interesting to note that justice in su-
perannuation and indeed other acts may be
able to be achieved by simply adding a new
category, such as interdependency, into the
relevant laws. There would not appear to be
any need to undermine ‘marriage’ through
removing all reference to marriage, wife,
husband or spouse.

Fifthly, according to the second reading
speech, the bill proposes to redefine a child
as ‘a product of a couple reationship where
one partner is linked biologically to the child
or where one partner is the birth mother of
the child'. The impact of this depends on the
existing definition of a child in each affected
law. If there is a presumption that a child has
one father and one mother then this will be
an undesirable move, as the existing defini-
tion will be replaced. This change could di-
rectly favour and support the practice of ‘ gay
IVF by proposing to treat the lesbian partner
of a woman who has a child by artificial in-
semination or IVF as a legal parent for the
purposes of all Commonwealth law. The
changes may also propose to treat all de
facto partners—opposite sex and same sex—
of people with children as having a step-
parent relationship with their partner’s chil-
dren. At present only marriage creates a step-
parent/step-child relationship.

CHAMBER



4492

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 4 June 2008

Given the higher break-up rates and
shorter duration of non-married relation-
ships, especially same-sex relationships,
compared to marriages, | do not believe this
measure is in the best interests of children.
Children whose biological parent or parents
participate in a series of de facto—opposite
sex or same sex—relationships could accu-
mulate an indefinite number of legally rec-
ognised ‘step-parents under the current
wording. Any such legal recognition of a
parent-child relationship would, unless statu-
tory provisions to the contrary are explicit,
survive the break-up of the relationship be-
tween the child's biological parent and the
‘step-parent’. This has serious implications
for family law, as each ‘step-parent’ could
potentially be able to advance a claim to ac-
cess or even gain custody of the child. Hav-
ing a sexual relationship with a child's parent
should not be sufficient grounds for acquir-
ing legal status as a parent of a child! Our
children deserve greater protection than that.

Lastly, private organisations such as
health insurance funds should not be legally
bound to recognise homosexual couples and
children as families. Some funds may have
an ethical objection to this and they should
retain the right to uphold their views of what
constitutes marriage and family life. Market
forces will regulate this, as they do at pre-
sent, as some funds provide for homosexual
families and others do not.

| support the coalition’s intent to move
this bill to the Senate Standing Committee on
Legal and Constitutional Affairs for consid-
eration and amendment if needed, as the bill
inits current wording is unsupportable.

Mr BEVIS (Brisbane) (5.40 pm)—The
Same-Sex Relationships (Equal Treatment in
Commonwealth Laws—Superannuation) Bill
2008 is long, long overdue. | thought the
opposition was supporting this hill, although
they have moved an amendment, which

starts by saying, ‘Whilst not declining to
give the bill a second reading,’—and, listen-
ing to some of those opposite speaking in the
debate, you would wonder. | also note at the
outset that we are restricted in time; thereisa
lot of business to be dealt with. Whilst many
of us would like to make a more extensive
contribution, in consideration of others, that
isnot possible.

| do not want to go over some of the
things | have previously said in this parlia-
ment about the importance of removing dis-
crimination against people based on ther
sexuality or other similar defining aspects of
their life. | am, however, amazed at the con-
tinuing position of the Liberal and National
party members who seem unable to address
this issue without trying to provide some
political spin, as John Howard did a couple
of years ago when he sought to introduce
into the legislation of the land a definition of
marriage. Contrary to what most may be-
lieve, that definition of marriage was not in
legidation until a few years ago. The defini-
tion of what constituted marriage in Austra-
lian law was determined through common
law, and that is a system which had evolved
over a couple of centuries and was seen on a
bipartisan basis to be a far better way of ad-
dressing this issue. | want to go to that be-
cause it highlights what | think is a level of
duplicity that enters this debate when people
try to deny the same rights to others purdy
on the basis that they may be in a same-sex
relationship or that their sexual preference
may be different.

The Australian law until a couple of years
ago was predicated on both Australian and
British common law going back some centu-
ries, best encapsulated by a decision of Lord
Penzance in England in 1866 when he said
this:

... marriage, as understood in Christendom, may
for this purpose be defined as the voluntary union
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for life of one man and one woman, to the exclu-
sion of all others.

That definition basically stood the test of
time until quite recently. It has been changed
in a couple of respects around the world to
reflect different attitudes in the community,
but | find it amazing that some of those op-
posite can be so accommodating of certain
changes that happen to suit their personal
lifestyle and then denigrate others and try to
prevent others from having equal rights. That
definition held and, indeed, one of the early
debates in this parliament about introducing
a definition into the legislation was in 1961.
A debate occurred in the Senate in which an
amendment was moved to legisation then
before the parliament effectively to insert
these words:

‘Marriage’ means the voluntary union of one man
with one woman, for life to the exclusion of all
others.

That is remarkably similar to the common-
law position at that time, which had been
enunciated 100 years earlier.

That particular wording was put before the
Senate in 1961 during a period in which the
Liberal Party was in government. Bob Men-
zies was Prime Minister. It was defeated in
the Senate by 40 votes to eight. There was
clearly a widespread view across the political
divide that these matters are best dealt with
in common law rather than statute. That was
not good enough, however, in the last par-
liament. John Howard and the Liberal gov-
ernment wanted to divide and conquer in this
area of social engineering. They introduced
into the parliament legislation to define mar-
riage. It made no difference to the common
law. It did not stop any same-sex relation-
ships being determined as marriage under
law, because there were not any under Aus-
tralian law. It was done as a palitical vehicle
to try and divide, and it was very hurtful to a
lot of constituents in my electorate in same-
sex relationships. | am amazed to find today

that the Liberal Party, after its election defeat
and with a new leader, wants to persist with
the same approach. The amendment that has
been moved by the Leader of the Opposition,
in my view, goes down the same grubby path
that John Howard went down.

Let us have a look at the difference that
has occurred since 1961. | want to read that
definition again:

‘Marriage’ means the voluntary union of one man
with one woman, for life to the exclusion of all
others.

We no longer define marriage that way, even
though it was the common-law definition for
more than 100 years and even though it was
the proposition advanced in the Senate in
1961. We do not define it that way anymore
because we have dropped off the business
about it being ‘for life to the exclusion of all
others'. It is a convenient thing for peoplein
this parliament to say, ‘We don't have to
worry about marriage as a bond between a
man and a woman for life; we'll get rid of
the life bit,” because that does not happen to
suit the way those individuals and those they
represent want to live their lives. That is the
truth of it.

Twenty per cent of marriages in Australia
end in the first 10 years, so we conveniently
change that part of the law. That conforms to
the party set for all of us; you do not get into
any trouble by doing that. There are a few
people for whom that may have been a con-
venient change, and they want to have the
same rights extended in a second, third or
subsegquent marriage or relationship as they
had in the first, and | have no problem with
that at all. But it strikes me as enormously
hypocritical that those people who advanced
that change, and live their lives in that way,
then turn around and say that people in a
same-sex relationship do not deserve the
same rights at law that they enjoy. That is
fundamentally flawed.
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| am one of those people who must be ap-
proaching minority status in the Australian
community. | was happily married very
young, before | turned 19. | took advantage
of Gough Whitlam's 18-year-old adult suf-
frage and said, ‘That'll do me. I'm 18 and
I’m getting married.” Thirty-four years later |
am very happily married to the same lovely
lady, Cathy, and we have four wonderful
children, but | readily accept that that is not a
mode of love that suits everybody. The key
ingredient that we surely must acknowledge
in a relationship is the open, honest, loving
nature with which those individuals embrace
one another. It is fundamentally wrong for a
society to deny people the same rights purely
because of their sexual preference or similar
personal attributes.

| think that view would be shared by the
overwheming majority of people on both
sides of this parliament, which is why the
amendment moved by the Leader of the Op-
position and Leader of the Liberal Party is
not to deny a second reading. But | think in
order to pander to the more extreme right-
wing conservative group behind him on the
opposition benches, the Leader of the Oppo-
sition has decided to put a skewer in—
another devisive todl, just like John Howard
did. It is about time this parliament stopped
trying to victimise people because of their
sexual preference or other similar lifestyle
choice.

The people of Australia elected a Labor
government knowing that we had a commit-
ment to remove all discrimination against
people based on their sexuality. There was no
doubt about that. In fact, we moved private
members legidation in the parliament when
we were in opposition to try and engender
debate in this place on that very point. We
also made it clear before the el ection that we
would not alter the legal status of marriage
as being between a man and a woman. Our
position on that has been clear and often

stated, and the people of Australia knew it
and clearly took it into account when they
decided they wanted a change in govern-
ment. | say to those people in the opposition,
in the Liberal and National parties, who
share the sentiments voiced on this side of
the parliament about those basic principles:
do not allow yourselves to be dragged down
by the small rump of extreme conservatives
on the opposition benches who cannot help
themsel ves when these issues come up. It is
about time—it is past time in the 21st cen-
tury—that we accord all Australians, irre-
spective of their sexual preference, the same
rightsin law.

Thisisthe first step along that road. There
will need to be additional pieces of legida-
tion, and | look forward to voting for those
additional pieces of legislation. | congratu-
late the Attorney-General on bringing this
before the parliament. | know that the over-
whelming majority of people in my eector-
ate share that view—I do not pretend they all
do, but I know the overwhelming majority
do. What is more, in my heart | know it is
right and | am pleased to see a Labor gov-
ernment moving on this fundamental ques-
tion of civil liberties and human rights so
early in our first term.

Mrs VALE (Hughes) (5.51 pm)—In ris-
ing to speak on the Same-Sex Relationships
(Equal Treatment in Commonwealth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008, | am mindful of
an old friend and colleague Mr Warren
Entsch, the previous member for Leichhardt,
who for many years campaigned passion-
ately and diligently for the equal treatment of
people in same-sex relationships under our
laws, especially our superannuation and
taxation laws. In the many times he rose to
speak on this subject in our party room or
individually with colleagues, or even in pri-
vate conversations with our previous Prime
Minister, his clear advocacy about the un-
fairness of the discrimination against same-
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sex couples under our Commonwealth laws
that relate to property rights or beneficiary
status was understood and accepted by many
on our side of the House, as | believeit is by
many of my fellow Australians. It is my be-
lief that many fair minded Australians do not
accept that the sexual nature of a relationship
should have any bearing on the rights to
property or the status of beneficiaries under
superannuation policies of either of the par-
tiesto that relationship.

Having said that, on closer reading of this
bill I have some very genuine concerns about
other provisions of this legidation, and |
support the amendment that has been moved
by the Leader of the Opposition. Firstly, it
seems to me that this legidation goes far be-
yond the understanding that | and many rea-
sonable Australians had expected in provid-
ing for the property or financial entitlements
of people in same-sex relationships under
superannuation and taxation legislation. Sec-
ondly, | am very concerned about the use of
language and the changes to specific defini-
tions in this bill. Thirdly, | am concerned at
the speed in which this important legislation
is being rushed through this parliament. | am
wary of the supposed urgency that forces a
bill such as this to be pushed through the
House in such inordinate haste. What are the
grounds for such urgency? None have been
explained. Thisbill cannot be introduced into
the Senate until mid-June and, even then,
may be subject to a referral to a Senate
committee. If so, the Senate will not be able
to debate this bill until the resumption of the
Senate on 26 August. This rush of legidation
is chaotic in itself. We, as the peopl€e's oppo-
sition here in this chamber, do not have rea-
sonable and appropriate time to consider the
bill, which may in its ultimate impact on the
wider Australian community prove to be de-
structive of one of the fundamental institu-
tions within our Australia and society—and |
do refer to the institution of marriage.

Like my old friend Warren Enstch and
many fellow Australians, | want to see those
in same-sex relationships be treated equita-
bly under our superannuation laws, but none
of us here expected that such provision
would be at a risk to the special status that
we all agree should be accorded of marriage.
| have these concerns because of my initial
reading of this bill. | am quite frankly
alarmed to see that the terms ‘husband’,
‘wife and ‘spouse are being deleted and
replaced with the word ‘partner’, and the
description ‘marital relationship’ is replaced
with the term ‘couple relationship’. Many
Australians understand and accept that mar-
riage and the family is the foundation institu-
tion of our nation. What are these changes to
the definitions of such relationships in this
bill—which is about superannuation entitle-
ments—if they are not a threat to undermine
the special status that marriage has held
within our society and culture by homogenis-
ing all relationships as couple relationships.

Words are important tools. It is well
known that words are the first salvo in any
assault of cultural change. Initially, | under-
stood this bill to be about the cause so ar-
dently espoused by my friend Warren Enstch.
It does seek to deal with those areas of dis-
crimination in the tax treatment and payment
of superannuation benefits for members of
same-sex relationships and, also importantly,
the children of those individuals. Many Aus-
tralians may not be aware that currently the
same-sex partner of a beneficiary in a Com-
monwealth defined benefit superannuation
scheme and the children of that relationship
are not entitled to direct access to reversion-
ary death benefits on the death of the benefi-
ciary partner. This is clearly unjust. By this
bill, the government seeks to provide for
equality of treatment between same-sex cou-
ples and opposite-sex de facto couples. That
is fair and far enough. Many understand that
opposite-sex de facto couples already have

CHAMBER



4496

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 4 June 2008

equality of treatment with married couplesin
Commonwealth laws. However, by this leg-
isation, the government actually proposes to
grant equality of treatment between same-sex
couples and married couples. On the basis
that the government has made clear its com-
mitment to exclude same-sex couples from
marrying and thus maintaining the special
status and definition of marriage, it is diffi-
cult to understand why in this bill dealing
with property entitlements the government is
changing the definition and special status of
marriage to give those in same-sex relation-
ships equal treatment when it is not neces-
sary to do so to achieve the alleged objec-
tives of this bill—that is, to give equal treat-
ment to same-sex reationships and not a
disguised tactic to weaken the status of mar-
riage by diluting it to merely a partner ar-
rangement.

At this point, one can logically ask that, if
the objective of thishill isto offer equality of
treatment to all relationships other than mar-
riage for superannuation and taxation pur-
poses, why should such relationships depend
on a definition that describes the sexua na-
ture of that relationship. At this juncture, one
can honestly ask: what has sex got to do with
it? There are other kinds of relationships
which should also be included in this bill.
For example, within many Australian fami-
lies there may be two sisters or two brothers
who live together in economically and so-
cially supportive relationships, and many of
us have such relationships within our own
families. Here we are talking about rever-
sionary superannuation benefits and tax
treatment for families. Why should these
relationshi ps also not be included in this bill?
For example, in 2004 the previous govern-
ment made amendments to the Superannua-
tion Industry (Supervision) Act 1993 and
provided for interdependency relationships
under section 10A of that act that covered
relationships that could be identified by a

shared, close personal relationship and where
one or both persons in the couple provided
financial support or where one or both pro-
vided the other with domestic and personal
care. This amendment also made provisions
on the criteria by which such a relationship
could be identified. Such a new category of a
relationship, an interdependent relationship,
may have been a better tool by which the
government could provide for equal treat-
ment for same-sex relationships without the
distortions caused by the language and defi-
nition changes suggested in this bill. By such
means, all same-sex relationships would
have their reversionary rights under the su-
perannuation law recognised, as this legida-
tion seeks to do, without threatening to un-
dermine, deliberately or inadvertently, the
unigue relationship of marriage within our
society.

The language used in relation to children
in this legidation is another grave cause of
concern for me. While most Australians will
agree that any child dependants within the
relationship of a same-sex couple should also
be able to benefit from the superannuation
benefits of the couple, the bill proposes to
redefine a child as a product of a couple rela-
tionship where one partner is linked biologi-
cally to the child or where one partner is the
birth mother of the child. The word ‘ product’
is a highly inappropriate term to apply to a
human being because it reduces the person to
a commodity. | raised this concern in my
speech on the RU486 debate in 2006, in
which | expressed concern that in the future
a human being would no longer be valued
for its intrinsic value as a human life but
rather for the use to which it could be put. By
the use of this language—by the description
of a child as a product rather than an off-
spring—a child is described as a commodity.
Further, this lends weight to the utilitarian
view that increasingly is pervading our soci-
ety. In addition, it is a nonsense to use the
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term ‘product’ in relation to same-sex rela-
tionships, as it is a biological impossibility
for a homosexual couple to produce off-
spring of their own. It would be better lan-
guage to describe a child in such a relation-
ship as ‘achild born as the result of a couple
relationship where one partner is linked bio-
logically to the child or where one partner is
the birth mother of the said child'.

| wish to make it quite clear at this point
that, while the opposition and the majority of
families in my electorate of Hughes accept
that people in same-sex relationships are
fully entitled to equal treatment under super-
annuation and taxation laws, as set out in this
bill, | remain opposed to gay marriage, gay
adoption and gay |VF, because children have
anatural right to a mother and a father. | will
always uphold the rights of a child against
the rights of an adult on any day. My main
concern regarding this legislation is that the
use of language within the bill represents a
revolution in the definition of parent and
child under Commonwealth law and | am not
sure that this was the intention of the gov-
ernment.

This bill also provides that de facto part-
ners, in opposite-sex as well as same-sex
couples, of people with children have a step-
parent relationship with their partner’s chil-
dren. My constituents should be aware that at
the present time only marriage creates a step-
parent and stepchild relationship. This bill is
not a good outcome for such families be-
cause this hill is fraught with snares for the
unwary. Many of us are fully aware of the
high attrition rate and shorter duration of
non-married relationships. It is not too diffi-
cult to imagine a scenario where the biol ogi-
cal parent—or indeed both parents—of a
child enters into a series of de facto relation-
ships, whether they in be opposite- or same-
sex couples, and the child accumulates an
indefinite number of legally recognised step-
parents who could, under this bill, be subject

to al the legal ramifications such a status
would attract.

Such arecognition at law of a parent-child
relationship would, failing explicit statutory
provisions to the contrary, survive the break-
up of that relationship with the child's bio-
logical parent and the new step-parent. This
would then have serious implications at fam-
ily law in that each de facto step-parent
would potentially be able to claim access or
even custody of the so-called stepchild. Fur-
ther—and | would have thought of concern
to the de facto step-parent—the biological
parent could seek child support under the
relevant child support legidation. Clearly,
this legidation is ill-formed and poorly
drafted. Having a sexual relationship with a
child's biological parent should not be a suf-
ficient basis at law for gaining the legal
status as a parent of a child and nor should it
attract the rights and responsibilities that at-
tend that status under Commonwealth law. |
repeat: at the present time a stepchild can
only be a child under the care of a subse-
guent partner who marries the birth parent.

| am sure there would be many de facto
couples, including same-sex couples, who
will be alarmed at some of the provisions in
this bill and the possible consequences. All is
not quite what it appears and therefore | do
not support what is otherwise a good and
welcome piece of legidation. Clearly, while
the main objectives of this legidation are
wel comed, the language, the complexity and
the new definitions that will certainly un-
dermine the ingtitution of marriage cause
great concern to me and | believe would cer-
tainly cause similar concern to my dear old
friend Entchy. However, | support the
amendment of the oppoasition and thank the
House for the opportunity to address this
legidation.

Mr PERRETT (Moreton) (6.04 pm)—I
am pleased speak in support of the Same-Sex
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Relationships (Equal Treatment in Com-
monwealth  Laws—Superannuation)  Bill
2008 because | believe all Australians are
entitled to be treated equally, regardiess of
their sex, age, disability, race, religion or
sexuality. It is a sad fact of life that many
Australians have been discriminated against
for too long by Commonwealth laws, and |
will tell you the tale of two families and how
these laws affect them.

This bill amends the relevant superannua-
tion and taxation acts—that is, 105 discrimi-
natory Commonwealth laws—to ensure a
new standard of fairness and consistency for
same-sex couples and their children. Under
current reversionary superannuation laws,
only a surviving spouse or child can receive
a reversionary benefit upon the death of a
scheme member. In other words, same-sex
partners or children of such relationships
would have no entitlement to receive rever-
sionary death benefits even if the couple had
been together for 10 years, 30 years or even
50 years. This bill will amend the definitions
in the acts to make death benefits available
to de facto same-sex partners of scheme
members and their children. This bill will
enable reversionary death benefits to be paid
to same-sex partners and the children of
same-sex couples. This will be achieved by
adding a new concept of a couple relation-
ship, which includes same-sex partners.

As | have said, the bill also allows for the
equal recognition of children who are the
product of same-sex and opposite-sex rela-
tionships. A child for this purpose is the
product of a couple reationship, where one
partner is linked biologically to the child or
where one partner is the birth mother of the
child. By applying this definition, opposite-
sex and same-sex families are treated
equally. This is not an assault on any fami-
lies. Instead, it is the triumph of common
sense.

The new definition will also solve the
problems arising from some surrogacy ar-
rangements where even children of an oppo-
site-sex relationship may currently fall out-
side the defined benefits legidation. By way
of example, | inform the House of a particu-
lar couple who will benefit from this legida-
tion. To protect their identity, 1 could call
them Dick and Dora from Victoria. However,
as their situation has already received much
media attention, | will instead call them
Senator Stephen Conroy, the Minister for
Broadband, Communications and the Digital
Economy, the Deputy Leader of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate, from Victoria, and his
wife, Paula Benson—and their lovely live-
wire daughter, Isabella. | have seen Isabella
cutting a swathe through the Canberra airport
and she seems like quite a child.

Unfortunately, Isabella’'s mum was unable
to conceive, because she was an ovarian can-
cer survivor. Thankfully Ms Benson and
Senator Conroy received help from two fam-
ily friends, one of whom donated an egg that
was fertilised via IVF using Senator Con-
roy’s sperm, while the other good friend car-
ried Isabella to term in her womb. Such sur-
rogacy arrangements were illegal in Victoria
at the time so Senator Conroy and his partner
had to decamp to New South Wales so that
they could experience the joys of parent-
hood. Theredlity is, as| am sure everyonein
the House knows, that Australian families
come in all different shapes and sizes and it
is appropriate that this House recognises
every single one of them. You would have to
have a heart of stone to look Senator Conroy,
Ms Benson and Isabella in the eyes and ar-
gue that they are not a normal family and
therefore should not be treated the same be-
fore the eyes of the law. This would be a
very skewed view of justice. The example of
Isabella confirms that these amendments
before the House are long overdue. They are
only the first step in delivering the Rudd
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government’s election commitment to re-
move discrimination against people in same-
sex relationships in a wide range of laws and
in doing so they provide egual recognition
for same-sex couples and families.

| assure my constituents, especially prac-
tising Christians and Catholics and people
from any other religion, that this legidation
before the House is not an attack on mar-
riage. Rather, it is about restoring fairness
and equality by ensuring that superannuation
and the like is available to all Australians.
Same-sex relationships will be treated
equally with all opposite-sex de facto rela
tionships. Unfortunately, the media and those
opposite have informed us of the opposi-
tion's plan to delay this legidation by refer-
ring it to a Senate inquiry and they have pro-
posed an amendment. | do not want to be
overly critical of this strategy, but | am very
agitated that this will prolong what is basi-
cally a simple case of restoring equality to
Australian law. | hope that these delaying
tactics from the opposition do not deprive
same-sex couples of their entitlements for
one minute more than is necessary.

The Commonwealth has already been
slow to remove all forms of discrimination
from legidation in terms of the history of
Australia. Meanwhile state and territory gov-
ernments have stolen a march on us by al-
ready doing so. Not only is this legidation
promoting theright thing to do, but in certain
cases it is actually an international prerequi-
site for the Commonwealth of Australia to
live up to our international obligations under
various human rights treaties. | am very
proud to rise tonight to support this bill be-
cause | know it will make areal and practical
difference for many Australian families.

I know that this legidation is a little bit
confronting to some people. Particularly for
those of faith, it might be alittle troubling; it
might be even a little confronting. For this |

apologise. | do not wish to offend anybody,
especialy those people in my electorate. |
might even cop a bit of a hard time at my
own church on the weekend. | had a lovely
conversation with Archbishop John Bath-
ersby last Thursday night. He spoke glow-
ingly about my deceased aunty Judy Jones
and my uncle Liond Jones, who he went to
school with, and also my mother. In fact if |
recall correctly, he might have called my
mother a ‘living saint’. So there you go: de-
spite all my prayers with the sisters of &
Joseph's, Mum got the jump on the blessed
Mary Mackillop.

To return to the legidation before the
House, | look forward to sitting down with
anyone who has concerns about this legida
tion and explaining why | feel compelled to
speak in support of thislaw. To al those peo-
ple who will insist on quoting the Old Tes-
tament to me, | say two things. Firstly, | am
pretty sure there was actually a sequel to the
Old Testament. Secondly, | ask you to invite
me to your church, temple, mosque or local
hall to talk about this legislation. Do not
condemn me until you have had a chance to
have a yarn and understand my motivations.
Hopefully it will not end up like that line
from Yeats:

The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Arefull of passionate intensity.

The last family | wish to refer to in support
of this legidation is one that is very close to
home—my own family. | grew upinafamily
with 10 kids, seven of them boys. One
passed away when he was young but the
other six boys and three girls all grew upina
small country town. Like most country towns
in Australia, footy was king and netball was
queen. Despite the examples set by all of his
older brothers, my youngest brother, Nick,
never really played footy. Not surprisingly,
he came out of the closet even before he had
finished high school! | say this tongue in
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cheek but that is the reality. Coming from a
country town, it was difficult to come out of
the closet but that is what my youngest
brother did. There were prejudices in my
youth in terms of looking at people who
played footy. Nick will no doubt give me a
hard time when he reads this speech, which
he has given me permission to make, but |
hope that one day my darling brother, Nick,
will be the beneficiary of the legidative
changes we have placed before the House.

| wish to also talk about another brother,
my older brother Simon, who did play footy,
just to confuse the stereotypes. In fact my
brother, Simon, made the Queensland
Schoolboys Rugby League team as hooker
even though he was only in grade 11 and
lived 600 kilometres west of Brisbane. He
was the best footballer by far in my family.
Nevertheless, the town of & George had to
recalibrate its manliness criterion when my
brother Simon also came out of the closet
much later. Simon has been in a relationship
with Michael Threlfo for over 10 years. Mi-
chael, or ‘Comrade Darling as | and his
friends call him, is a very good Cathalic boy.
If you are listening tonight, Archbishop Pell,
please close your ears! Michael goes to
church with my mum whenever he is up in
Queensand. Why should Michadl and Simon
and my brother Nick be treated differently to
me and my wife? Michael and Simon are fed
with the same food, hurt with the same
weapons, subject to the same diseases,
healed by the same means and warmed and
cooled by the same winter and summer as
any Christian or any other member of our
community. If you prick them, do they not
bleed? If you tickle them, do they not laugh?
Well, maybe not Michael! But my question
remains: why should Michagl and Simon be
discriminated agai nst?

| stress again that we are not suggesting
any tinkering with the Marriage Act. The
Rudd government is simply talking about

introducing fairness and removing discrimi-
nation in laws pertaining to superannuation,
taxation and social security. Unfortunately,
there will be some people in the community
who will argue that we should maintain the
status quo and should continue and protect
the discrimination. | ask you to please ook
in your hearts. Please think of the conse-
guences of such negativity. Think of Isabella,
Simon, Nick and Michadl. How could you
not but change? To quote the great Australian
poet Bruce Dawe:

How to go on not looking
despite every inducement to the contrary

How to subdue the snarling circle of ifs

by whip-crack, chair-twirl, seeming to look each
steadily

in the eye while declining to unwrap

the deadly golden bon-bons of their hate ...

This is not the time for hate. | hope that my
brothers, Nick and Simon, are the beneficiar-
ies of this legislation. For too long this
wrong has been ignored. Now is the time for
al fair-minded Australians to speak out in
support. | proudly commend the legisation
to the House.

Mr GEORGIOU (Kooyong) (6.15 pm)—
| speak today in support of the Same-Sex
Relationships (Equal Treatment in Com-
monwealth  Laws—Superannuation)  Bill
2008. This bill initiates a process of long
overdue reform to remove discrimination
against same-sex couples and their families
from the federal statute book, beginning with
superannuation. In 2004, the coalition gov-
ernment improved access to superannuation
for interdependent and same-sex couples in
private funds. A similar move was proposed
for Commonwealth superannuation. This
extension had not taken place by the time the
government was replaced in the 2007 elec-
tion. Today, discrimination on the grounds of
sexuality till exists in administrative areas
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of federal legidation, including taxation,
social security, superannuation, health care
and employment.

On 21 June 2007 the Human Rights and
Equal Opportunity Commission tabled in
parliament the final report of their Same-sex:
same entitlements inquiry. Conducted over a
14-month period, the inquiry included an
extensive consultation and review process
which heard firsthand of the impact of dis-
criminatory laws on same-sex couples and
their children. It concluded that same-sex
couplesinAustralia:

... experience systematic discrimination on a daily
basis.

Same-sex couples are denied the right to car-
ers leave when their partner falls ill, they
incur higher health costs because they are
unable to access Medicare and Pharmaceuti-
cal Benefits Scheme safety nets as a couple
and they are excluded from numerous tax
concessions enjoyed by opposite-sex cou-
ples. As partners of federal government pub-
lic servants they are denied access to certain
superannuation and death benefits. As part-
ners of veterans they are not entitled to a
range of pensions or concessions and in their
old age they pay more for access to aged-
carefacilities.

HREOC found that 58 federal laws relat-
ing to finance and work related entitlements
discriminate against same-sex couples and
that this discrimination constitutes a breach
of the International Covenant on Civil and
Palitical Rights. Where these same laws dis-
criminate against the children of same-sex
couples, it found them to be in breach of the
Convention on the Rights of the Child.
HREOC described these breaches as:

... contrary to one of the most fundamental prin-
ciples of international law: theright to equality.

The recommendations of the Same-sex: same
entitlements report form the basis of the re-
forms before us today. When HREOC

handed down its report in June last year, the
then government—the Howard govern-
ment—committed to review the commis-
sion’s recommendations and confer with in-
terest groups in preparing its response. The
response was not formalised before the 2007
election, but the Labor Party, as part of its
eection campaign, committed itself to im-
plementing the HREOC reformsin full.

On 11 March this year | placed on the No-
tice Paper the question of when the govern-
ment intended to implement the recommen-
dations of the Same-sex: same entitlements
report. | thank the Attorney-General for his
answer and | welcome his commitment to
eradicating this discrimination by imple-
menting al the necessary legidative
changes.

The amendments proposed in this bill
have been prioritised due to the time-critical
nature of the reforms that will allow rever-
sionary death benefits to be paid to same-sex
partners and their children where they pres-
ently have no entitlement. As the House is
aware, the opposition proposed to refer the
bill to a Senate committee to ensure it re-
moves discrimination against people in
same-sex relationships without unintended
adverse side effects. Such references are the
norm and | trust the committee will under-
take its review expeditiously so that this re-
form can be implemented as planned on 1
July 2008.

The same-sex relationships bill addresses
the discrimination identified in the HREOC
report by amending 14 Commonwealth acts.
Some of these govern particular superannua-
tion schemes while others regulate superan-
nuation and related taxation more generaly.
The affected superannuation schemes in-
clude—and | will only name a few—the
Commonwealth Superannuation Scheme, the
scheme under the Superannuation Act 1922,
the Governor-General Pension Scheme and
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the Parliamentary Contributory Superannua-
tion Scheme.

Same-sex couples are particularly ad-
versely affected by current discriminatory
legislation in the area of death benefits. Gen-
eraly, superannuation savings flow through
to the family of the beneficiary. But for
same-sex couples this is not always the case.
Because Commonwealth superannuation
schemes require the couple to be of the op-
posite sex, same-sex partners may be ineligi-
ble to access their deceased partner’'s enti-
tlements. Alternatively, if they qualify as the
beneficiary’s dependant they may receive an
amount far less than that awarded to a
spouse. In particular, a same-sex partner
cannot normally receive a reversionary bene-
fit. This inequity flows through to the chil-
dren of same-sex relati onships who may also
fail to qualify for entitlement. But the impact
is not just pecuniary. As one federal govern-
ment empl oyee expressed to HREOC:
| write to you to highlight the real conseguences
that the Commonwesalth’s active discrimination of
people in same-sex relationships have had in my
life. | felt sick when | realised that once again the
loving and supportive relationship | had with my
same-sex partner, was not supported by the legal
and social systems under which | conduct my
daily life.

This bill creates equal treatment for same-
sex and opposite-sex couples in superannua-
tion legidation. It amends the legislation by
removing the term ‘marital relationship’ and
replaces it with ‘couple relationship’. It also
changes the terms relating to the members of
that relationship from ‘husband and wife' to
‘partner’. Similarly, gender-specific termi-
nology such as ‘widow’ is changed to the
gender neutral ‘spouse’. | emphasise that
removing discrimination offers nothing more
and nothing less than equality. This bill does
not introduce new entitlements for couples
and families. It smply creates along-awaited
parity between same-sex and opposite-sex

relationships with respect to existing entitle-
ments. | also know—and it is sometimes
glossed over on occasions—that the impact
of equality will be negative on some same-
sex couples. They will be treated in ways
where they will lose benefits, not just gain
them.

| have mentioned previously that HREOC
identified 58 separate pieces of federal legis-
lation that discriminated against same-sex
couples and their children. | understand that
an audit commissioned by the government
earlier this year identified approximately 100
areas of discrimination. | welcome the gov-
ernment’s commitment to introduce legisa
tion which will end discrimination against
same-sex couples in federal law across all
areas identified by the government audit.

That these future reforms occur in a
timely manner is crucial. As a society, we do
need to face up to the fact that discrimination
devalues our society. | should note that there
have been concerns expressed about some
issues this bill raises: that of interdependent
relationships and the definition of the child.
With respect to the first issue, it was an elec-
tion commitment of the coalition government
to ensure that all permanent interdependent
domestic relationships, including but not
restricted to same-sex couples, are treated
equally in relation to financial affairs. | call
on the government to consider extending the
reforms to these people. However, | bdieve
that this hill itsef should be enacted
promptly.

As to the second issue, that of children,
this bill defines children of same-sex and
opposite-sex couples in the same way and
treats them equally for the purposes of su-
perannuation benefits. It leaves in place any
difference in the treatment of the children of
married and unmarried couples, whether the
latter are heterosexual or same-sex couples.
With respect to any concerns that this bill
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devalues marriage, | have to say frankly that
| think that these concerns are unfounded.

| would like to put on record my apprecia-
tion and thanks for the work that HREOC
has put into its report. | believe that the re-
port has played an unparalleled role in bring-
ing these issues before the House today. |
would also like to give special acknowl-
edgement to Warren Entsch, the former
member for Leichhardt, who put his heart
and soul into ending the discrimination faced
by same-sex couples. | believe that Warren
belongs to that group of liberal statesmen
and leaders that acted in the best tradition of
the Liberal Party and ended the criminalisa-
tion of homosexual acts. | think it was a
great disappointment that the coalition gov-
ernment did not resolve this issue while War-
ren was in parliament.

| would also like to extend my gratitude to
al those in the wider community who have
worked tirelesdly for many years in the effort
to end discrimination on the grounds of
sexuality. | look forward to the promised
further legidation to remove discriminatory
provisions and | congratulate the government
for commencing these important and long-
overdue reforms. | commend the bill to the
House.

Ms ANNETTE ELLIS (Canberra) (6.26
pm)—It is indeed a pleasure for me to have
the opportunity, brief as it may be, to speak
this evening on the Same-Sex Relationships
(Equal Treatment in Commonwealth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008. The purpose of
the bill, of course, is to eliminate discrimina-
tion against same-sex couples and the chil-
dren of same-sex relationships in acts that
provide for reversionary superannuation
benefits upon the death of a scheme member
and in related taxation treatment of superan-
nuation benefits. The commencement of the
amendments to the acts governing the Com-
monwealth defined benefit superannuation

schemes within a short time frame will en-
able the schemes to commence paying death
benefits to same-sex partners of scheme
members. Currently, persons in a same-sex
relationship with scheme members are not
entitled to receive any benefits upon the
death of their partners, and any delay in the
commencement of the amendments will in
fact continue this very blatant discrimination.
The reforms will be prospective in operation
and the related taxation treatment provisions
are expected, we were hoping, to commence
on 1 July this year to align with the com-
mencement of the 2008-09 financial year.
The amendments in this bill will have a posi-
tive impact on same-sex families by enabling
death benefits to be conferred on de facto
same-sex partners of a scheme member and
on the children of same-sex couplesin situa-
tions where they currently just do not have
that entitlement.

There has been an interesting debate going
on this evening and | would like to make a
couple of passing comments in rdation to
some of the contributions that | have heard.
First of all, | would like to commend my col-
league the member for Moreton for what |
thought was a fantastic contribution to the
debate, bringing a very important human
element to the considerations that we are
making. | would also like to acknowledge
the contribution just made by the member for
Kooyong on the other side of the House.
There is no doubt that | understand and |
have been around here long enough to realise
that sometimes when we get what appears to
be a controversial piece of legidation—
though it should not be—we can imagine
that everybody on one side has a view. In
this particular case | know very well that
there are people on the other side of the
House who agree entirdly with what we are
doing. | hope that they can exercise whatever
influence they have within their internal
processes to ensure that any reference to a
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committee is not unduly delayed or held up
in any sense whatsoever.

The member for Kooyong just made men-
tion of the previous member for Leichhardt
in the last parliament, Mr Entsch. An earlier
speaker actually referred to him as ‘my dear
old friend Entschy—I wish he was here'. |
wish he was too, because he could have been
part of a counter to that particular member’s
contribution. That particular member’s con-
tribution was very much in the negative and |
think it strayed to the point that it had little
connection at al to the bill and to the ar-
rangements that we are discussing here this
evening. There has been mention made by
other speakers about the threat this will beto
the institution of marriage. | have tried really
hard to find any reference to marriage at all
other than an explanation that it has no con-
nection to the ingtitution of marriage. | wish
that we could stick to the subject in front of
us.

The other thing is the protection of chil-
dren. | have spoken today to people at
HREOC to make sure that | was not misread-
ing this. Thereis absolutely no threat at all in
relation to children; in fact, it is putting them
into the correct context in the legal sense. |
am pleased to see that that is what this par-
ticular bill does.

We have heard about the category ‘inter-
dependency’. | take this opportunity to put
my clarification on the record. In 18.3.2 of
the HREOC report about this particular sub-
ject, the interdependency category question
is discussed. The question that has been
raised is that the interdependency category
does not give full equality to same-sex cou-
ples. Thereport goes on to explain the reality
in face of that argument and says very
clearly:

The interdependency category has not brought
full equality to same-sex couples, primarily be-

cause it treats genuine same-sex couples differ-
ently to genuine opposite sex couples.

The problems with using an ‘interdependency’
category to remove discrimination against same-
sex couples include—

things like—

The ‘interdependency relationship’ label for a
same-sex relationship mischaracterises a genuine
same-sex couple as different or inferior to a genu-
ine opposite sex couple.

It goes on with other very good points. The
HREOC report explains very carefully the
question of interdependency. Without wish-
ing to be too critical, if the members oppo-
site, or for that matter anyone listening to
this debate, have an objection to same-sex
relationships generally, then say so, and do
not try to mess with this particular bill and
this particular debate. This debate is about
removing blatant discrimination in the area
of same-sex couples on the question of su-
perannuation benefits. It is not to do with
children, other than the fact that they benefit
aswell; it is not to do with marriage; it is not
to do with interdependency couples; it is to
do with stable, strong, recognised same-sex
relationships and the removal of discrimina-
tion against them for the purposes of super-
annuation. It is as simple as that, really, and |
wish we could just stick to that and not bring
in these other arguments, which | believe
confuse the discussion at hand.

The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission found in many instances that
the elimination of discriminatory terms in
Commonwealth laws is necessary to ensure
that our obligations under international hu-
man rights treaties are met. That is very im-
portant. Currently, under the reversionary
benefits schemes, only a surviving spouse or
child of a scheme member may receive a
reversionary benefit upon the death of a
scheme member. The definitions of ‘ spouse’
and ‘child’ currently exclude same-sex part-
ners and children of scheme members who
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are in a same-sex relationship where a
scheme member does not have a biological
link to the child.

Removing sexuality discrimination does
not, as | have said, undermine the institution
of marriage at all. In fact, it has nothing to do
with it. Removing discrimination is about
making sure that same-sex couples are rec-
ognised for all practical purposes and have
the same entitlements as opposite-sex de
facto couples. That is what these government
reforms will achieve.

A question that has been raised by some
contributors to the debate is: why the ur-
gency? The urgency is redly, if we want to
call it urgent, because it is about time this
was done. Every day that it is not done
somewhere in this country someone in a
same-sex relationship is losing a partner to
death and is being discriminated against un-
der the current law. That is the reason for the
urgency. Every day that this act is delayed is
another day where we will see that discrimi-
nation continue. The urgency is also because
it should have been done years ago and it
was not.

| take note of the contribution from the
member for Kooyong. With the greatest re-
spect to him, | believe him when he says that
on receipt of the HREOC report the previous
government was planning to go down the
path of looking at how it could in fact meet
the recommendations of that report. | have to
say that the cynic in me suggests, after hear-
ing some—not all—of the contributions op-
posite, that if they were in government it
may not have happened. There are some
people who have very strong views, which |
respect but which should not be part of this
debate, about same-sex relationships gener-
aly. | am extremely pleased to be part of a
government that is doing this. | know that the
Attorney-General has put a great deal of
work into this and | know that he is indebted

to an incredibly hard working Public Service
who have put all their energy into coming up
with this package in the time that they have.
I know that to be a fact and | would like to
join him in congratulating and acknowledg-
ing the work that has gone into creating this
legidation in thefirst place.

In the limited time that | have had | am
very pleased to have been able to endorse
this bill. |1 remind the Leader of the Opposi-
tion of what he said on 30 April, which is not
that long ago:

The economic and financia injustices faced by
same-sex couples and homosexual Australians are
ones that we believe need to be addressed.

But we will not under any circumstances support
anything which undermines marriage between a
man and a woman, nor will we give any kind of
support to civil unions or gay adoption or gay
IVE

But the coalition will certainly support dealing
with those things, based on common sense, which
means that economic justice is brought to Austra-
lians who are homaosexual.

This is not dealing with civil unions; this is
not dealing with marriage; thisis not dealing
with gay adoption; this is not dealing with
gay IVFE Thank you.

Mr TURNBULL (Wentworth) (6.36
pm)—I thank my colleague the member for
Cook for allowing me to jump ahead of him
in the queue; | will be very brief. | strongly
support the object of this legidation, the
Same-Sex Relationships (Equal Treatment in
Commonwealth Laws—Superannuation) Bill
2008. Discriminating against people on the
basis of their sexua orientation is as abhor-
rent as discriminating against them on the
basis of their religion or their race. That is
why | was very proud, as a member of the
Howard cabinet, in November last year—
having never backed away from my com-
mitment to equal treatment of and justice for
people of the same sex who are living to-
gether—to be able to announce as part of our
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election commitment going into the election
that the Howard government would recog-
nise interdependency relationships for the
purpose of digibility for death benefits under
the Australian government’s defined benefit
superannuation schemes. That is essentially
the object of the legidation in front of us
today.

There has been criticism from the current
government’s ranks about the proposal to
have this legislation considered by a Senate
committee. This is important legidation. It
will affect the lives of thousands of people. It
will affect the lives of children and it will
affect, in very complicated ways, different
claimants in the event of somebody dying
and there being a range of claimants on their
superannuation benefits. So thisis an area of
some complexity. Having, in my days as a
lawyer, practised in the courts and dealt with
de facto cases, | readily understand the com-
plexity of some of these issues. Government
members should not regard the referral of
this matter to a Senate committee, if the Sen-
ate chooses to do that, as being in any way
designed to frustrate, obstruct or delay the
passage of this legislation with a view to de-
laying the granting of the benefits, the grant-
ing of the justice, that this legislation seeks
to confer.

The key point that | wish to make now is
that if the government wishes to have the
benefits of thislegislation available to people
who would benefit from it, were it to be law
today, it could choose to backdate the effec-
tive date of this legislation from whenever it
chose. We know the tax laws and laws relat-
ing to superannuation are routinely—in fact,
almost invariably—made effective as of the
date of announcement. And it will take some
months, often many months, for them to be
passed into law. There is no reason why re-
ferral to a committee should defer the grant-
ing of the benefits that both sides of this
House are committed to in terms of sub-

stance and in terms of the overall objective.
That would ensure that those people who are
concerned that they or their partner may die
before this bill becomes the law of the land
can have their concern set aside, and then the
focus can be on the parliament getting the
detail and the drafting right.

This is the challenge | throw down to the
government: if you are serious about deliver-
ing justice to people in same-sex relation-
ships then you can say, as the government,
that it will be effective as of budget night, the
day after the election or whatever date you
choose. It is entirely a matter for the gov-
ernment. It is the government’s liability. It is
its money. The only consequence would be
that there would be an additional number of
people, probably a small number, who would
benefit from the additional cost in the
scheme of the Commonwealth budget. Hav-
ing regard to the great objective of equality
and equal treatment of people regardiess of
their sexual orientation, the additional cost is
not something that 1 would imagine would
delay or deter members on either side of this
House.

So let us stop the dlur that suggests that
the Liberal Party are homophobic or are try-
ing to frustrate the object of this legidation.
The Liberal Party are committed to this. We
were committed to this at the time of the
dection; we are committed to it now. If the
government are fair dinkum about it then
they can make this change effective from
whatever date they choose, and they could
do so effective as of tonight, as of budget
night or, as| said, as of the day after the elec-
tion if they choose. Or—and here is a chal-
lenge—they could make it effective from the
date | made the announcement on behalf of
the Howard government which, as | recall,
was 9 November 2007. | commend the bill to
the House.
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Mr MORRISON (Cook) (6.42 pm)—I
thank the member for Wentworth for his con-
tribution. There are always good contribu-
tions from the member for Wentworth. | sup-
port the intent of the Same-Sex Relationships
(Equal Treatment in Commonwealth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008. | am opposed to
discrimination in al of its forms. | am sym-
pathetic to the injustices that this bill seeksto
address in respect of property rights. How-
ever, | believe the government is risking the
good faith that is available for these meas-
ures—and there is a large reservoir of good
faith for these measures on both sides of this
House—with the choice of language in the
bill. There are moral absolutes that protect
our society which should never be compro-
mised. If we do so theniit is at our peril. This
bill, in its unnecessary choice of language,
takes the chisdl to these absol utes.

Language is important, particularly in this
place. This is the first of a number of bills
that will seek to undermine the primacy of
marriage in the language of these laws. The
bill removes the terms ‘husband’, ‘wife' and
‘marital relationship’ from the laws that are
subject to this bill and replaces them with
other terms. ‘spouse’ and ‘couple relation-
ship’. Some have attributed benign motives
of convenience to these changes but | remain
to be convinced about this because in the
second reading speech the minister said:

It will also be necessary to consider the need
for consistency in Commonwealth legislation in
relation to the use of terms such as ‘partner’ and
‘spouse’, but these issues can be given further
consideration after—

after—
we proceed with the expeditious passage of this
very important first tranche of legislative reform.
Other changes, other harmonisations, are
afoot.

The language in this bill is seeking to re-
write how we describe marital relationships

in our laws. This language | cannot tolerate.
Where do we draw the line? Today we de-
bate the removal of these terms in this bill.
Some would argue that this issue that | raise
isaminor matter. They may be overwhelmed
by the significance of putting an end to this
injustice relating to property rights—an in-
justice that | believe must be addressed and
an injustice that 1 would like to see ad
dressed. But where will these changes end? |
encourage those who sit opposite and who |
have sat and listened to throughout this de-
bate who genuinely support the primacy of
marriage between a man and a woman, and
who wish to see this principle forever pro-
tected in our laws, to challenge the Prime
Minister on this matter.

| encourage you not to be taken in just by
the symbolism of this moment on an issue
where | do not doubt our shared sincerity to
end this injustice, but to think again about
the language used to give effect to this meas-
ure. The bill has defects. They must be fixed.
| fear that, as a result of the language in this
bill and those that follow, it will not be long
before we will be debating in this place a
harmonisation of laws bill that seeks to stan-
dardise this language across all statutes, in-
cluding the Marriage Act. | cannot stand idly
by and alow this march to undermine mar-
riage to get out of the barracks. | agree with
John Howard when he said:
Marriage, as we understand it in our society, is
about children, raising them, providing for the
survival of the species, and | think if the same
status is given in our society to gay unions as are
given to traditional marriage we will weaken that
bedrock institution.

Again, in relation to the coalition’s action to
protect marriage under the Marriage Act, the
former Prime Minister said:

... & far as we were concerned, marriage was a

voluntary union for life of aman and a woman to
the exclusion of all others. Now, that is our view
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of marriage. It remains our view and it will al-
ways be our view of marriage.

The test of those opposite is whether you
really agree with this, as your leader prom-
ised prior to the last election. The hill does
not require the exchange of language but the
addition of language. The hill requires the
creation of a new provision, in addition to
the measures dealing with marriage relation-
ships, to deal separately with the property
rights of interdependent relationships, in-
cluding same-sex relationships. Thisbill fails
to recognise the many other interdependent
relationships that exist within our commu-
nity, preferring to give precedence to same-
sex couples. Thisis another defect in this bill
that should be addressed.

The language adopted by the bill seeks to
create afiction in relation to the definition of
a child. The bill proposes to redefine a child
as a ‘product of a couple relationship where
one partner is linked biologically to the child
or where one partner is the birth mother of
the child'. As the Australian Christian Lobby
| believe has rightly argued, if ‘product’ is
meant to be synonymous with ‘offspring’
then nonsense is being written into the
Commonwealth law, as it is a biological im-
possibility for a homosexual couple to pro-
duce offspring of their own. The choice of
language to describe a human being as a
‘product’ is also completely unacceptable.
Human beings are moral beings—body, soul
and spirit. We are not products to be manu-
factured. We cannot treat the language of life
in our laws carelessly, as is the case in this
bill.

Some common-sense suggestions have
been made to overcome these issues—to re-
tain the existing definition of a child for
those in heterosexual marital relationships
and then provide a new definition for couple
relationships to read ‘a child bornin a couple
relationship where one partner is linked bio-
logically to the child or where one partner is

the birth mother of the child’. Solutions are
being put forward by those on this side of the
chamber to address these challenges of lan-
guage to ensure that this bill can become law
and the injustices are ended. We want to see
the injustices ended but we also want to see
the language got right. We want to see the
language in a way that protects the things
that people in this place have said they so
strongly and nobly support.

However, | have a further concern with
the change to the definition of a child in that
it included as a parent a person with no bio-
logical link to the child, who would other-
wise in a same-sex couple be denied adop-
tion rights under our laws. They will now
receive, under this hill in this specific set of
laws, the same recognition as a step, adop-
tive or biological parent. This language is
dangerous and, as | sit and listen to the de-
bate, | do not see an understanding or a will-
ingness to accept the dangers that this lan-
guage presents. There is no sense of with-
drawal on this side of the chamber in seeking
to support these laws. We simply make an
honest plea that you consider this language
carefully and think about the implications of
this language for other matters that are held
very dear by many in this place. These
changes, particularly the last one | have men-
tioned, open the door to recognition as par-
ents not otherwise available under our laws
at a state or federal level, in particular our
adoption laws. It potentially recognises what
| believe is a violation of the rights of the
child. There is often a presumption in this
debate and related matters that children are a
right, not a gift. We can be obsessed with our
rights but there is one class of future Austra-
lians that have no rights in this country, and
they are the unborn Australians. We talk
about our choice and our rights but one thing
| have learned, having been a father now for
amost a year, is that it is not about you.
Children are a gift, a blessing; they are not a
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right, possession or commodity. | am sure
that al in this place would agree with that
statement. As those on this side of the House
were recently reminded, we owe them safe
passage through their innocence.

A right to non-discrimination for children
is provided under numerous international
conventions. | believe this includes their
fundamental right to a mother and a father.
John Howard said:

This issue primarily involves the fundamental
right of a child within our society to have the
reasonable expectation, other things being equal,
of the care and affection of both a mother and a
father.

| am married. | am a husband to my wife,
Jenny, of 18 years. | am a father to my baby
daughter Abbey, our miracle child, a blessing
of almost one year. May it never be that any
of us can make these statements in this place
or anywhere elsein the future and be consid-
ered politically incorrect in this country. Our
institutions of marriage and family are sacro-
sanct to the wellbeing of our society. These
increasingly fragile institutions are under
enough pressure from the effects of gam-
bling, substance abuse, violence, pornogra-
phy, financial stress, work-life balance and
good old-fashioned selfishness. We should
not add to this fragility the dangerous lan-
guage contained in this bill.

Mr COMBET (Charlton—Parliamentary
Secretary for Defence Procurement) (6.51
pm)—The fundamental core belief that led
me into public life and to my membership of
the Australian Labor Party was the need to
treat all people as equals—my thorough dis-
taste and abhorrence of discrimination. Free-
dom from discrimination and a guaranteed
equality before the law are some of the fun-
damental human rights in our society. Article
26 of the International Covenant on Civil and
Palitical Rights, to which Australia is a sig-
natory, states clearly that:

All persons are equal before the law and are enti-
tled without any discrimination to the equal pro-
tection of the law. In this respect, the law shall
prohibit any discrimination and guarantee to all
persons equal and effective protection against
discrimination on any ground ...

That isclear and | agree firmly withit.

The Same-Sex Reationships (Equal
Treatment in  Commonwealth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008 before us today
holds true to those principles and seeks to
remove the form of discrimination currently
experienced by same-sex couples and their
children. As is the situation for some other
members of the House who have spoken in
relation to this issue, this discrimination is
not simply theoretical from my experience. It
is real in the experience of others to whom |
am close and | wish to see it ended. The
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Com-
mission last year, following a substantial
inquiry, tabled a report in parliament titled
Same-sex: same entitlements. The report
found that same-sex couples experienced
discrimination in a wide range of Common-
wealth laws, including superannuation, taxa-
tion and social security laws. But more spe-
cificaly the report identified a number of
areas where there was legal and financial
discrimination faced by same-sex couples
and their children.

| want to run briefly through some of the
findings. Others have referred to them, but |
will touch upon them, as | think it is impor-
tant that the House acknowledges the situa-
tion that people face. The report found,
among other things, that: same-sex couples
and their families are denied basic financial
and work related entitlements which oppo-
site-sex couples and their families take for
granted; same-sex couples are not guaranteed
the right to take carers leave to look after a
sick partner; same-sex couples have to spend
more money on medical expenses than oppo-
site-sex couples to enjoy the Medicare and
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PBS safety nets, same-sex couples are de-
nied a wide range of tax concessions avail-
able to opposite-sex couples; the same-sex
partner of a federal government employee is
denied access to certain superannuation and
workers compensation death benefits avail-
able to an opposite-sex partner; and older
same-sex couples will generally pay more
than opposite-sex couples when entering
aged-care facilities.

The report also concluded that it was not
just the couples who were facing discrimina-
tion, as we have heard, but aso their chil-
dren. It is estimated that approximatdy 20
per cent of lesbian couples and five per cent
of gay couples are raising children. Inevita-
bly the financial disadvantages faced by their
parents will impact upon those children. Ar-
ticle 3(1) of the Convention on the Rights of
the Child, to which Australia again is a sig-
natory, states clearly:

In al actions concerning children, whether under-
taken by public or private social welfare institu-
tions, courts of law, administrative authorities or
legislative bodies, the best interests of the child
shall be a primary consideration.

| am far from an international lawyer, | have
to concede, but it seems rather evident to me
that causing a family financial disadvantage
solely on the basis of the parents' sexuality
would not fulfil the test of the Convention on
the Rights of the Child, to which Austraiais
asignatory. It isimportant, therefore, that we
remember the impact upon the children of
same-sex couples when we are considering
the bill before us. In summary, the Same-sex:
same entitlements report found that approxi-
mately 20,000 Australian couples and their
children were experiencing discrimination
and a lack of equality for no other reason
than their parents sexuality. That is a dis-
graceful situation that must be remedied, and
the bill before us today marks the first stage
of the government’s commitment to address

the inequality for same-sex couples that ex-
ists under awide range of laws.

The bill, in this instance, deals with the is-
sue of superannuation benefits. These are
extremely important for any individual. They
provide security for them and their families
during retirement and are often an individ-
ual’s largest asset after their house. When a
person dies there is a reasonable expectation
that their benefits will be passed on to their
families. However, this is not always the
case for same-sex couples. In chapter 13 of
its report, HREOC found in relation to the
current superannuation benefits, and it is
worth quoting at modest length:

The same-sex partner of a member of a private
superannuation fund may receive superannuation
death benefits if he or she can establish an ‘inter-
dependency relationship’ with, or financial de-
pendence on, the deceased member of the fund.
However, the ‘interdependency’ and financial
dependence categories impose more onerous
qualifying criteria than for an opposite-sex de
facto couple in the same position.

The same-sex partner of a federal government
public servant will not get any direct access to
superannuation deeth benefits, unless his or her
partner joined the public service after 1 July
2005. This is because a same-sex partner does not
qualify as a ‘spouse’ under the relevant legisla-
tion.

HREOC went on to observe the following:

Further, a same-sex partner may not get the same
tax benefits for superannuation contributions and
earnings as an opposite-sex partner (in either pri-
vate or federal government funds). Some tax con-
cessions flow onto ‘dependants’ who inherit su-
perannuation death benefits and this may include
a same-sex partner in some circumstances. How-
ever, other tax concessions are only availableto a
‘spouse’. The definition of ‘spouse under the
relevant tax legislation and federal government
superannuation schemes excludes a same-sex
partner.

Finally, the child of a same-sex couple may not be
entitled to the same superannuation benefits and
tax concessions as a child of an opposite-sex cou-
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ple. This is because of the definition of ‘child’ in
the relevant legislation.

These failures and these discriminatory defi-
nitions must be remedied, and the bill before
us today will remedy these situations and go
to the heart of how we define a partner or a
child. The effect of the bill will be to ensure
that the relevant definitions apply equally to
both same-sex and opposite-sex couples. To
achieve this, the bill will expand on the defi-
nition of a de facto couple, creating the new
concept of a couple relationship which will
include same-sex couples. The Attorney-
General also indicated in his speech intro-
ducing the bill that his department will apply
lessons learnt from the legidative drafting of
these provisions and definitions for a future
reform programin this area.

| am pleased to say that the bill also al-
lows for the equal recognition of children
who are, as we heard a moment ago, the
product of same-sex and opposite-sex rela
tionships. For the purposes of the bill a child
will be defined as the product of a couple
relationship where one partner is linked bio-
logically to the child or where one partner is
the birth mother of the child. A further bene-
fit of such a definition will be a solution to
the problems arising from some surrogacy
arrangements, where at times the child of an
opposite-sex relationship may fall outside of
the current definitions. The changes in these
definitions will finally eliminate the dis
crimination felt by these Australians for so
long. A lot of effort has gone into the word-
ing and analysis of the wording in the con-
struction of the hill, in my understanding,
and | think some of the concerns that have
been expressed by some of the members op-
posite do not properly reflect the fact that the
wording is quite appropriate.

The bill will also amend the Superannua-
tion Industry (Supervision) Act 1993, which
established the superannuation regulatory
framework for regulated super funds. This

will allow all super funds to make allowance
for same-sex couples and their children in
the same way that they will now be provided
for under the Commonwealth schemes. | join
the Attorney-Genera in encouraging al su-
perannuation funds to make this provision.

It should also be noted, particularly in
view of the amendment that has been pro-
posed by those opposite, that there are very
real and important reasons for this bill to be
passed by the parliament as soon as is possi-
ble. 1 do not think these were necessarily
addressed by the brief submission made by
the member for Wentworth. As soon as this
bill is passed the benefits and entitlements
that would be enacted will become available.
It is to be hoped that the opposition will act
with credit in this regard to facilitate the
rapid passage of the legidation. | have not
heard an argument, at least in the debate, that
would satisfy me that it is appropriate to
adopt the method of analysis and potential
delay that is suggested in the opposition’s
proposed amendment.

Until the bill becomes legislation we will
have the situation where people in the Public
Service of our nation are denied the benefits
they deserve for no better reason than old-
fashioned and outdated discrimination. The
bill is about providing for benefits and enti-
tlements for all Australian families on an
equal basis. It is about providing human
rights in a modern Australia by removing
discrimination grounded solely on an indi-
vidual's sexuality. | would like to congratu-
late the Attorney-General and all those in-
volved in bringing forward this bill. | would
also like to congratulate HREOC for the ex-
cellent report they produced and which has
obvioudly had a significant influence on the
construction of the legidation. | would also
like to congratulate all the activists in the
community who for many years have been
fighting these forms of discrimination. | hope
that they take some encouragement that this
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government—the Rudd Labor government—
has got the courage and commitment to ad-
dress this form of unfair, unjustified and ab-
horrent discrimination.

Mr HAWKE (Mitchell) (7.02 pm)—
Consistent with other speakers and | believe
the vast majority of our community, | sup-
port the intentions of the Same-Sex Relation-
ships (Equal Treatment in Commonwesalth
Laws—Superannuation) Bill 2008 and will
support the bill as amended by the opposition
leader. The intention to deal with areas of
discrimination in tax treatment and payment
of superannuation benefits for members of
same-sex couples and the children of these
individuals is a good intention. It is an inten-
tion that | believe should also be extended to
include non-sexual interdependent relation-
ships. However, the government is taking the
broad consensus that | believe exists in our
society and risking division if it is not clear
in the specific provisions and statutory lan-
guage of thislegidlation.

The role of marriage between a man and
woman in our society is central. Whether
members opposite accept it, like it or not our
society has been structured around marriage
for thousands of years. There are proven rea-
sons for supporting marriage as one of the
foundations of our social fabric and cohe-
sion. | want to put on record my support for
the unanimous agreement between the cur-
rent Prime Minister and the former Prime
Minister prior to the November 2007 elec-
tion that marriage is between a man and a
woman and that we ought not to move down
the path of gay marriage. This is an election
commitment that | believe is important for
the Labor Party to uphold.

I have some concerns with the language of
the bill. The attempt to replace the term
‘marital relationship’ with ‘couple relation-
ship’ and the removal of terms such as ‘ hus-
band’ and ‘wife’ clearly concerns a lot of

members of this place. There are those who
do seek radical change to the way our society
is structured. It could be argued that a change
to marriage could be one of the most radical
changes in the way our society has func-
tioned for some time. Some members have
come in here, spoken on this bill today and |
think driven people further away from the
intention of this bill. In particular, | would
note the contribution of the member for
Brisbane, who referred to anybody with a
different view on this matter as ‘extreme'. It
is not extreme to be a Christian, it is not ex-
treme to support the central role of the fam-
ily in our society and it is not extreme to
support marriage as between a man and a
woman—Iest we hark back to the Keating
era and ‘the politics of intolerance masquer-
ading as the politics of tolerance’, as Paul
Sheehan aptly defined it.

No bill should attempt to make radical
change in statutory language or in its provi-
sions that will have undesirable effects that
can be prevented. | am concerned that the
term ‘marital relationship’ is to be replaced
with the non-specific term ‘couple relation-
ship'. | am further concerned about the defi-
nitions of children and that this does not dis-
advantage children in de facto relationships.
The Parliamentary Secretary for Defence
Procurement just made a contribution on
international law relating to the children in
same-sex couples relationships. He may also
want to consider the international law that
would prevent discrimination against chil-
dren in de facto relationships and other forms
of relationships as well.

| also concerned that in enacting this leg-
idation we do not create the very discrimina-
tion and inequity members are attempting to
prevent against other interdependent rela-
tionships. | am concerned that the intention
of the government is not to include non-
sexual interdependency. Like so many other
members of this place, | am aware of so
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many real and no less deserving interde-
pendent relationships that exist in our com-
munity: mothers who live with their sons for
a long time or two friends that have lived
together for 40 or 50 years. These relation-
ships are real. They have nothing to do with
sexuality but there are no less valid reasons
why they should not be discriminated against
in our society and in law. In fact, | would
remind members of this House that the Prime
Minister and others went out of their way
prior to the eection in November 2007 to
state that the government would not be seek-
ing any change to the status of marriage or
other arrangements.

Government members have come into this
place to express concern about the opposi-
tion's amendment to send this to a Senate
committee—what | regard as due diligence
and care in examining this legidation. We
ought to realise and recognise that this does
not need to be made political, and | would
say to government members who have come
in here and attempted to portray this as a
result of the Howard government that that is
a very unfair characterisation. Indeed, those
members who have come in here and said
that the discrimination has occurred because
of the Howard government, or that somehow
the Howard government did not act, disre-
gard that there were Labor governments
prior to the Howard government. The
Keating government did not implement this
legidlation, the Hawke government did not
implement this legidation and the very radi-
cal Whitlam government did not implement
this legidation. | do not think there is any
value in paliticising this topic or this bill to-
day.

Society takes time to change. The opposi-
tion have the right to carefully examine leg-
islation on behalf of the 48.5 per cent of the
two-party preferred vote that put the opposi-
tion here. We have been presented with 22
bills this week to examine with very little or

no notice and we have not had the right to
ask for further scrutiny of this legidation.
There is no other attempt to delay or hinder
this legidation, as | said at the beginning of
my speech today. | support the intention of
this bill; so do many members on this side. |
will repeat it for members of this House: we
support the intentions of this legislation. We
are asking the government to please allow
some scrutiny to ensure that there is not a
radical change that follows on from the re-
moval of terms such as ‘marital relationship’
or ‘husband’ and ‘wife' inthislegislation.

The member for Port Adelaide said that
there was a time pressure in relation to same-
sex couples and that inquiries and commit-
tees would cause a magjor issue. The shadow
Treasurer came in here just now and re-
corded for the House's benefit that this legis-
lation can be backdated. The government
can, if it seeks to, set a time where this dis-
crimination can be removed and that can be
done retrospectively. The member for Port
Adelaide also put remarks on the record that
| thought were very unpleasant about the fact
that people in homosexual relationships may
die before 1 July—which is why we should
not delay this bill. But he then said that the
issue of people in interdependent relation-
ships could be referred to the inquiry that the
government has set up to consider those in-
terdependent relationships. It is an odd posi-
tion for the government to take: that it cares
about one set of relationships where people
may die before 1 July but not about ancther
set of relationships—nonsexual interdepend-
ent relationships—where people may also
die before 1 July. If it is good enough for
these matters with respect to one set of peo-
ple to be referred to a committee to be exam-
ined further, it is a strange and unconvincing
argument that we have to rush for another set
of people who may die before 1 July—taking
into account the very serious nature of those
matters that the member raised.
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| say again: there is no need to take broad
agreement on the intention of this bill and
turn it into division. The House has the right
to seek clarification about the statutory lan-
guage of this hill from the government, its
implications for marriage and the definitions
of children. We do not want to see this legis-
lation used to weaken the institution of mar-
riage or as a precursor to gay adoption or gay
marriage. | support the opposition leader’s
call for the Senate Standing Committee on
Legal and Congtitutional Affairs to inquire
into this bill—not to delay it, not to hinder it,
but to ensure that it is achieving itsintentions
and only itsintentions. As a Christian and as
a Liberal, | support the equal and non-
discriminatory treatment of people in law.
However, | appeal to the members oppo-
site—to those on the government benches—
to drop the palitics out of this issue, to take
the agreement and consensus that exists for
the intention of this legislation and to end
this injustice but to not seek to make radical
change without seeking the approval of the
people of the Australian electorate. This leg-
idation and its potential impacts require fur-
ther scrutiny, and it is right and proper for
the House to ask the Senate to do so.

Mr ANDREWS (Menzies) (7.10 pm)—I
rise this evening to support the amendment
moved by the Leader of the Opposition to
the Same-Sex Relationships (Equal Treat-
ment in Commonweslth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008. | do so for two
reasons. firstly, to support the extension of
superannuation to all interdependent rela
tionships and, secondly, to make clear that
this bill should not further undermine mar-
riage as conventionally understood in Austra-
lia. This hill is about superannuation entitle-
ments. Superannuation in my view is a new
form of property. If one looks at the savings
of most ordinary Australians, the wealth
creation of most ordinary Australians, then
for a great many people that major form of

savings or wealth creation these days occurs
through their superannuation account. If su-
perannuation can today be properly and ap-
propriately characterised as property, then a
person ought to have the right to dispose or
divest themselves of that property as they
can with any other piece of property—be it
money they have saved and can buy some-
thing with or gift to another person, or real
estate, which they can sell or equally gift to
another person.

If the government wishes to extend to re-
lationships other than marriage equality of
treatment for superannuation purposes, there
iS no reason as a matter of logic to limit this
to relationships based on a same-sex rela
tionship. Why, for example, should two sin-
gle sisters who have lived together for many
years and who provide for each other with
financial and domestic support not receive
equal treatment with two lesbians in identical
circumstances? Or what about a brother and
sister? That was the case for some of my
relatives, one of whom died recently. In one
case the sister’s husband died tragically in
the Second World War and her brother has
lived with her for the 60-odd years since in
an interdependent relationship. Why should
they be treated any differently in relation to
their property—namely, superannuation—
from others? | note that the Attorney-General
is at the table. It would be interesting to hear
why this bill does not canvass al interde-
pendent relationships, because this was the
approach taken by the Howard government
in its 2004 amendments to the Superannua-
tion Industry (Supervision) Act. There was a
provision relating to the private sector. The
key provision in the act was section 10A(1),
which says:

... 2 persons ... have an interdependency rda
tionship if:
(& they have a close personal relationship;
and

(b) they livetogether; and
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(c) one or each of them provides the other
with financial support; and
(d) one or each of them provides the other
with domestic support and personal
care.
If this was a provision which had the unani-
mous support, as far as | can recal, of the
parliament to define an interdependent rela-
tionship which would include people in all
relationships, whether or not they are on the
basis of sexual preference, why should this
provision not apply equally to this bill and,
as | understand it, to a suite or package of
other hills that relate to those in the public
sector in Australia? | believe it should apply
to people in interdependent relationships.
This hill therefore ought to be extended
along the lines suggested in the amendment
moved by the Leader of the Opposition.

| said secondly that | supported the Leader
of the Opposition's amendments to make
clear that the bill should not further under-
mine marriage as conventionally understood
in Australia. In talking of undermining mar-
riage, | quote from Jonathon Sachs in his
recent informative book, The home we build
together, where he says, ‘The fact that we
have deconstructed the family morally, psy-
chologically, economically, palitically, is the
single most fateful cultural development of
our times’ | certainly believe that that is
right.

Other members have spoken about
changes of language—' marital relationships
to ‘couple relationships' . Does this mean that
a marital relationship from a cultural, indeed
from a legal, perspective in Australia is seen
now as just one other permanent type of rela-
tionship that has no special value beyond
that? | put thisin the context that in 2004 this
parliament passed a bill to define marriage as
‘the union of a man and a woman to the ex-
clusion of all others, voluntarily entered into
for life. There is nothing radical in this
proposition. It reflected the common-law

approach stated by Lord Penzance in the
1866 case of Hyde v Hyde and Woodmansee,
namely, that marriage is the voluntary union
of one man and one woman, to the exclusion
of all others. It was supported by this parlia-
ment including the then opposition Labor
Party.

That parliamentary action followed deci-
sions and comments by judges in a number
of court cases that the traditional understand-
ing could be changed. The Federal Court
took this further when it ruled that the com-
mon-law test could include psychological
and social considerations. In other words, if
you consider yourself a man or a woman,
that will do! No wonder the overwhelming
majority of parliamentarians decided that
they and not some unelected judges should
determine the boundaries of marriage in Aus-
tralia. But some want to reverse this long-
held view of the mgjority of Australians. For
example, under a proposal by the Greens put
to the Senate, | think on the first day of this
parliament, marriage means the union of two
persons, regardless of their sexuality or gen-
der identity, voluntarily entered into for life.

Missing from their discussion is any con-
sideration of the purpose of marriage. Social
science research shows that the optimal way
to raise children isin awell-functioning fam-
ily comprising both a father and a mother.
For the Greens, this is all about discrimina-
tion. But maintaining that individuals should
be able to direct their will, their pension or
their superannuation to whomever they wish
is different from upholding the very structure
upon which society is founded. The Greens
and their supporters regject this notion. Hence
the latest push to prohibit words such as
‘mother’ and ‘father’ in schoals.

Society has an interest in functioning
families and healthy children. It has an inter-
est in what Mary Anne Glendon called ‘the
seedbeds of virtue'—those structures which
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enable children to be formed in the virtues.
Society has an interest in promoting the insti-
tution of marriage because it seeks to unite
men and women and to promote child rear-
ing in a setting which provides male and fe-
male models. As the demographer Kingsley
Daviswrites:

The genius of marriage is that, through it, the
society normally holds biological parents respon-
sible for each other and for their offspring. By
identifying children with their parents and by
penalising people who do not have stable rela-
tionships, the social system powerfully motivates
individuals to settle into a sexual union and take
care of ensuing offspring.

David Blankenhorn, the author of Fatherless
America, puts the economic conseguences
succinctly. He said:

No amount of public investment in children can
offset the private disinvestment—

arising from dysfunctional families. The
Greens are not alone in this retreat from mar-
riage. In New South Wales, the government
has legidation before state parliament which
would remove the longstanding presumption
that a child has one father and one mother,
which is the case for the overwhelming ma-
jority of children. The reason advanced is to
provide day-to-day parenting rights to the
non-biological mother of a child conceived
to a lesbian couple through artificial repro-
ductive technology. Yet this abjective can
already be achieved by a Family Court par-
enting order.

As | understand it, this bill treats al de
facto partners of people with children as
automatically having a step-parent relation-
ship with their partner’s children, something
which only marriage creates today. Accord-
ingly, for the reasons | have set out, | believe
it is appropriate for the opposition to refer
this matter to a committee. | therefore com-
mend the amendment to the House.

Mr KATTER (Kennedy) (7.20 pm)—
Recently, | was invited to address the Young

Liberals (Australia) conference. | think the
blokes who invited me were consequently
sacked. The president there said | should be
Prime Minister of Australia. | naturaly
agreed with him and felt he was a very wise
and perspicacious person. He struck me as a
bloke who was not a fool—although this
seemed to be the indication of a fool. He
said: ‘In Australia we don't have conserva-
tives who espouse conservative values. We
have a lot of people who call themselves
conservatives, who run around trying to ex-
plain that they are not really conservatives at
al. That is what | have watched tonight—
people on this side of the House who claim
to be conservatives. | said, ‘Be specific.” He
said, ‘Ronald Reagan and Margaret
Thatcher.’” | do not think | would agree with
any of Margaret Thatcher’s policies—none at
all—but there is no doubt that what he was
saying was correct. These people were
enormously successful politicians.

| served under a bloke called Bjeke
Petersen. We were described as troglodytes
and rednecks and everything else. We moved
legidation to make abortion illegal in
Queensland—there was vagueness in the
law. The verdict of the people was 72 per
cent against what we were trying to do, but
there was no doubt that the then Premier be-
lieved it was the right thing to do. It was not
a matter of whether or not we got votes out
of it—that was the right thing to do and he
was doing it. In the subsequent election, at
the expense of the Liberal and Labor parties,
our vote went up about eight per cent.

Whilst they disagreed with what we were
doing, it was clear that we were acting out of
moral beliefs. That is the thing that people
will respect and follow. They will not respect
you people on this side of the House getting
up one after the other and making all sorts of
arguments why thisis not quite right but you
vote for it anyway. Let me state unequivo-
caly that the hill is a bill of approbation for
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homosexual relationships. Either you believe
that that is a good thing for society or you do
not.

Many of you know my background. |
spent many, many years in the bush with
people of Aborigina descent, and they have
what they call ‘Quinkan’ beliefs. This is
devil-devil country. Devil-devil country at
the back of Cooktown was Black Mountain,
which was alive with taipan snakes. The
Quinkan lore, if you like, for Mount Fox—
there were no trees on it—said that devil-
devils come out and stick spearsin you. That
amost certainly indicates—for people with
geology backgrounds such as | have—
sulphur emissions which are alive volcani-
caly. In fact, it was a live volcanic area
about 10,000 years ago. The Quinkan for the
Ingham area is ‘water from mountain to
mountain’. If we have a double flood, the
entire coastal plain will go 25 feet under wa-
ter and probably result in thousands of |ost
lives. The point | am making here is their
bdief system—Madam Deputy Speaker, you
shake your head and laugh—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—No.

Mr KATTER—I do not think the people
of Aboriginal descent in my electorate would
particularly appreciate your shaking your
head and laughing.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—No. Member for Kennedy, | am
trying to ascertain its relevance to the hill
before the House and | would draw your at-
tention back to it.

Mr KATTER—You will have it in one
sentence, Madam Deputy Speaker, and that
sentence is the survival of the race, the sur-
vival of the tribe. People have bdlief systems
because they are important for the survival of
the race and the survival of the tribe. If ho-
mosexuality is a fashion statement, it is a

very dangerous fashion statement and it is at
the present moment in Australia.

| refer to Bob Birrell’s article in the Aus-
tralian newspaper some years ago where he
said that in 100 years the population of Aus-
tralia would be seven million. | thought the
man must be mad. | went down to the de-
mography boss at the Parliamentary Library
here and | said, ‘This could not possibly be
right.” He said: ‘Well, you can work it out for
yoursdlf. If every time 20 people diein Aus-
tralia they are replaced by 17 people, then
over five or six generations you will end up
with that figure. So | sat down and worked
out the mathematics and | was quite horrified
at what | found. There may be people in Aus-
tralia, but they will not be the race of people
that are here today. We have chosen a val ues
system that says that we do not have chil-
dren, and other races have chosen a value
system that says that they do.

Patrick J Buchanan, in his book Death of
the West said that Europe in 15 years time
will need 23 million people just to keep their
essential services going, and those people
can only be supplied from the Muslim coun-
tries because they are the only countries that
have a positive birthrate. | might be a little
intemperate in my remarks about protecting
the state of Israel, which | am a very strong
supporter of, and critical of some of the peo-
ple that would take away their right to exist,
but one has to say, though, that they have a
belief system that will ensure that they will
be around while we have a belief system that
guarantees we will not be around—unless we
change that belief system.

People come in here with the hypocrisy of
crying about this. | saw that in the abortion
debate. The people who thought it was quite
al right to kill an unborn child are the same
people who go and cry about a stranded
whale. Their value systems are skewed. | am
not going to be intimidated by moral fashion
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to adopt policies which | do not think are
correct for our children or our future. What
you are doing here is talking about a bill of
approbation for this sort of behaviour.

When | spoke on thisin this place the last
time the issue of AIDS was a very real issue
in Australia. There was not a single person in
this place that related it to homosexuality.
Anyone could go down and get the figures.
There were about 75 AIDS cases in Austra-
lia. | have not checked the figures, but you
can go back to my speech at the time—the
figures then were dead accurate. There were
about 75 AIDS cases in Australia. Of those,
al of them were people that had indulged in
homosexual behaviour or were intravenous
drug users, with the exception of six peo-
ple—and there is a third category | will refer
to in a moment—who claimed they were not
in either of those categories. But the bloke
taking the figures pointed out that four of
them were living with an ‘at-risk’ parther—
which is code for homaosexual. So, in actual
fact, there was no AIDS phenomenon in Aus-
tralia outside homosexuality and intravenous
drug use. These are not my figures; these are
medical figures.

The third category is a very, very sad
category of people. Homosexuals said, ‘We
are being discriminated against.” That is what
is being said tonight— 'We are being dis-
criminated against.” They said, ‘We ve got a
right to give blood transfusions the same as
everybody else’ The New South Wales gov-
ernment—moral relativists—decided, ‘Oh
yes, that's terrible, we are discriminating
against them.” So they allowed them to give
blood, and some 60 or 70 people—mostly
little children—contracted AIDS as a result
of that decision. Thisis all a matter of public
record.

When | ook back to the days of very great
upheaval in the world, there are two people
that leap out to me—Martin Luther and S

Thomas More. The fashion of their day
should have led them both to certain death.
By some miracle, Luther escaped but Tho-
mas More did not. But they were both men
that did not hesitate to place themselves in
danger of death for their beliefs—what they
profoundly believed to be the true and right
thing to do. So, though it is not very fashion-
able and though it will bring great oppro-
brium upon anyone speaking in the manner
in which | am speaking, | think that it is eve-
ryone’s duty to reflect upon the fact that the
sort of viewpoint that | have must win in the
end because the other viewpoint leads to the
nonsurvival of the race.

| go back to a lot of my old blackfella
mates. They had survival laws there that
were very valuable and very important for
their survival and the preservation of their
tribe and their race. But let the last words lie
with the great Jim Killen. Writing a letter to
the Australian, he said: ‘If the definition of
marriage is a love reationship, | for many
years of my life was a ringer up in the Gulf
Country, and | loved my horse.’

Debate interrupted; adjournment proposed
and negatived.

Mrs MARKUS (Greenway) (7.30 pm)—
With all due respect to the member for Ken-
nedy, can | clarify that those of us who are
standing in support of the intention of the
Same-Sex Relationships (Equal Treatment in
Commonwealth Laws—Superannuation) Bill
2008 with a proposal for an amendment and
referral to a Senate committee actually have
the capacity to stand for principle but at the
same time stand for what is just, right and
fair for those this bill applies to. This debate
is about fairness. It is about the balance of
what isjust and what isright.

| say at the outset that the dignity and
value of every individual is critical to this
House and also to the people we represent.
Respect for all Australians and their capacity
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and their right to choose how they live their
lives, while respecting the rights of others, is
paramount. Laws and legislators have the
responsibility to place value on all humanity.

The introduction of legidation that fo-
cuses on fairness in financial and work re-
lated entitlements and benefits for all Austra-
lians is to be commended. Adults in depend-
ent relationships including but not limited to
same-sex relationships—and people within
those relationships who wish to ensure that
dependants, including children, are rightly
entitled to be treated fairly in Common-
wealth law—are to be supported. Aspects of
fairness that are presented in this bill to
diminate discrimination against same-sex
couples and the children of same-sex rela-
tionships from the several acts affected by
this bill—I will not list them all tonight—are
worthy of support.

However, there are a couple of things that
I am concerned about. In my view, the revi-
sion of the existing definitions of ‘spouse
and ‘child’ and creation of new definitions
not only errs on the side of devaluing mar-
riage but also puts at risk the rights of chil-
dren. The bill provides for the removal from
various bills of the phrase ‘marital relation-
ship', to be replaced with the term ‘couple
relationship’, and for the removal of ‘hus-
band’ or ‘wife’, to be replaced with the term
‘partner’. With all due respect to the House, |
fought for marriages for many years when |
worked as a social worker, and marriage is
indeed one of the bedrocks of our society
and ought to be supported and strengthened
inall legidation.

Item 17 of the bill refersto the child as be-
ing a ‘product’. With all due respect again to
the House and to members opposite, refer-
ring to children as products is somewhat im-
personal and again devalues the significance
of children. As has already been noted by
members on this side, children are valuable

human beings. The potential for unintended
negative consequences is yet to be thor-
oughly explored. It is important that children
dependent on adults who care for them ought
to be entitled to the Commonwealth benefits
referred to in this bill, but the detail needs to
be further explored.

In my view, the preference for children to
be raised by a father and a mother—a male
and a female—ought to be strengthened and
supported. While | have respect for those
who, through circumstances and/or choice,
live in various and different family relation-
ships and circumstances, it is my view that it
is important to strengthen and add value to
marriage and to children being raised in a
home where both parents are present. | urge
the government to adopt the coalition's
amendments, which will enable the removal
of barriers to fairness, which is the intention
of the hill, and will place equal value on
marriage and protect the rights of children. It
is the language of this bill that needs to be
reviewed and changed.

Prior to the election, the Australian Labor
Party noted its lack of support for legislation
to recognise same-sex marriage or civil un-
ions. The Labor Party also agrees with the
Australian Christian Lobby that:

... same-sex couples should be able to share their
finances and property with each other and in addi-
tion supports the removal of discrimination in
areas such as taxation, superannuation and social
security benefits.

The Labor Party stated that it:

... does not support legislation to recognise same-
Sex marriage or civil unions or to make changes
to the definition of marriage.

| think that changing the definition of what a
couple is in this legidation would question
its commitment to that.

Earlier this week | received a letter from
the Anglican Diocese of Sydney, and | will
refer briefly to their comments:
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We commend the government for addressing

some of the inconsistencies in current legislation
as well as some of the legal and administrative
impediments that are imposed on same-sex cou-
ples, which in effect deny them access to various
financial and work related benefits that others in
the community enjoy. However, there are two
aspects in this area of law reform that particularly
concern us.
Our first concern is that many of the benefits
which we understand are to be extended to same-
sex couples may be equally applicable to other
types of caring, interdependent relationships—for
example, dderly siblings or disabled family
members. We can see no reason in principle why
other categories of caring, interdependent rela
tionships should not also enjoy those benefits
which are not dependent upon the relationship
being a sexua relationship. Our second concern
relates to the apparent removal in relevant princi-
pal legislation of any reference to marriage as a
separate and distinct category of relationship. We
understand the terminology proposed to be used
in amending legislation will cover married cou-
ples. However we are concerned that, for the sake
of drafting expediency, the special place that so-
ciety has traditionally accorded to marriage will
be hidden by these reforms.

While | support the principle and intent of

this bill, | strongly commend the amendment
to the House.

Mr McCLELLAND (Barton—Attorney-
General) (7.38 pm)—I would like to thank
the honourable members for their contribu-
tions to the debate. | would like to echo the
simple words of the member for Sturt: it is
overdue. As | informed the House last week,
the Same-Sex Relationships (Equal Treat-
ment in Commonweslth Laws—
Superannuation) Bill 2008 introduces the
first part of historic reforms to amend the
Commonwealth laws that discriminate on the
basis of sexuality. | am proud that within six
months of coming to government we have
managed to audit all Commonwealth laws to
identify discrimination against same-sex
couples and to introduce this legislation. The

public servants involved have, quite frankly,
done an outstanding job. The reforms in this
bill will make a practical difference to the
lives of a group of fellow Australians who
for far too long have suffered discrimination
in superannuation at a Commonwealth level.

However, members of the opposition may
not be aware that the drafting of legisation
to remove discrimination on same-sex rela-
tionships has not been easy—and that is an
understatement. It required care to ensure
that existing entitlements are not detrimen-
tally affected while seeking to remove dis-
crimination. | will say alittle more about that
in terms of the concept of close personal re-
lationships that has been raised throughout
the debate.

These particular amendments that relate to
these particular superannuation laws are time
critical because of the benefits that will flow
to people who are grieving from the loss of a
loved one. For that reason, we have split the
legidation into two parts to enable these
amendments to pass now while the rest of
the legidation is drafted. | fully expect and
think it is appropriate for the second tranche
of the legidlation to be scrutinised by a Sen-
ate or House of Representatives committee.
Amendments to discriminatory terms in
Commonwealth laws will set a new legal
standard for fairness and consistency and
will provide functional recognition of same-
sex couples and, importantly, their children.
Discrimination on the basis of sexuality has
largely been removed from state and territory
laws, and this bill will take equality for
same-sex couples and their children to the
next level by introducing long-overdue re-
form to remove discrimination from Conm+
monwealth laws.

In terms of the issues raised in the debate,
| would like to address up front the concern
of the Leader of the Opposition that replac-
ing the term ‘marital relationship’ with the
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new definition ‘ couple relationship’ could be
construed as undermining the institution of
marriage. Removing sexuality discrimination
does not undermine marriage. The question
of recognition of same-sex marriage is a
separate issue entirely from that of providing
equal recognition for same-sex couples. The
government’s policy on marriage reflects the
widely held view in the community that mar-
riage is between a man and a woman. Thisin
turn reflects the traditional view of marriage
that has been built over many centuries. Re-
moving discrimination is about making sure
that same-sex couples are recognised for all
practical purposes and have the same enti-
tlements as opposite-sex de facto couples.
There will be winners and losers, but the
government has made it known that this is
precisely what the reforms will achieve. |
think, in fairness to those who are potentially
losers, they recognise thisis part of the prin-
ciple of removing discrimination.

| wish to make it abundantly clear that the
use of the term ‘ couple relationship’ does not
undermine existing marriage laws. As | said
in my second reading speech specifically—
and | will refer honourable members to it
again—the government’s position in relation
to the existing definition of marriage is un-
ambiguous. We believe that marriage is be-
tween a man and a woman. However, the
government has also made clear its commit-
ment to implementing its policy of confer-
ring the same entitlements on same-sex de
facto couples that are conferred on opposite-
sex de facto couples. The bill seeks to treat
opposite-sex and same-sex couples equally
for the purposes of payment of reversionary
benefits. It is important to know that we are
talking about reversionary benefits as part of
these measures. As such, it is desirable to use
consistent terminology for recognising per-
sonsin certain relationships.

This has been a difficult and technical
piece of legidation to draft. It is not the case,

as suggested by some of those opposite, that
the terms of this legidation are clinical and
austere. As the Leader of the Opposition also
noted, and we agree with him, it isimportant
that new discrimination not be introduced by
these amendments. Currently both opposite-
sex de facto couples and married couples are
entitled to death benefits if they are consid-
ered to bein a marital relationship. These are
death benefits in the context of a reversion-
ary benefits scheme—in other words, a
monthly, fortnightly, weekly or other pay-
ment. However, it would be contrary to the
government policy on marriage to include
same-sex de facto couples within the defini-
tion of ‘marital relationship’. That is pre-
cisely because we believe that marriage is
between a man and a woman. The alternative
is to separate marital from de facto couple
relationships. However, | am advised that
this could create dstatutory interpretation
problems by giving ‘marital relationship’ a
narrower meaning, potentially enabling it to
be treated unequally to de facto relationships.
There would be the risk that a court would
take the view that a ‘ couple relationship’ was
a different test to a ‘marital relationship’.
This might in fact take the form of a super-
annuation benefit being given or denied to a
person in a marital relationship when com-
pared to a person in a de facto relationship.
This might have created marital status dis-
crimination contrary to Australia’s interna-
tional obligations and contrary to the inten-
tion, | am sure, of members of both sides of
the House.

As aresult, the bill ensures equality by re-
placing the term ‘marital relationship’ with
the term ‘couple relationship’. Thisis similar
to the approach recommended by the Human
Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission.
The bill also replaces the phrase ‘ husband or
wife' with the term ‘ partner’. The definition
of partner is non-discriminatory and applies
to persons, whether the persons are in a
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same-sex or opposite-sex relationship. This
will place al persons who have an opposite-
sex or same-sex relationship with a scheme
member on an equal footing. Let me state
again. removing discrimination in no way
diminishes the status of a marriage in the
assessment of superannuation benefits.

The bill aims to allow same-sex partners
and their children to receive superannuation
benefits on the same basis as opposite-sex de
facto partners and their children. Recognition
is necessary if we as a community are to re-
move discrimination against same-sex fami-
lies and their children. The definition of
“child’ in the acts has been expanded to ex-
tend superannuation death benefits to include
children of same-sex relationships. The new
definition expands the classes of children
who may be taken to be a child of the mem-
ber for the purposes of determining eligibil-
ity for orphaned children benefits. It has
been suggested by a member opposite that all
that is required under these amendments is a
simple biological connection between a child
and a member of a superannuation scheme. |
want to make clear that this is not possible.
The overriding requirement in the definition
of achild under the legidation is that they be
achild who is the product of the relationship.
Not only must a child have a biological con-
nection to one of the partners of the relation-
ship or be born to one of the partners; they
must also be the product of the relationship.

In addition, under the legidation it is also
an existing and separate requirement that a
child be an ‘digible child’ in order to be enti-
tled to a reversionary payment. For this to
occur, a child would need to be dependent on
the member and meet the other requirements
of being an digible child. That requirement
will not be changed by these amendments. |
reject entirely the suggestion that this bill
opens the door to gay adoption, gay IVF or
gay surrogacy. Adoption, IVF and surrogacy

are matters primarily for the states and terri-
tories.

The bill does not create relationships that
do not already exist. The issue from the gov-
ernment’s perspective is not about encourag-
ing gay parenting but about ending discrimi-
nation. The reformsin this bill recognise real
family situations. Recognition is necessary if
we as a community are to remove discrimi-
nation against same-sex families and their
children.

Members opposite have suggested that the
proposed definition of ‘couple relationship’
should include interdependent couples. The
concept of ‘partner’ takes its ordinary mean-
ing and cannot extend recognition to interde-
pendent couples, such as the example fre-
quently given of two elderly sisters living
together. This is made clear in the explana-
tory memorandum. | note that the opposition
want to broaden the bill's scope to include
interdependent relationships. This option was
explicitly rejected by the Human Rights and
Equal Opportunity Commission. It is also an
option which appears to have been previ-
oudly rejected by the opposition when they
were in government. | note, in fact, that the
opposition, with respect to many members
who | respect on a persona level, have not
thought through the implications of their cur-
rent position on interdependent couples.

Bearing in mind that we are talking about
the first tranche of a package of laws that
will remove discrimination from Common-
wealth laws, | would like to provide some
examples. Let me take the example of two
dderly sisters who live together and ook
after each other, which was raised by the
opposition in debate, as | have noted. Sup-
pose each sister currently receives the age
pension at the single rate of $546.80 per
fortnight. If, as the opposition proposes, they
were recognised as a couple under Con+
monwealth laws, each would receive the
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couple rate of $456.80 per fortnight—that is,
their payments would go down. In other
words, they would be $180 worse off per
fortnight. Currently, each would also receive
a utilities allowance of $500 per year. In
other words, they are treated as individuals.
If, as the opposition proposes, they were rec-
ognised as a couple, they would only receive
one utilities allowance between them, lasing
a further $500. And there are likely to be
other negative financial implications, such as
telephone allowances and rent assistance. As
the member for Menzies appeared to appre-
ciate in his contribution—and | respect the
member for Menzies—we are talking about
amendments including, to use his phrase, a
package or suite of other laws where these
measures will necessarily occur.

The opposition's renewed interest in the
role of the Senate in scrutinising legislation
is welcome, but | fully expect that when the
second tranche of legidation is introduced it
will occur. However, this legidation is time
critical. The only reason to refer this legida
tion to a Senate committee would be to
achieve a prolongation and extend the dis-
crimination that currently exists against
same-sex couples, discrimination which the
opposition leader and many opposite are de-
termined—and we appreciate their genuine-
ness—to remove.

Honourable member s interjecting—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE
Burke)—The Attorney-General has the call
and should be heard in silence.

Mr McCLELLAND—Our challenge is
to sincerely ask ourselves: ‘How would | fedl
if that were me? How would | fed if | had a
son, a daughter, a brother or a sister in these
arrangements? It is not desirable to be
overly emotive about these matters, but it is
appropriate to ask: what is the situation of a
person who is potentially the beneficiary of a
reversionary benefit in circumstances where

the superannuant dies before this legidation
is passed?

| note that there is a suggestion for back-
dating. But the problem is that when you are
talking about reversionary benefits you are
usually talking about a fortnightly or
monthly contribution; that is, a contribution
that isin lieu of income and sustains the per-
son. If thereis a gap—yparticularly a substan-
tial gap—there are complications as to how
that individua is to sustain themselves and
their family until the legidation is passed.
There are complications. | appreciate the
numbers in the Senate, but | would implore
those opposite to prevail upon their senators
to conduct their inquiry as expeditiously as
possible.

The Rudd Labor government recognises
the important and tireless contribution of
carers to the community. However, the issue
of whether to recognise interdependent rela-
tionships such as a caring relationship is
complex, as | haveindicated by the examples
| gave. Indeed, it is no secret, although it was
not the intention of the government in re-
moving discrimination, that there will at the
end of the day be a saving to budget as a re-
sult of removing discrimination. This is be-
cause many persons who are currently enti-
tled to greater benefits as individuals will
end up having their benefits determined on a
collective basis; in other words, effectively
as couples. In that sense, the proof of the pie
isinthe eating. In the specific example that |
have given in respect of the aged couple, that
will necessarily be the case.

In other words, careful consideration
should be given to these complex issues to
do with recognising interdependent relation-
ships, particularly caring relationships, in
Commonwealth legidation. Indeed, how to
best recognise caring relationships is being
considered by an inquiry by the House of
Representatives Standing Committee on
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Family, Community, Housing and Youth.
However, this is a separate issue to removing
discrimination against same-sex couples and
should not hold up the implementation of
these important reforms.

As the introduction of the hill highlights,
the government believes that people are enti-
tled to respect, dignity and the opportunity to
participate in society and receive the protec-
tion of the law regardless of their sexuality.
The government is committed to removing
discrimination against same-sex couples and
their children. This bill will implement the
first part of this commitment by removing
same-sex discrimination from Common-
wealth superannuation laws. Put simply, the
same-sex partner or a child of a same-sex
relationship today does not have an equal
right to recelve important superannuation
benefits, literally to sustain them. Those
rights will be provided by the passage of this
bill. This approach imports a new standard of
fairness and consistency into the law in this
area and ensures that same-sex families are
treated with fairness and equity.

Some opposition members want to have it
both ways, with respect. They want to have
same-sex relationships not equated to a mar-
ried relationship but also want to support the
removal of discrimination against same-sex
couples. With respect to those opposite—and
| appreciate their good intent—they cannot
have it both ways. Removing discrimination
simply means that same-sex relationships are
treated equally to de facto opposite-sex cou-
ples. The reforms in this bill will recognise
real family situations, and this is the only
way to remove discrimination against same-
sex families and their children. | commend
the bill to the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—The original
question was that this bill be now read a sec-
ond time. To this the Leader of the Opposi-
tion has moved as an amendment that all

words after ‘That' be omitted with a view to
substituting other words. The immediate
question is that the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the question.

Mr Katter—Madam Deputy Speaker, |
wish my vote to be recorded in the negative,
because the amendment approves the bill and
| am opposed to the bill. Thank you.

The DEPUTY SPEAK ER—We will dedl
with that. Thank you.

Question pui.

The House divided.  [8.00 pm]

(The Deputy Speaker—Ms AE Burke)
Ayes............ 73
Noes............ 56
Majority......... 17

AYES
Adams, D.G.H. Albanese, A.N.
Bevis, A.R. Bidgood, J.
Bird, S. Bowen, C.
Bradbury, D.J. Burke, A.S.
Butler, M.C. Byrne, A.M.
Campbell, J. Champion, N.
Cheeseman, D.L. Clare, J.D.
Collins, JM. Combet, G.
D’'Ath, Y.M. Debus, B.
Elliot, J. Ellis, A.L.
Ellis, K. Emerson, C.A.
Ferguson, L.D.T. Ferguson, M.J.
Fitzgibbon, JA. Garrett, P.
Georganas, S. George, J.
Gibbons, SW. Gray, G.
Grierson, S.J. Griffin, A.P.
Hale, D.F. Hall, J.G. *
Hayes, C.P. * Irwin, J.
Jackson, SM. Kelly, M.J.
Kerr, D.J.C. Livermore, K.F.
Macklin, J.L. Marles, R.D.
McClelland, R.B. McKew, M.
McMullan, R.F. Melham, D.
Murphy, J. Neal, B.J.
Neumann, S.K. O’ Connor, B.P.
Owens, J. Parke, M.
Perrett, G.D. Plibersek, T.
Price, L.R.S. Raguse, B.B.
Rea, K.M. Ripoll, B.F.

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 4 June 2008

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

4525

Rishworth, A.L.
Shorten, W.R.
Snowdon, W.E.
Symon, M.
Thomson, C.
Trevor, C.
Vamvakinou, M.
Zappia, A.

NOES

Abbott, A.J.
Billson, B.F.
Bishop, J.I.
Cobb, J.K.
Coulton, M.
Farmer, P.F.
Georgiou, P.
Hartsuyker, L.
Hawker, D.P.M.
Hull, K.E. *
Irons, S.J.
Johnson, M.A. *
Laming, A.
Macfarlane, |.E.
Markus, L.E.
Mirabella, S.
Nelson, B.J.
Pearce, C.J.
Ramsey, R.
Robert, SR.
Schultz, A.
Secker, P.D.
Slipper, P.N.
Somlyay, A.M.
Stone, S.N.
Tuckey, C.W.
Vaile, M.A.J.
Washer, M.J.

* denotes teller

Question agreed to.

Saffin, JA.
Sidebottom, S.
Sullivan, J.
Tanner, L.
Thomson, K.J.
Turnour, J.P.
Windsor, A.H.C.

Andrews, K.J.
Bishop, B.K.
Ciobo, SM.
Costello, P.H.
Dutton, P.C.
Gash, J.
Haase, B.W.
Hawke, A.
Hockey, JB.
Hunt, G.A.
Jensen, D.
Keenan, M.
Ley, S.P.
Marino, N.B.
May, M.A.
Morrison, S.J.
Neville, P.C.
Pyne, C.
Randall, D.J.
Ruddock, P.M.
Scott, B.C.
Simpkins, L.
Smith, A.D.H.
Southcott, A.J.
Truss, W.E.
Turnbull, M.
Vale D.S.
Wood, J.

Original question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.

Third Reading

Mr McCLELLAND (Barton—Attorney-
General) (8.06 pm)—by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question agreed to.
Bill read athird time.

HIGHER EDUCATION SUPPORT
AMENDMENT (2008 BUDGET
MEASURES) BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 May, on motion
by MsGillard:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr ANTHONY SMITH (Casey) (8.07
pm)—I rise to speak on the Higher Educa-
tion Support Amendment (2008 Budget
Measures) Bill 2008, which was introduced
into the House last week. As members will
know, this bill deals with a number of issues
and proposes a number of measures with
respect to higher education. Specifically the
bill deals with a range of capital works pro-
jects at the James Cook University Dental
School, capital infrastructure and additional
Commonwealth supported places in medi-
cine, nursing and education at the University
of Notre Dame. It makes provision for addi-
tional Commonwealth supported places in
early childhood education and nursing and
for the expansion of undergraduate scholar-
ships over the next four years. There are a
number of other measures as well. One of the
bill’s major measures, of course, is the reduc-
tionin HECS for certain courses, specifically
maths and science, down to the minimum
rate. For graduates of those courses who go
into areas of workforce shortage, specifically
teaching, there is a 50 per cent reduction in
the HECS repayments. Finally, the bill deals
with domestic full-fee-paying places. It pro-
vides for the abolition of those places and
also provides for what the government says
is the necessary number of additional Com-
monwealth supported places to compensate
for the abolition of domestic full-fee places.

| say at the outset that all of these meas-
ures and initiatives within the bill were spo-
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ken about before the election. We say that
quite up front. They were within the Labor
Party’s policy platform. Obviously some of
them are non-controversial, and by that |
refer to the capital infrastructure grants to
some of the universities and some of the
other measures. Some of them received more
prominence than others, specifically the
longstanding policy decision by those oppo-
site to abolish domestic full-fee places at
Australian universities. The opposition will
not be forcing a division on this bill. We do
not wish to delay those good parts of the hill
for Australian universities or for them to be
delayed in the other place. However, let me
just say in the brief time available that, with
respect to the HECS reductions for maths
and science and some of the other courses
mentioned, obviously the government’s in-
tention, as they stated before the election, is,
firstly, to encourage more people into these
courses and, secondly, to encourage them
into areas of workforce need, specifically
teaching. That intention is a noble one, but it
is one we are sceptical about. We would hope
to be wrong, but we do not think this ap-
proach is a silver bullet, particularly when it
comes to teaching.

We think the big issues in teaching—and
the shortage of science and maths teachers, if
| can just take one example in the short time
available—relate more to the teaching pro-
fession itself and the lack of performance
pay structures and the like. That is a very big
debate that is ongoing at the moment. We
would all agree in this House that we need to
attract the best and brightest into teaching
and then we need to keep them there. | think
most members here in this House would
agree that, for a long period of time, it has
not been the case that we have been able to
attract the best and the brightest into teach-
ing. We are not keeping them in that profes-
sion long enough. The statistics tell the story.
It is not a matter of political argument or

debate. Too many teachers leave within the
first three to five years and we lose them
forever.

Another thing we need to do is think about
initiatives and incentives that will attract
people into the areas of maths and science
teaching mid-career. This is a big issue be-
yond the power of just this House; we need
our state counterparts to think about this
creatively. We al know intuitively, and
members on each side say it in various de-
bates on other issues, that in today’s modern
economy in Australia people will change
jobs or careers throughout their lifetimes.
The structure of teaching is predicated on
someone doing a teaching degree and never
leaving. We need to be able to attract people
in their 30s, 40s and 50s who will be looking
for a second career and for whom teaching
would be an attractive option. We need to be
able to attract them into the profession. We
think that, whilst the intent behind the meas-
ures within this bill is obviously to make a
difference, these bigger issues that | have just
canvassed will be what is required to actually
make the real difference.

Finaly, it is well known that those oppo-
site have always opposed domestic full-fee
places at Australian universities. This hill
provides for the abalition of those places. We
think that is a big mistake. This side of the
House believes that students who have just
missed out on a HECS funded place or a
Commonwealth supported place who want to
take up the option of a full-fee domestic
place, and who want to work and save and
make that sacrifice for their own future,
should have the ability to do that. That is
why we introduced that option of additional
places above and beyond the Commonwealth
supported places. Those opposite have been
opposed to this for along time, and we think
that it is blind ideological opposition. Those
opposite—the Minister for Education and
members of the Australian Labor Party—
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operate on the assumption that there is not
one single student occupying one of these
placesin an Australian university who comes
from a poor background. They cannot con-
ceive that someone who has had a difficult
year in their final year of high school or has
had a disrupted education, who has worked
their guts out and who may have just missed
out on a place will actually take out a loan
and work and take up one of these places. It
is their preference that they be denied that
choice and that they instead, presumably, fly
oversess to take up a full-fee-paying place or
that they go to a private university.

| know that those opposite cannot con-
ceive that such people exist. They do. They
have been taking up these courses, and this
legidation, which will prevent that from oc-
curring, will remove choices for those peo-
ple. | foreshadowed earlier that | would
move a second reading amendment—a pious
amendment—in my name on thisissue, and |
will do that now. | move:

That all words after “That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words: “whilst
not declining to give the bill a second reading, the
House:

(1) condemns the Government for:

(a) its blind ideological opposition to do-
mestic full fee paying places in Austra-
lian universities;

(b) its deliberate plan to legislate to prevent
an Australian student from taking up a
full fee paying place just as overseas
students can and will continue to be able
to do;

(c) its restriction of flexibility for our uni-
versities to respond to student demand;
and

(d) its constant false claims that those full
fee paying students are buying their de-
gree when in fact they must meet the
same academic standard as every other
student at their university doing their
course to pass each year of their course
and obtain their degree; and

(2) notes:

(8 that students including some from low
socio economic backgrounds who may
have experienced disruption, difficulty
and obstacles in their final year at high
school will no longer have the option of
making their own individual choice to
take out a loan, or work and save, to ac-
cess a full fee paying place if they have
just failed to obtain a Commonweslth
supported place;

(b) the Government’s pious pretence that it
cares for those students who may need
access to assistance whilst at the same
time outlawing access to their desired
university course;

(c) that the bill will further limit pathways
for Australian students to get into a de-
sired university course and embark on
their chosen career; and

(d) that this bill restricts further the choices
available to Australian students in as-
sessing the best courses to suit their own
circumstances”.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms S
Bir d)—Is the amendment seconded?

Mr Pyne—I second the amendment.

Mr CRAIG THOMSON (Dobell) (8.17
pm)—The blind hypocrisy of the opposition
in relation to this second reading amendment
to the Higher Education Support Amendment
(2008 Budget Measures) Bill 2008 is abso-
lutely unbelievable. Of the areas that were
neglected in our economy—in our country—
it is higher education that has suffered more
than most over the last 11% years. Not only
has it suffered through a reduction in money
being invested there, but the former govern-
ment’s ideological approach to higher educa-
tion in trying to tie the unfair Work Choices
to the funding for universities makes an ab-
solute mockery of this particular amendment.

Under the former government, in order to
guarantee that they retained their funding,
universities were forced to offer AWAs to all
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university staff. The former government
blindly forced an unfair ideology—one that
was completely rgjected by the Australian
people on 24 November—onto both the aca-
demic and general staff of universities
around this country. The member for Casey
came into this place today and moved an
amendment that accuses the Rudd govern-
ment of blind ideology—it just bowls me
over. It shows the hypocrisy and the gall of
the opposition. It clearly shows that they do
not take education serioudly. It shows that
they have not changed and they have not
learnt their lessons from 24 November. What
they are about is cheap political stunts to try
and cover up for the fact that for 11% years
this was an area that suffered greatly from
the neglect of the former government. In
fact, the neglect of the former government
was so bad that, while other OECD countries
on average increased their funding by up to
48 per cent in the 10 years leading up to
2004, in Australia we saw a decline of four
per cent. That is a 52 per cent difference be-
tween what happens everywhere else and
what happens in this country. They did it
even though they knew that there was a skills
shortage in this country—one that was grow-
ing. It was growing because of the inaction
of the former government in relation to their
approach to education generally but particu-
larly to higher education.

The Higher Education Support Amend-
ment (2008 Budget Measures) Bill 2008 and
part of some other bills that were outlined in
the budget and are now before this place
seek to redress some of these issues and
make sure that we can start to look at those
capacity constraints that have been brought
about by skills shortages throughout the
country. In particular, the budget identified
two key infrastructure initiatives: the Better
Universities Renewal Fund, which is a $500
million fund available now for use by uni-
versities to address the rundown in facilities;

and the $11 billion Education Investment
Fund, which is available from 2009-10 for
major infrastructure investments. With this
bill we are looking to restore equity to higher
education, firstly, by abolishing full fees for
domestic students. This is not an ideological
position; we are not saying that we are not
going to increase the number of places. In
fact, universities will have 11,000 new
Commonwealth supported places by 2011.
With this legislation we are saying that stu-
dents will be able to compete for these places
on merit rather than on ability to pay. That
has always been a tenet of Labor Party pol-
icy and it is something that those on the op-
posite side simply do not get. Education is a
social imperative, but it is also an economic
imperative and it is one that should not be
based on someone’s ability to pay.

In relation to capacity constraints that are
there, it was very interesting looking at what
the Reserve Bank Governor had to say in
relation to capacity constraints and the op-
portunities that the former government had
over 11%; years to try to address those issues.
Earlier this year in the review of the RBA,
Glenn Stevens indicated that indicators of
capacity utilisation had reached their highest
levels for two decades and firms continued to
report considerable difficulty in expanding
operations due to shortages of suitable staff.
Mr Stevens added:

The economy has for a few years now been ap-
proaching a point where the level of utilisation of
labour and capital is very high, and we are as
fully employed as we have been for 30 years.

The Reserve Bank Governor was making the
point that there are capacity constraints be-
cause of the need to reskill. These warnings
had been given to the former government on
numerous occasions, but what did they doin
terms of higher education? They effectively
cut funding. They did not look to the future;
they did not say that there were going to be
problems. Their approach was smply to
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slash and burn and look at reducing the fed-
eral contribution to universities. On this side
of the House we believe in the education of
the country. We believe in an education revo-
lution, and we believe that an education
revolution is vital for the economy of the
country to put downward pressure on infla-
tion and therefore keep interest rates lower.

The key initiatives in this bill will restore
equity to higher education by abolishing full
fees; providing incentives to study and work
in priority areas for our community and the
economy in maths, science and early child-
hood education; and helping to increase ac-
cess to higher education by doubling under-
graduate scholarships and postgraduate
scholarships. As | said, by 2011 there will be
11,000 new Commonwealth supported
places. This bill also looks at funding valu-
able places and infrastructure for the James
Cook University Dental School and the Uni-
versity of Notre Dame in medicine, nursing
and education. Under the previous govern-
ment these were areas where we saw cutsin
numbers at universities, contributing to the
skills crisis that we have.

Thisis animportant bill. It is just one part
of the Rudd government’s ongoing education
revolution. It is an important piece of legisla-
tion that needs to be seen in the context of
the other measures that were announced in
the budget, and it is a piece of legidation that
| commend to the House.

Mr BRENDAN O’ CONNOR (Gorton)—
Minister for Employment Participation)
(8.25 pm)—I firstly thank those members
who spoke on the bill and | commend the
member for Dobell for his very compelling
contribution to this debate. The Higher Edu-
cation Support Amendment (2008 Budget
Measures) Bill 2008 amends the Higher
Education Support Act 2003 to implement
the government’s education revol ution 2008-
09 budget package for higher education.

These measures carry through the govern-
ment's election commitments. The govern-
ment’s immediate priorities for higher educa-
tion implemented through this bill will ad-
dress skill shortages in critical areas, restore
equity and support access to higher educa-
tion, and fund places and infrastructure in
key aress.

This bill makes important amendments to
the Higher Education Support Act 2003 to
address urgent and immediate priorities. It
will provide for increased funding under the
act to provide incentives for students to study
priority areas like mathematics, science and
early childhood education at university. It
will ensure that students gain access to
higher education on merit, and not on the
ability to pay, by phasing out full-fee-paying
undergraduate places for domestic students
in public universities from 2009 and provid-
ing for additional Commonwealth supported
placesin early childhood education and nurs-
ing. This bill will provide for the expansion
of Commonwealth scholarships, including
the doubling of the number of undergraduate
scholarships from 44,000 to 88,000 by 2012
and the doubling of the total number of the
Australian postgraduate award holders to
nearly 10,000 by 2012. It will provide for
capital infrastructure and additional Com-
monwealth supported places and clinical
outreach funding for the establishment of the
James Cook University Dental School and
for capital infrastructure and additional
Commonwealth supported places in medi-
cine, nursing and education at the University
of Notre Dame Australia.

The measures in this bill in addition to our
commitment to the $11 billion Education
Investment Fund and the $500 million Better
Universities Renewal Fund that are not cov-
ered by the act represent the start of the gov-
ernment’s education revolution in the higher
education area. Again | thank the members
who contributed to this debate. It is an im-
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portant debate, asis of course the bill. | indi-
cate to the House that, as a result of the ex-
tensive debate across the chamber, we have |
think, particularly when it comes to members
on this side, highlighted the important ele-
ments of the legislation that is being pro-
posed. Of course we are disappointed that
the opposition could not accept the evidence
and the compelling arguments put by gov-
ernment as to why they should support the
bill. They have moved an amendment, which
we do not support. | am very happy to com-
mend the bill to the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms S
Bird)—The origina question was that this
bill be now read a second time. To this the
honourable member for Casey has moved as
an amendment that all words after ‘That’ be
omitted with a view to substituting other
words. The question now is that the words
proposed to be omitted stand part of the
question.

Question agreed to.

Original question agreed to.

Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.

Third Reading
Mr BRENDAN O’CONNOR (Gorton)—
Minister for Employment Participation)
(8.30 pm)—by leave—I move:
That this bill be now read athird time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

CUSTOMSTARIFFAMENDMENT
(TOBACCO CONTENT) BILL 2008

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that the bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
Third Reading
Dr KELLY (Eden-M onaro—

Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Sup-
port) (8.31 pm)—by leave—I move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

FISHERIESLEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (NEW GOVERNANCE
ARRANGEMENTSFOR THE
AUSTRALIAN FISHERIES
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2008

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that the bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
Third Reading
Dr KELLY (Eden-M onaro—

Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Sup-
port) (8.32 pm)—by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read athird time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read athird time.

VETERANS AFFAIRSLEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (INTERNATIONAL

AGREEMENTSAND OTHER
MEASURES) BILL 2008

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; appropriation message hav-
ing been reported; certified copy of the hill
presented.

Ordered that the bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
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Third Reading

Dr KELLY (Eden-M onaro—
Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Sup-
port) (8.33 pm)—by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question agreed to.

Bill read athird time.
CUSTOMSLEGISLATION

AMENDMENT (MODERNISING)
BILL 2008

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that the bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
Third Reading
Dr KELLY (Eden-M onaro—

Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Sup-
port) (8.33 pm)—by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read athird time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.
SUPERANNUATION LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (TRUSTEE BOARD
AND OTHER MEASURES)
(CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTYS)
BILL 2008
Report from Main Committee
Bill returned from Main Committee with-

out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that the bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
Third Reading
Dr KELLY (Eden-M onaro—

Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Sup-
port) (8.34 pm)—by leave—I| move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

CUSTOMSAMENDMENT
(STRENGTHENING BORDER
CONTROLS) BILL 2008

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that the bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
Third Reading
Dr KELLY (Eden-M onaro—

Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Sup-
port) (8.35 pm)—by leave—I move:

That this bill be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read a third time.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (CHILD CARE BUDGET
AND OTHER MEASURES) BILL 2008

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 May, on motion
by MsGillard:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr ABBOTT (Warringah) (8.35 pm)—I
apologise if the business of the House had to
be dightly rearranged. Speakers are dropping
off thelist very rapidly, so the ordinary time-
table is apparently a little out of joint. The
Family Assistance Legislation Amendment
(Child Care Budget and Other Measures)
Bill 2008 involves a means test that should
have been announced prior to the election. |
want to put it to the House and to members
opposite, in particular, that you cannot an-
nounce good news before an election without
also announcing the bad news. The fact that
most people will be better off is beside the
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point. A means test is a means test, and some
people will not get the benefit that they were
led to expect because of this secret means
test which the government has sprung on the
Australian public subsequent to the election.

| think it is pretty clear now that the Rudd
government won office under false pre-
tences. It took policies to the election with-
out disclosing the fine print. There were
policies on means testing the childcare bene-
fit that we are debating this evening. There
were policies on the baby bonus, which is
now subject to an undisclosed means test.
There are policies on family tax benefit part
B, also subject to an undisclosed means test.
The Australian people are rightly bitter about
the fact that the government which they
elected was elected with a secret agenda that
was not disclosed to them prior to 24 No-
vember last year.

| say to members opposite that, if a busi-
ness went to the public with a policy with
secret fine print, that business would now be
before the courts of this country for breach
of contract. Very likely, the ACCC would be
investigating its conduct. And, if that is cor-
rect for businesses, it certainly ought to be
correct for governments. Any government
which goes to the election letting people
know the good news but not the bad news is
a government which is behaving in a way
that would rightly bring a business before the
courts and to the attention of the ACCC—
and governments should not do it just be-
cause, sadly, they are often able to get away
withit.

The opposition will be moving an
amendment against this dishonest means test,
and we certainly intend to divide on the
amendment although, in the end, we do not
intend to obstruct the passage of the legisla-
tion as a whole. Let me concede that the
government did promise pre election to in-
crease the childcare rebate to 50 per cent of

out-of-pocket childcare costs. The govern-
ment has a mandate for this, so the opposi-
tion certainly does not intend to oppose this
aspect of the bill. | want to say, though, that
the government, in my view, did not clearly
think this through pre election.

If the government had been thinking care-
fully about this pre election it would have
understood that the greater the percentage
repaid, the smaller the percentage burden
that the consumers must pay, the greater the
potential for profiteering by the providers of
the service. This move to a 50 per cent rebate
has effectively given hard-pressed operators
of childcare services a green light to increase
their prices. | should remind the House and,
in particular, members opposite that in the
March quarter of this year, in anticipation of
the increased rebate that this government
was going to bring in, childcare costs rose
4.5 per cent. Childcare costs rose 4.5 per cent
in one quarter in anticipation of the govern-
ment’s increase to the childcare rebate.

Because this government suddenly saw
the benefits of the childcare rebate increase
going to providers rather than consumers, we
now find the government talking about * child
carewatch’'. This was the panicky reaction of
the Deputy Prime Minister on Lateline ear-
lier this week to the news that some child-
care providers at least are contemplating in-
creasing their fees by 10 per cent. So we
have a half-baked policy, that which the gov-
ernment took to the eection, followed now
by policy on therun. On Lateline, as many of
us in this House would have seen, the Dep-
uty Prime Minister repeatedly said that
prices would be watched.

When the Deputy Prime Minister was
challenged, as she rightly was, by Tony
Jones, she kept talking about how the gov-
ernment was considering its options. Then in
parliament the next day she said to this
House that any unfair price increase would
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trigger an exercise of the government’s pow-
ers. She was not specific about what those
powers were or what precisely might be
done, but everyone in this House who is at
al familiar with this area knows that the only
power the government has is the power to
change the subsidy. And, if the government
were to cut the childcare subsidy for children
attending centres which had increased their
prices unfairly, the government would be
hurting the parents for the sins of the centre.
It would be imposing a penalty on the par-
ents who could least afford to bear it, be-
cause they would be the parents who would
be facing the allegedly unfair increases in
childcare costs.

In the wake of the Deputy Prime Minis-
ter's remarkably inept and stumbling per-
formance in the parliament the other day,
there is now a suggestion that there will be
ministerial approval of childcare price in-
creases, analogous to the system for ministe-
rial approval of private health insurance
premiums. | cannot say that in all circum-
stances a system of ministerial approval is
utterly wrong, because it was in fact the
Howard government that put in place the
system for ministerial approval of private
health insurance increases. But | make this
important point: there are about 40 private
health insurers in this country, and monitor-
ing those prices is hard enough. There are
thousands of childcare centres in this coun-
try, and any attempt to monitor their prices,
any attempt to require them to submit their
prices to the minister or the department for
prior approval, would be an absol ute bureau-
cratic nightmare.

It goes without saying that any system of
price control for child care would be a com-
plete abrogation of the principle of economic
conservatism which the government claimed
it stood for prior to the election. Any system
of ministerial approval for childcare prices
would not be a conservative system; it would

be, quite plainly, a socialist system. But a
socialist system would not, | suspect, par-
ticularly worry the Deputy Prime Minister. In
fact, any such system would, | believe, be
used by her as a weapon with her colleagues
to undermine her leader—a leader for whom
it is plain she does not have a great deal of
respect.

Thisis legislation which certainly does, in
the end, offer significant benefits to most
users of childcare services. The last thing the
opposition want to do is to deny benefits
which were promised by the government at
the eection and which people have aright to
expect, but one thing we certainly must do
and will do is expose the dishonesty and de-
ception of this government. If this govern-
ment were fair dinkum, if the Prime Minister
really was mentored by Dietrich Bonhoeffer,
as he used to claim, he would have been up
front, he would have come clean, about the
secret means test. This secret means test,
little enough though it may well be, is till an
important breach of faith with the Australian
people. It deserves to be exposed, and that is
why | move:

That all words after “That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words: “whilst
not declining to give the bill a second reading, the
House:

(1) records its concern at the proposed amend-
ments to the Child Care Benefit; and

(2) calls on the Government to maintain the cur-
rent structure of Child Care Benefit digibil-
ity and to maintain the minimum rate.”

The opposition certainly intends to divide on

the amendment.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr S Side-
bottom)—Is the amendment seconded?

Mr Coulton—I second the amendment
and reserve my right to speak.

Ms McKEW (Bennel ong—~Parliamentary
Secretary for Early Childhood Education and
Childcare) (8.46 pm)—As opposed to what
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we have just heard from the member for
Warringah, the Family Assistance Legida
tion Amendment (Child Care Budget and
Other Measures) Bill 2008 marks a mile-
stone in the delivery of more affordable child
care and points the way to an ambitious and
high-quality early childhood platform for
Australian families. The government went to
the 24 November 2007 el ection on the prom-
ise of an education revolution and right here,
right now, as opposed to what we have
heard, we start delivering on that promise.
This bill contains measures that are focused
on our youngest and on their families. We
know that access to affordable quality child
careis a central issue for over 700,000 fami-
lies, families where both parents are work-
ing, families where a secondary earner is
likely to increase his or her hours, or single-
parent families.

The measures contained in this bill will
help all of these families with the cost of
child care. The effect of this legidation is to
put money back into their pockets, some-
thing that the member for Warringah finally
acknowledged. The increase in the childcare
tax rebate from the current 30 per cent of
out-of-pocket expenses to 50 per cent, to be
paid quarterly instead of annually, will re-
duce the cost of approved child care and
bring welcome rdief to families. Impor-
tantly, families will receive the increased
rebate closer to the time they incur the costs,
and the benefits are substantial—they are
real. The mothers and fathers | have been
meeting in my electorate have al done their
sums and they know they will be better off.
For example, for a family on a household
income of $70,000 a year with one child in
part-time care, these changes will mean
around $300 extrain their pockets each quar-
ter. For a family on an income of $110,000
with two children in part-time care, the
changes will mean an extra $790 extra a
quarter.

It is important to emphasise that all fami-
lies who currently receive the tax rebate will
continue to do so regardless of their income.
There is no sleight of hand here. Although
the government has removed the minimum
rate of childcare benefit, families will receive
more assistance through the tax rebate
changes than they will lose in CCB. There
has been much discussion—I have to say:
much of it ill informed—about the effect of
these changes on the fees charged by child-
care centres. This has been fudlled by press
commentary in recent days about proposed
fee increases by some parts of the sector. In
fact, annual fee adjustments at the end of this
financial year can be expected to be in the
order of two to four per cent. That is the
view expressed by the Childcare Association
of Australia, one of the largest representative
groups covering the private sector. | want to
address this question allittle bit more because
it isimportant.

First of al, families should understand
that, with the passage of this bill, 50 per cent
of their out-of-pocket expenses will be met
with the first quarterly payment coming this
October. This is regardless of the fee struc-
ture at their particular centre. While the daily
fee rate is often quoted in the media, thisis
not what parents actually pay. For example, a
family on a combined income of $70,000
with one child in part-time care have 70 per
cent of their childcare costs subsidised by the
Australian government. Equally, families
higher up the income scale on $115,000 with
one child in part-time care attract a Com-
monwealth subsidy of 54 per cent. This is
why Commonwealth outlays for childcare
benefit and for the rebate now amount to
around $10 billion over four years to 2012.
With the measures in this bill, the increase in
the rebate to 50 per cent will add an extra
$1.6 billion to those outlays over four years.
This is a huge investment by the Common-
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wedlth. It is why the Rudd Labor govern-
ment is determined to get value for money.

On 24 November 2007, families across
the country voted for a government that is
committed to pursuing an ambitious quality
framework for our youngest children. Par-
ents know and value quality early learning.
The combined policies that the government
will enact—integrated care and learning,
universal preschool for all pre-primary chil-
dren, a rigorous A to E set of quality stan-
dards and a highly trained professional work-
force—will all serve to give our youngest
people the very best start.

We will also be moving over this next pe-
riod to remove the false distinction between
child care and learning. Everyone knows we
begin to learn from the time we are born.
Parents are the first teachers, but in their ab-
sence we have to ensure that those charged
with the care of very young children are well
qualified and provide the most appropriate
developmental opportunities. That means
customised programs in centres of excellence
that identify the individual interests of chil-
dren and programs that are ddivered by at-
tentive degree trained teachers. We have cen-
tres that provide this kind of excellent care
but, regrettably, too few of them. It is fasci-
nating to look at how affordable these excel-
lent centres are. What is fascinating to me, as
parliamentary secretary with responsibility
for this area, is to visit these centres and to
realise that, at these premium quality centres,
the fees charged are no higher than the indus-
try average. Be they centres in high-growth
corridors in our major cities or in regional
areas, it is instructive to see that those early-
learning institutions that have high staff-
child ratios and where the teaching leader-
ship of the centre insists on constant profes-
sional development are not the centres at the
top of the fees graph. We are committed to
the establishment of another 260 additional
early-learning centres to increase the supply

of available quality childcare places in areas
of high demand. We acknowledge that qual-
ity costs, but it is a cost that the Rudd Labor
government has budgeted for, with $114 mil-
lion for the first 38 of our new early-learning
centres and $126 million over the next four
years that will support the development of
the professional skills of the workforce that
will be needed to staff Australia's 21st cen-
tury early-learning centres.

Of course, we are determined at the same
time to ease the cost burden for working
families—which is why the measure in this
bill is so welcome and why, come October,
over 700,000 families with children in ap-
proved care will see their costs go down.
This bill marks the start of the government’s
commitment to the future of our children. We
are delivering on our commitment to provide
affordable and quality child care and we will
continue to provide better opportunities for
children by pursuing the education revolu-
tion to benefit all young Australians.

Mr Abbott—Madam Deputy Speaker, on
indulgence: | indicated that the opposition
would be dividing on the amendment. | have
subsequently been informed that an ar-
rangement has been entered into with the
Leader of the House that that will not be the
case. So we will not be dividing, and |
apologise if | inadvertently misled my col-
leagues.

Mr SIDEBOTTOM (Braddon) (8.54
pm)—In the 2007 election campaign, my
campaign slogan was. ‘Labor for afair goin
Braddon'. The recent budget is about giving
people a fair go, and this amendment in the
Family Assistance Legislation Amendment
(Child Care Budget and Other Measures)
Bill 2008, as the Parliamentary Secretary for
Early Childhood Education and Childcare
has so ably demonstrated, is a classic exam-
ple. It helps people to cope with the financial
stresses of living today in Australia and deals
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with one of the most precious and valued
areas—our children. The days where one
parent stayed at home with the children are
gone for many, whether it is through eco-
nomic necessity or a desire to stay in touch
with their careers. We must do everything we
can to support families in this endeavour. To
do this we need, and must have, access to
affordable child care—a fair go for childcare
costs.

People on Tasmania's north-west coast are
no different from people anywhere else in
Australia. We have some fine examples of
childcare innovators such as Chantal Wil-
liams, who operates some 12 childcare cen-
tres in Tasmania and eight out-of-school-
hours care centres in Victoria as well as other
childcare centres in my electorate such as the
Wynyard Child Care Centre and Keiko Child
Care Centre in East Devonport. But, no mat-
ter how good these centres—or, more impor-
tantly, the people who run and staff them—
are, if parents cannot afford to access these
services they will be left wondering where to
turn. This amendment hill is about giving
working families a fair go, by increasing the
rate of the childcare tax rebate from 30 to 50
per cent for out-of-pocket expenses. That
could mean up to $7,500 per child. It will
also be paid quarterly, which will help work-
ing families to cope with the costs they face
from week to week and month to month
rather than their having to perform the an-
nual juggling act. The amendment bill will
remove the minimum childcare benefit to
high-income families, but this change will be
more than offset by the increase in the child-
care tax rebate.

Giving parents the support to return to
work is vital, particularly in regions like
mine, where skills are at a premium. We
have businesses crying out for skilled people,
but what option do people have in returning
to work if it costs them too much to put their
children in quality child care? Part of deliv-

ering quality child care, as the parliamentary
secretary mentioned, is a commitment to
provide 260 new early-learning and childcare
centres, including 38 in this budget year.
Thisincludes six specialist centres to provide
the best care for children and families with
autism. One of these centres will be in my
electorate, and | am working hard to see that
it isin place as soon as possible. This amend-
ment bill is a vital part of an overall package
not only to give parents and their children
access to affordable and quality child care
but indeed to build a quality system from the
ground up.

The Rudd government is determined to
meet its commitment to provide a fair go for
families, and this is one of the first but most
important parts of that $2.4 billion invest-
ment over the next five years in integrated
early childhood initiatives. To reinforce the
importance of this increase in the childcare
tax rebate for families, it is worth remember-
ing two important and sobering statistics. An
ABS survey has found that concerns about
quality, accessibility and affordability of
child care were important factors in the deci-
sions of 85,000 secondary earners to stay out
of the workforce. More than 700,000 Austra-
lian families use child care each year. Be-
tween 2003 and 2007, childcare costs have
grown much faster than the price of other
goods and services. Indeed, in the last 12
months to June 2007 alone, after factoring in
the childcare benefit, childcare costs rose by
12.8 per cent—the fifth year in a row of
double-digit increases. | have much pleasure
in supporting this bill.

Mr SYMON (Deakin) (8.59 pm)—I rise
tonight to speak in support of the Family As-
sistance Legisation Amendment (Child Care
Budget and Other Measures) Bill 2008. Dur-
ing the 2007 election campaign, Labor com-
mitted to increasing support for childcare
costs through the childcare tax rebate. The
cost of child care has been an increasing
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burden on working families for many years.
The ABS consumer price index published in
June 2007 shows that childcare costs dou-
bled under the 11%2 long years of the Howard
government. The ABS also revedled that
childcare costs have grown much faster than
the costs of other goods and services.

This bill will implement the Rudd Labor
government’s election commitment to help
working families meet the costs of child care
by increasing the rate of childcare tax rebate
from 30 per cent to 50 per cent of out-of-
pocket costs up to $7,500 per child per in-
come year. From 1 July 2008, CCTR will
also be paid quarterly instead of annually, at
the end of the tax year, to help families meet
the regular costs of child care closer to when
they arise. Indexation for the CCTR will take
effect from 1 July 20009.

It took the previous government three
years to redlise that having families receive
their 30 per cent CCTR two years after they
had to fund increasing childcare costs was a
luxury that many parents could not afford.
This pea-and-thimble trick pulled on work-
ing families by the Howard government
meant that the 30 per cent rebate figure ini-
tially sounded attractive. That was until par-
ents realised that there would be no money,
no rebate, in their hands to defray the costs
of child care for two years.

Even now, under the existing system, par-
ents are waiting too long to receive a rebate
on their out-of-pocket childcare costs. Al-
though child-minding fees are payable
weekly, fortnightly or monthly, the CCTR
currently is only paid annually. That means
parents wait for up to a year or more just to
receive the 30 per cent rebate on their out-of-
pocket costs for child care. These childcare
costs can be very substantial, adding up to
hundreds of dollars per week in many cases
and, therefore, many thousands of dollars out

of the household budget when added up over
afull year.

Our 50 per cent childcare tax rebate is di-
rected at working families and those parents
who are looking to get back into the work-
force or undertake further training. Not just
in my electorate of Deakin but right across
Australia, all parents with children in ap-
proved child care or those considering ap-
proved child care will benefit. We are pro-
viding more frequent payments to help fami-
lies meet the costs of child care closer to
when they are incurred, to provide a positive
incentive for families to participate in the
workforce. The Rudd Labor government will
continue to provide the highest levels of total
subsidy—through CCB and CCTR—to
working families on low incomes.

It isimportant to note that all familieswho
are currently receiving the childcare benefit
and childcare tax rebate will be better off as
a result of the changes being implemented.
Families with higher out-of-pocket expenses
will benefit the most. All families currently
receiving CCB and CCTR will continue to
be digible for CCTR, even if the changes
mean that they are no longer entitled to re-
ceive a CCB payment, based on their income
level. Families may still receive CCTR, re-
gardless of their income, as long as they
meet the basic digibility criteria for CCB.
These eligibility criteria are not income re-
lated.

Payments for the July to September 2008
quarter will commence from October 2008.
We know that, for many parents, the accessi-
bility and affordability of quality child care
affects their decisions about staying in or
returning to the workforce. Guardians, in-
cluding foster parents and grandparents, re-
sponsible for the day-to-day care of children
and grandchildren may be eligible for CCB
and therefore may also be dligible for CCTR.
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The measures outlined above are in addi-
tion to the $46.7 hillion of tax relief directed
at working families, the 50 per cent educa
tion tax refund and the Teen Dental Plan,
which will enable eligible families to claim
up to $150 per year of preventative dental
costs for their teenage children. The Rudd
Labor government is delivering on yet an-
other election commitment to working fami-
lies. This bill will provide parents of children
in approved child care with a substantial
boost to their household income. | commend
the bill to the House.

Mr BRADBURY (Lindsay) (9.03 pm)—I
rise in support of the Family Assistance Leg-
isation Amendment (Child Care Budget and
Other Measures) Bill 2008. | am very
pleased to do so, having been a person who
campaigned very hard through the last elec-
tion on the issue of childcare costs. Those on
this side of the House went to the eection
with a very clear commitment when it came
to child care and our plan for easing the costs
on families that had their children in child
care.

One of the key elements of our package of
measures here is that not only do we want to
ease the burden on working families; this is
also very much targeted towards workforce
participation. When you bear in mind both of
those factors—easing the burden and lifting
workforce participation—that feeds in very
much to the overall strategy of this govern-
ment when it comes to the budget. We have
been determined to take the pressure off in-
flation and interest rates but at the same time
to deliver much-needed assistance to those
people doing it tough and to ddiver it in a
timely fashion—and this initiative will do
that.

In short, the range of measures outlined in
this bill will increase the rate of the childcare
tax rebate from 30 per cent to 50 per cent. In
addition the new childcare tax rebate, or

CCTR, limit will be increased from $4,354
to $7,500. Most importantly for many fami-
lies in my eectorate, these measures will
allow them to access the benefit of that re-
bate in atimely fashion. If they receive their
benefit by way of fee reduction, they will be
able to obtain that benefit on a quarterly ba
sis.

The speakers on this side of the House
who have spoken before me have articulated
the arguments in favour of this proposal very
well. | know that there are many families in
my electorate depending upon this House
and the other place to pass this legislation as
a matter of urgency so the benefits can flow
through and take some pressure off their
budgets as soon as possible. But there were a
couple of comments that the member for
Warringah made that | would like to respond
to. The first was that this was some sort of
sleight of hand and that the government was
misleading the Australian people. To echo
the comments of the member for Deakin, |
think it is a bit rich for the member for War-
ringah to come forward with such a proposi-
tion when his party, when they first an-
nounced the childcare tax rebate in the 2004
election—and | remember that well because
| happened to be a candidate in the elec-
tion—did not tell anyone anything about the
fact that they would have to wait until the
end of the 2005-06 tax year in order to claim
the benefit through their tax return. Talk
about deight of hand! Apart from being a
candidate, | have to say | was stung as a par-
ent, and | was not very happy at having to
wait that extra period of time in order to get
a benefit. Frankly, the reality of the situation
is that families need the relief as and when
the fees need to be paid, not when they put
their tax returnin 18 months later.

The member for Warringah also said that
this was a deight of hand because there
would be some losers out of this package. He
was not very forthcoming on the type of sce-
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nario that might yield a loser. | undertook a
bit of research—admittedly, | have not had a
lot of time in the short space since the mem-
ber for Warringah spoke—and, taking the
average daily childcare cost in my electorate,
$60 a day for a child for a 10-hour period, |
looked at two scenarios. One is a two-days-
a-week scenario for a parent in part-time
employment and the other is a five-days-a-
week scenario. | looked at a family that is
currently claiming the maximum amount of
the minimum rate for the CCB, the childcare
benefit. They are the only ones that | can
infer the member for Warringah is suggesting
might potentially be losers. If we take people
in that situation and look at the five-days-a-
week scenario, under the 30 per cent rebate
with the minimum rate of the CCB, the bene-
fit for that particular family would be
$109.74 a week. But, if welook at the 50 per
cent rebate without the existence of the
maximum amount of the minimum rate of
the CCB, that family would obtain a benefit
of $40.26 a week. For the two-day scenario,
the difference would be $16.10. But, still, the
family would be better off under our pro-
posal. | challenge the member for Warringah,
when he says that there are losers as a result
of this package, to identify who they are, to
come forward and tell us who they are, be-
cause | know that there are none of them in
my electorate. In fact, there are none of them
in this country. | defy him to come forward
and identify them.

The final comment that | would like to
make is in response to the comment of the
member for Warringah that this would push
prices up. That is an interesting revelation
from someone who was part of a government
that designed the mode in the first place.
This was the best thing since sliced bread
when they introduced it at a 30 per cent re-
bate. Now all of a sudden they say, ‘ This will
ddliver no benefits to working families be-
cause it will simply be passed on by way of

increased fees.” Let us have a bit of balance
in this debate. The member for Warringah,
who along with his colleagues was one of the
great advocates of the 30 per cent rebate
when it was first introduced, must concede
that the 50 per cent rebate will deliver an
even more significant benefit. It is a great
benefit to working families in my electorate.
| absolutely stand by the eection commit-
ment we made, and | am very pleased to be
speaking in support of it in the bill that is
before the House tonight.

Ms RISHWORTH (Kingston) (9.10
pm)—I rise tonight to support the Family
Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child
Care Budget and Other Measures) Bill 2008.
Few investments that a government will
make are more important or more rewarding
than investment in early-childhood educa
tion. The previous government's underin-
vestment in child care and early-childhood
education was a case study in their short-
term approach to Australia’s future. At the
éection, the Rudd government committed to
the Australian people that they would take
childcare and early-childhood education se-
riously. This bill is part of the government’s
$2.4 billion investment in integrated early-
childhood initiatives that will help build a
stronger economy for Australia’s future.

| regularly visit childcare centres through-
out my eectorate, and childcare centre man-
agers, staff and parents collecting their chil-
dren always tell me about the pressures that
childcare costs are putting on family budgets.
While a shortage of childcare placesis a con-
tinuing problem around the nation, in some
areas of my electorate after-school-care ser-
vices and other childhood services have va-
cancies. The feedback that | am regularly
given is that childcare costs are too expen-
sive for parents to afford. This bill makes
child care more affordable for families. This
bill ddivers on the government’'s commit-
ment to increase the childcare tax rebate
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from 30 per cent to 50 per cent of out-of-
pocket childcare costs. It aso increases the
annual cap on the rebate from just $4,354 to
$7,500 dollars per child. Together these in-
creases ddiver significant assistance to help
families make ends meet, with many families
receiving an extra $2,000 in assistance every
year.

The rebate will now also be paid quarterly
rather than annually. This measure has been
warmly welcomed by all parents who | have
spoken to in the southern suburbs of Ade-
laide. This means that the assistance to fami-
lies will be available closer to when the out-
of-pocket costs are incurred so that the pres-
sure is eased on family budgets immediately
rather than just at tax time.

Assistance with paying for child care will
make it easier for more parents to participate
in the workforce. Improving workforce par-
ticipation spurs economic growth and will
drive down inflation in the long term by in-
creasing the productive capacity of the econ-
omy.

This government knows that, while in-
creasing direct assistance to parents is an
important part of the solution to the chal-
lenge of providing affordable child care,
finding a childcare place can be difficult. In
many aress, there is a dramatic shortage of
quality child care and it can be very difficult
for parents to find a place close to home or
on the way to work. Increasing the number
of available childcare places is a priority of
this government, and that is why this gov-
ernment is committed to supporting the es-
tablishment of an extra 260 early-learning
and childcare centres across the nation.

While the cost of child care has a deep
impact on family budgets, caring for children
is not merely a commercial arrangement be-
tween two parties. It involves the deepest of
trust, and the quality of care provided is a
matter of great concern for all parents. Par-

ents have a right to know that their children
are receiving the care and opportunities for
early learning that they deserve. Therefore,
transparency in compliance is the only op-
tion. This bill includes provisions that will
permit the secretary of the department to
publish information on the department web-
site about childcare services that have re-
ceived criminal or civil sanctions for non-
compliance with the scheme.

As a nation, we have a responsibility to
provide young children with the best quality
early-childhood services in the world. This
bill makes quality child care more affordable
to many Australian families, and | commend
the bill to the House.

Mr TURNOUR (Leichhardt) (9.14 pm)—
| rise to support the Family Assistance Legis-
lation Amendment (Child Care Budget and
Other Measures) Bill 2008. The Rudd gov-
ernment has brought down a responsible
budget that ddlivers on all our dection com-
mitments, eases cost-of-living pressures on
working families and on those doing it tough
and invests to secure the long-term prosper-
ity of our nation. At the centre of our budget
are measures to put downward pressure on
inflation and interest rates. The Rudd budget
ddivered a $22 billion budget surplus. We
need to remember that interest rates have
risen 12 times since 2001 and that it is criti-
cal that we tackle the 16-year high in infla-
tion | eft to us by the Howard government by
reining in government spending and being
fiscally responsible. The budget plans for the
long-term prosperity of the nation by estab-
lishing three funds worth $40 billion to
tackle the infrastructure, skills and health
bottlenecks left to us by the former Howard
government. Crucially, the budget provides
relief for working families through a $55
billion package of measures. This hill is a
very important part of that $55 billion fami-
lies budget package aimed at easing the cost-
of-living pressures being experienced by
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many families, particularly families in my
electorate.

This, likeall of our election commitments,
is being delivered in full by the Rudd gov-
ernment. It will help working families meet
the costs of child care by increasing the rate
of the childcare tax rebate from 30 to 50 per
cent of out-of-pocket costs—up to $7,500
per child per income year—and paying it
quarterly rather than annually. All families
who currently receive the childcare benefit
and the childcare tax rebate will be better off
as a result of the changes being imple-
mented.

| doorknocked many houses in the eec-
tion campaign and had many families raise
concerns with me about the increasing cost
of child care and the pressures it was placing
on their family budgets. | remember knock-
ing on the door of a young family with two
kids in Brinsmead, a suburb of Cairns, and
the mother talking to me about the costs of
child care. Both she and her husband
worked, and she had gone back to work after
initially caring full time for her two children.
They had a mortgage and were feeling the
financial strain from not only rising costs of
living but rising interest rates and they
needed two incomes to make ends meet. She
worked in an administrative role in the con-
struction industry. It had not been easy to
find places for her children in child care, and
the increasing costs of child care were mak-
ing her reconsider whether it was worth
while to keep working, as so much of the
money she made went to pay for child care
for her two children. She wanted to keep
working but the costs were becoming pro-
hibitive.

This measure was welcomed by her as an
election commitment, and she will welcome
the fact that we are delivering on this, like all
of our election commitments. | know that
this measure will enable her to keep doing

what she wants to do, and that istoremainin
the workforce and help pay the bills for her
family. There are many families like this in
my electorate and all across the country that
will benefit directly from this budget meas-
ure and our plans to tackle inflation and put
downward pressure on interest rates. This
budget and these measures deliver, particu-
larly for those working families doing it
tough and suffering under rising interest rates
and cost-of-living pressures left to us by the
Howard government.

These changes are part of a significant
new $2.4 billion investment over the next
five years on integrated early-childhood ini-
tiatives that will provide high-quality ser-
vices for young children and help build a
productive, modern economy for Australia’s
future. This measure is supported by our
commitment to develop rigorous new quality
standards and a quality rating system to raise
the quality of services and drive continuous
improvement in the sector and by our com-
mitment to support the establishment of up to
260 additional early-learning and childcare
centres to increase the supply of quality child
care.

| welcome the fact that two of these new
early-learning and childcare centres have
been earmarked for my electorate of Leich-
hardt. One of these will be located in Weipa,
a mining town on the west coast of Cape
York Peninsula. Weipa has a critical shortage
of childcare places, with over 100 people on
the waiting list for the town's only centre.
The local community established the Weipa
Community Child Care Group in 2007 to
plan for a new centre. This group consists of
senior representatives from Rio Tinto Alcan,
a major mining company; the Weipa Com-
munity Care Association; the Weipa Town
Authority; the local chamber of commerce;
Queendand Health; Education Queendand,
Weipa Family Day Care; Weipa's creche and
kindergarten centre; state government repre-
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sentatives; and federal government represen-
tatives, currently from the Indigenous coor-
dination centre. The group welcomed the
Rudd government’s commitment to build a
new childcare centre in Weipa and has de-
veloped a childcare strategy paper to provide
input into the planning of the new centre. |
look forward to continuing to work with the
Weipa Community Child Care Group and
with the parliamentary secretary in the
chamber this evening, the Hon. Maxine
McKew, in the delivery of this eection
commitment.

This hill, like other budget measures, de-
livers for working families and those in the
community doing it tough. | am proud to be
part of a government that is listening and
responding to the needs of the community.
We have ddivered a responsible budget that
tackles the 16-year high ininflation left to us
by the Howard government and puts down-
ward pressure on inflation and interest rates.
This is a budget that delivers for working
families, easing cost-of-living pressures
though measures like those in this hill to in-
crease the rate of childcare tax rebate from
30 to 50 per cent of out-of-pocket costs—up
to $7,500 per child per income year—and
paying it quarterly rather than annualy,
while investing in the long term to secure the
nation's prosperity into the future. | com-
mend the bill to the House.

Ms COLLINS (Franklin) (9.20 pm)—I
am pleased to support the Family Assistance
Legislation Amendment (Child Care Budget
and Other Measures) Bill 2008, both as a
representative of families in my electorate of
Franklin and also as a parent of three who
has used child care extensively. In fact, my
family has used child care amost every
working day for the past 14 years. The Rudd
Labor government in thisbill is delivering on
its election commitment to increase not only
the rate but the frequency of the childcare tax
rebate to help working families meet the

costs of child care. For parents with children
in approved care, this increase in the child-
care tax rebate from 30 per cent to 50 per
cent will mean more money in their pockets
and more money for the family budget. In-
creasing the childcare rebate will put an extra
$1.2 billion back into the hands and pockets
of families around Australia. This will mean
an extra benefit ranging from $500 to $2,500
per year for the average family with one
child.

All families currently in receipt of child-
care cash rebate will be better off under this
measure. Providing quality, affordable child
care will also have the effect of improving
productivity and allowing skilled and experi-
enced workers to rejoin the workforce after
having their families. We al know there is a
skills crisis and a labour shortage, and this
measure will boost workforce participation
and productivity. It will allow parents who
want to work to be able to work, and parents
who want to train or study to be able to train
or study, by making quality child care more
affordable. Greater workforce participation is
needed to help build capacity in the economy
and help put downward pressure on inflation.

This bill will also increase the yearly limit
of the cash rebate from $4,354 per annum
per child to a limit of $7,500 per annum per
child. It will also now be paid quarterly, with
the Rudd Labor government’s first payment
to families, in my dectorate of Franklin and
in other eectorates around the country, be-
ginning in October 2008.

Yesterday we heard from the opposition
about the media speculation on childcare
cost increases. So | too would like to take
this opportunity to remind the House about
what happened to childcare fees under the
former government. Members would be in-
terested to know that, under the former gov-
ernment, childcare costs increased—yes, in
the 11 years they were in government, they
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almost doubled. In fact, for the last five years
of the Howard government costs increased
by on average more than 12 per cent per
year. For many families paying these child-
care fees it was like having a second mort-
gage. Families at my local childcare centre
with two children were commonly paying
between $25,000 and $30,000 per year in
childcare fees. It was this pressure from the
community that forced the former govern-
ment to provide some form of childcare re-
lief. But what did they do? We have heard
from other members about the massive
smoke-and-mirror trick that the former gov-
ernment introduced with their legidation that
reimbursed childcare costs to families not
one but two years after they were paid. That
is right—the member for Higgins, the out-of-
touch former Treasurer, forced families to
wait two long years to get the childcare tax
rebate when it was first introduced. And then
what did we see? In a desperate bid in the
last few months before the last election we
saw those opposite change the payment to an
annual payment at the end of the financial
year. To demonstrate just how out of touch
they were | want to quote the former member
for Longman. When challenged on the spi-
ralling costs of child care he said in April last
year: ‘There is no crisis. I've been saying
long and hard there are no crises.” He was so
out of touch that he received the ultimate
judgement by the people of his electorate.

Not only have the Rudd Labor govern-
ment delivered on our election commitment
with this legidation but, just as importantly,
we recognise that child care needs to be af-
fordable and available. That is why the fed-
eral Labor government has already pledged
up to 260 new early-learning centres around
Australia on primary school and community
grounds. These childcare measures are part
of the Rudd Labor government’s $55 billion
Working Families Support Package. It is a
package that delivers for families. It is a

package that recognises and rewards fami-
lies' efforts. And it is a package that provides
essential relief against cost pressures for
families in Australia. | hope to see those on
the other side support this bill, and | com-
mend it to the House.

Ms McKEW (Bennd ong—~Parliamentary
Secretary for Early Childhood Education and
Childcare) (9.26 pm)—by leave—I would
like to thank all those members of the House
who have contributed to this debate. The
many comments that | have been hearing
from speakers on this side of this House
show just what a touchstone issue this is for
S0 many in the community. The Family As-
sistance Legisation Amendment (Child Care
Budget and Other Measures) Bill 2008 is an
important bill. It is a key step, as many
members have pointed out, in the govern-
ment’s plan to equip Australia for the chal-
lenges of the future. This is a large commit-
ment, which cannot be achieved easily or
quickly.

The government has already announced a
comprehensive package of initiatives, includ-
ing reformed child care, which will boost
Australia’s participation rate and improve the
productive capacity of the economy. This hill
is a responsible investment in early learning
and child care. It will help prepare us for
future economic challenges by making it
easier for parents to return to work after the
birth of a child. It will also assist people who
want to work to get back into the workforce,
boosting the economy and putting more
money in the pockets of working families.

As has been pointed out, this bill will in-
crease the childcare tax rebate from 30 to 50
per cent of all out-of-pocket costs. The re-
moval of the minimum rate of childcare
benefit certainly ensures that payments to
assist families to meet their childcare costs
are fair and equitable across the different
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income levels. The changes provide assis-
tance whereit is most needed.

This bill also encompasses a range of
other amendments that will enhance the op-
eration of the childcare management system
and improve the compliance framework cur-
rently in place. We have listened to the needs
of the Australian community and we will
continue to listen. We have delivered on our
commitment to make child care more acces-
sible and we will do more. The government
will safeguard this investment in Australia’'s
future and continue its work to secure the
prosperity that all Australians deserve. |
commend the Family Assistance Legidation
Amendment (Child Care Budget and Other
Measures) Bill 2008 to the House.

The SPEAKER—Order! The origina
guestion was that this bill be now read a sec-
ond time. To this the member for Warringah
has moved as an amendment that all words
after ‘That’ be omitted with a view to substi-
tuting other words. The question now is that
the words proposed to be omitted stand part
of the question.

Question agreed to.

Original question agreed to.

Bill read a second time.

Message from the Governor-General rec-
ommending appropriation announced.

Third Reading

Ms McKEW (Bennel ong—Parliamentary
Secretary for Early Childhood Education and
Childcare) (9.29 pm)—by leave—I move:

That this bill be now read athird time.
Question agreed to.
Bill read athird time.

House adjourned at 9.31 pm

NOTICES
The following notices were given:
Mr Georganasto move:
That the House:

(1) acknowledges the important contributions of
cleaners across Australia as recognised
through the International Day for Cleanersin
June 2008;

(2) recognises that cleaners reguire jobs that
provide them with basic economic security,
enough time to do their jobs properly, and re-
spect in their workplaces as essential ele-
ments of these reforms;

(3) supports the call for a fair go for cleaners
acrossAustralia; and

(4) congratulates al cleaners for the work they
have done in promoting the ‘Clean Start’
campaign and the rights of cleaners across
Australia.

MrsHull to move:
That the House recogni ses:

(1) thereisarising rate of HIV infection in Aus-
tralia with around 1000 new HIV infections
per year;

(2) there are more Australians living with
HIV/AIDS than ever previously experienced;

(3) Australia requires a new and innovative
strategy for a model of service delivery in
prevention, reduction, and long term treat-
ments of HIV/AIDS;

(4) attention must be given to the provision of
better access to HIV/AIDS services for rura
and regional communities;

(5) itiscrucia for Australiato be aleader in the
international  fight against the spread of
HIV/AIDS;

(6) a new international strategy for Australia
needs to be devel oped;

(7) more resources and funding is critical to the
future success of Austraias HIV/AIDS
strategies; and

(8) 4l policy and decision makers have an obli-
gation to ensure HIV/AIDS sufferers and
their families are given the best possible op-
tions for long term health management.
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Mr Randall to move:
That the House:

(1) recognises the severe financia distress and

2
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(4)

@

2

hardship faced by a number of current and
former franchisees throughout Australia as a
direct result of franchisor conduct;

acknowledges that franchisors must be held
accountable for their unconscionable con-
duct, including non-disclosure, through a
more stringent and determined application of
existing Trade Practices legislation;

notes that there are many franchisees that
have no adequate or available means to re-
dress their grievances without recourse or
expensive and often unaffordable litigation;
and

considers the introduction of provisions,
similar to those available in industrial rela-
tions legislation, for mediation, conciliation
and arbitration, at no cost to the franchisee.

Mrslrwin to move:
That the House:
notes:

(&) that the first week of June marks the
week of International Church Action for
Peace in Palestine and Isradl; and

(b) the statement by Australian church lead-
ers issued in a statement of 4 June
2008—prepared by Archbishop Phillip
Aspinall, Primate of the Anglican
Church of Australia; Rev Gregor Hen-
derson, President of the Uniting Church
in Australia; and Archbishop Philip Wil-
son, President of the Australian Catholic
Bishops Conference; and supported by
12 national Heads of Churches, 36 other
Australian Church Leaders, 8 Heads of
Church and related International Aid
agencies—calling for the Australian
Government to give a much higher pri-
ority to working for peace in the Holy
Land; and

supports the Church Leaders' call on the

Australian Government to increase its sup-

port for peacemaking between Isradl and

Palestine, including:

(8) persistent advocacy for a freey and
peacefully negotiated solution accept-
able to both Isradis and Palestinians,
whether in the form of two states or one;

(b) greater recognition of the plight of Pal-
estinians after 41 years of military occu-
pation;

(c) advocacy for the implementation of in-
ternational law in reaching a negotiated
solution;

(d) a quadrupling of Australia’s aid contri-
bution to the social and economic de-
vel opment of Palestine; and

(e) the facilitation of a multi-faith delega-
tion from Australia to visit Israd and
Palestine.

Dr Jensen to move:

That the House encourages the Government to
lift the amount that a person in receipt of an Age
Pension can earn from productive employment to
an amount equivalent to the senior Australian’s
tax offset before applying a penalty that reduces
their Age Pension payment.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (MsAE Burke) took the chair at 9.30 am.
STATEMENTSBY MEMBERS
Greenway Electorate: Fundraising

Mrs MARKUS (Greenway) (9.30 am)—Today | rise to talk about the community of
Greenway. It is a community that digs very deep, particularly in these times of cost-of-living
pressures, to help aworthy cause. Over the last two weeks there have been a number of events
in the community where people have gone the extra mile to raise money for cancer research. |
would like to highlight two. One was the Hawkesbury Relay for Life, which was conducted
last weekend, and the second was the Biggest Morning Tea, which was held in Stanhope Gar-
dens. The Biggest Morning Tea was led by Warren Weir and his team from Community Con-
nections in conjunction with shopkeepers from Stanhope Gardens Village. It was held on
Thursday, 22 May and raised $1,300. | thank Gloria Jean's, Michel’s Patisserie and Norwest
Christian College for their contribution to the event. There were 36 raffle prizes from over 25
generous retailers who supported this worthy cause.

The Relay for Life, which was conducted at Hawkesbury Showground last weekend, was
led by Jenny Hamilton. She has been the coordinator for a number of years now, working
with a team of volunteers. | also acknowledge the four Hawkesbury Rotary clubs for their
involvement. Teams set up their own tents, or base camps, around the perimeter of the show-
ground. Rotary were cooking sausage sandwiches and bacon and egg ralls, and a coffee cart
was open al night long, providing cappuccinos to late-night walkers. People walked around
the clock for 48 hours. Last year $85,000 was raised. This year, a record of over $100,000
was raised, and that amount is still increasing on a daily basis. Over 1,000 people were regis-
tered. | would like to congratulate everybody who was involved, particularly the RAAF. A
RAAF crew showed their fire truck designed for aeroplane fires. The RAAF wereinvolved al
weekend. This year a big fireworks display was a highlight of the event, celebrating half a
decade since the start of Relay for Life and the generasity of the Hawkesbury community in
raising funds for this cause. Participants included Windsor Riverview; Westpac; Curves, stu-
dents from Bede Polding; RAAF Base Richmond, who raised over $8,000; Glossodia Rural
Fire Service; the ‘Happy Feet’ team; and the * Schoolies from Schoies’ team, made up of par-
ents and teachers from Schofiel ds Public School. (Time expired)

Leichhardt Electorate: Fundraising

Mr TURNOUR (Leichhardt) (9.33 am)—I had the great pleasure of attending Australia’s
Biggest Morning Tea at the Manoora Community Centre on 22 May 2008. This fundraiser for
the Cancer Council happens every year and is the council’s foremost fundraising event, hav-
ing raised over $40 million since it beganin 1994.

Cancer touches everyone's life, with one in two men and one in three women devel oping
cancer before the age of 55. In Australia each year, 106,000 new cases of cancer are diag-
nosed, and cancer is the leading cause of death in Australia, with more than 39,000 people
dying each year. Cancer is difficult to deal with at the best of times, but for families living in
rural and regional areas like Cairns and tropical North Queensland, where there are a lack of
facilities to properly treat cancer, it can be extremely difficult to manage. Many people have
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to travel away to Townsville or Brisbane for treatment. That is why the efforts of Chris Acra-
man, Robyn Martin, Tapu Rea, Paulo Leaso, Roxanne Rae and Ipu Leaso at the Manoora
Community Centre to host a Biggest Morning Tea and raise money to help find a cure, as well
as to support cancer sufferers, is so appreciated by our local community. They joined with
thousands of others who attended Biggest Morning Teas across our region and the country to
raise money for this very worthy cause.

The efforts of Cairns and tropical North Queensland to raise money for cancer were also on
display last weekend. The Queensland Cancer Council’s Relay for Life event in Cairns again
attracted thousands of people to Barlow Park. | am happy to report that the Cairns Relay for
Life was the second largest in the country, behind Perth. Given that the region’s population is
in the hundreds of thousands, not in the millions like other regions, this is a great achievement
by the committee led by Grahame Doeblien and project officer Carol Hopkins.

This year 178 teams participated, representing a vast array of the community, from Cairns
hospital to the local department of primary industries, banks and local community organisa-
tions. They came together for Relay for Life and raised over $425,000. They walked continu-
ously for 18 hours around Barlow Park tracks. The highest number of laps achieved by the
team was 502 laps, which was a great effort. The other great thing about Cairns Relay for Life
this year was that 215 cancer survivors came out and led the walk—this was up from 145
cancer survivors who participated last year.

Along with other members of the community, | salute the efforts of those who participated
in the Biggest Morning Tea and the organisers of the Relay for Life. We thank them for their
efforts through the good work of the Queensland Cancer Council to raise money to find a cure
and to support those peopl e suffering cancer.

Apprenticeships

Mr RANDALL (Canning) (9.36 am)—I wish to raise today the situation that a number of
Western Australian apprentices are now finding themselves in and the impact that the shortage
of TAFE teachers is having on both apprentices and the 57 trade industries listed on the de-
partment’s national skills needs list. An exampleis Ryan Crutchley, who livesin my electorate
of Canning. Ryan's parents first approached me regarding their son’s plumbing apprenticeship
in July 2007. It seems that the plumbing industry is faring badly as a result of the skills short-
age. Last year, despite being in histhird year of on-the-job training, Ryan had only compl eted
his first year of theoretical training at TAFE. He was unable to gain a position at TAFE be-
cause of the extremely limited placements—a striking but not surprising result of the teacher
shortage. Ryan was not alone: there were around 70 apprentices at Beaconsfiedld TAFE in the
same situation at that time.

This year the situation has worsened. As Ryan and a number of other apprentices move into
the fourth year of their apprenticeships, they still have not completed their second year of
TAFE training, preventing them from moving on to their third-year units. This situation is of
great detriment to apprentices. It could mean that young people complete their on-the-job ap-
prenticeship training but are not able to get aticket because they still have one or two years of
theoretical training to go. It hampers employers, who are required to pay the apprentices
fourth-year wages but then reluctantly have to forgo utilising their workers for three months
training at TAFE. It also means that, despite having four years of on-the-job training, appren-
tices cannot work unassisted. Although the state Minister for Education and Training, the
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Hon. Mark McGowan, denies it, there remains a concern that all the focus is being given to
getting new apprentices into the system and that the current crop of those already intrainingis
being adversely affected.

The federal government has committed funding for skills training, recognising the impor-
tance of upskilling Australians because of the severe shortage. | am all for investing in skills
training, as was the coalition. | was a strong advocate of the Australian technical colleges, of
which there is one in the Canning electorate; it has been successful. It is vital that those ap-
prentices that are already getting training have the facilities and the teachers to enable them to
get into the workforce as fast as possible.

| have raised Ryan's case with Minister McGowan on more than one occasion, and | am
disappointed that the minister has failed to address the underlying issues in relation to the on-
going problem for many apprenticesin Western Australia. On 19 May the minister advised me
that Challenger TAFE anticipates that Ryan will complete his studies within the indentured
period, which concludes on 22 July 2009. At this point in time this seems like wishful think-
ing. To meet this deadline, the apprentices in these circumstances will have to do more than
two years of practical study inthefinal year of that apprenticeship. (Time expired)

Dobell Electorate: 2020 Summit

Mr CRAIG THOM SON (Dobell) (9.39 am)—I rise to talk about the local 2020 summit
that was held in my seat of Dobell, because there were some fantastic ideas there, and to put
on the record the support that we had from Wyong Shire Council and the state government in
hol ding the summit at Wyong, in Dobell. In particular, | would like to acknowledge the mayor
for his efforts—he contributed greatly to the day—and the two state members for the area,
David Harris and Grant McBride, who also contributed.

The Prime Minister said that the Australia 2020 Summit that was held in Canberra had
Australid’s best and brightest, but, let me tell you, on the Central Coast we know that that is
not the case, because we had 150 of the best and brightest at our summit. Many of the ideas
that were canvassed at our summit were similar to those that came out of Canberra, but we
focused on a range of issues that were specific to the area—in particular, the lack of infra-
structure. The No. 1 issue in relation to that was transport. The Rudd government has done
something towards that, with its promise in the budget of arail freight link between Newcas-
tle and Strathfield, which will help ease the freight that goes down the F3. The eectorate of
Dobell has close to 35,000 people who commute for over an hour and a half every day, so
issues to do with transport between the Central Coast and Sydney are of paramount impor-
tance. A second important infrastructure issue that was raised was access to broadband. Ours
is one of those areas where we have more broadband black spots than operational broadband.
Again, it is pleasing that the Rudd government has taken that head-on already in terms of the
policy that has been announced.

| suppose, though, the overarching issue that was raised at the 2020 summit on the Central
Coast was about trying to give our area a greater local identity. We have over 300,000 people
living on the Central Coast, yet, for almost all infrastructure issues or even not-for-profit or-
ganisations, we are seen as somehow part of either Sydney or the Hunter. People on the Cen-
tral Coast think that we need to be looking at our local identity more than just in terms of
name; we also need to look at it interms of the institutions that are there.
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| think it was vitally important that |ocal 2020 summitstook place, enabling the community
to be properly involved, as well as the summit that took place here in Canberra.

Agriculture Advancing Australia Funding

MsMARINO (Forrest) (9.42 am)—I riseto call on the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry to reconsider his decision to refuse funding to the Western Australian Red Meat
Stocktake program. Their application was made under the Agriculture Advancing Australia
package in May 2007 and was approved in October 2007. In spite of this approval, following
the election the program was scrapped by the Labor government. This funding is extremely
important to the beef industry in Western Australia. The funding was specifically to undertake
an objective, strategic analysis of the beef industry in WA, with the key objectives of provid-
ing a detailed examination of the WA supply chain and a description and situation analysis;
developing a future model for the WA beef-processing industry, production sectors and supply
chain; and devel oping strategies to move from the current situation to a future model.

The beef industry in WA is at a critical point. Soaring production costs, including fertiliser
and diesel prices—now over $1.87 in Manjimup—mean beef and sheep producers are rapidly
becoming unable to sustain their farmlands and therefore WA's multimillion-dollar slaughter
industry is at risk. Meat prices are significantly lower than production costs. This is resulting
in a mass exodus of experienced rural agricultural expertise from the farming industry. |
strongly urge the minister to reconsider his decision and provide this very practical and neces-
sary funding to the beef industry in Western Australia.

United Nations

Mr MARLES (Corio) (9.44 am)—In an increasingly connected world, it is important for
us as global citizens to have an understanding of the forces that drive global events and an
understanding of the issues faced by sovereign nations, particularly in our region. Recently
we have seen cyclones devastate the people of Burma, earthquakes wreak havoc in China,
civil unrest in Indonesia as a result of the global rise in the cost of living, the materialisation
of strong Asian based economies, the establishment of regional trade blocs and partnershipsin
South-East Asia and the Pacific, the emergence of new governments and the end of others—
all of which are eventsthat, in a post Westphaliaworld, will have an effect upon Australia, our
economy, our policy decisions, our way of life and our future.

The rise of globalisation has forced a rethink on how sovereign states engage one ancther
on the world stage. Whether the result of planning or of circumstance, it is nonetheless a real-
ity. The question that it presents Australia as a nation with is. how well do we understand it?
What do we know about the system that governs international relations? Sadly, recent studies
indicate that Australians—in particular, younger Australians—have very little knowledge of
global governance and the United Nations. Figures supplied by the United Nations Associa-
tion of Australiafrom a study of Victorian university students showed:

[Of] 691 respondents, 85% described their own knowledge of the United Nations as ‘low’ or ‘very low’.
Students’ responses to a series of questions about the UN further supported this assessment. Only one of
ten basic questions licited a correct answer from more than half of the students. The average rating for
the answers was only 33 percent.

These statistics paint a troubling scenario, suggesting that, as our nation becomes more re-
sponsive to global and regional forces, our existing understanding of the system that guides
international relations, and the United Nationsin particular, will affect the way we respond.
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It is with thisin mind that | shall be seeking to establish a region-wide model UN confer-
ence for secondary students throughout the City of Greater Geelong, with the support of the
member for Corangamite. It is envisaged that the conference, currently earmarked for a date
in mid-August, will be conducted in partnership with the United Nations Association of Aus-
tralia. With close to 30 schools in the region eligible to participate, it is seen that del egations
of two students from year 10 and/or year 11, representing the interests of one UN member-
state in a range of debates focused on regional issues in the Asia-Pacific, will provide the
most suitable discussion format for the conference. Having now received in-principle support
from the CEO of the City of Greater Geelong to supply a venue, my office intends to send a
letter to all local secondary schools in the next fortnight, providing them with pertinent infor-
mation and inviting them to provide a delegation to the conference. It is hoped that a success-
ful conference will provide the impetus to make it an annual event for the region—something
that can only be beneficial for both Greater Geelong and the nation.

Boeing Australia

Mr LINDSAY (Herbert) (9.47 am)—Today | want to talk about a very impressive Austra-
lian company: Boeing Australia. Recently | was able to visit Boeing Australia at RAAF Am-
berley, where they have a very significant investment. They have 13% thousand square metres
of hangar space, 34,000 sguare metres of workshop space, 8,000 square metres of warehouse
and 710 Australians working in that complex. It is a magnificent complex, a magnificent op-
eration on the RAAF base.

The kinds of capabilities that Boeing add to Australia’s defence are things like program,
project and contract management; avionics design; electrical and structural airframe design
and repair; an aircraft design drawing office; systems and software engineering; fleet modifi-
cation and aircraft maintenance; aircraft prototype integration; weapons integration; kit and
wire harness production and fabrication; ground tests, EMI, EMC and flight tests; mission and
laboratory simulation; life support; cold proof load testing; fuel tank repair; aircraft and sur-
face finishing; non-destructive testing; hydraulics component maintenance; structures and
bonded repair; wing and flight control maintenance; logistics, materials and process manage-
ment; configuration, data and publications management; training course devel opment; spares
and supply chain management; and of course rdiability, maintainability and supportability.
That isaterrific CV for a company with alarge workforce at RAAF Amberley, adding to our
capability in the Australian Defence Force.

| particularly want to recognise the team at Boeing who are working on the AEW&C
Wedgetail modification program. In this program, 737 aircraft arrive from the United States as
green aircraft. They are quite literally green. They are a shell of a 737. The people in the
AEW& C program then proceed to remove large sections of the aircraft and install all of the
eectronics, hardware and software that go with the capability that this new AEW& C aircraft
will provide to the Australian Defence Force. It is truly amazing that about 100,000 hours are
spent here in Australia modifying the 737s, and it is Australians who do it. They are as good
as anybody in the world in this most complex, technical, state-of-the-art technology that is
being installed in this aircraft. That group have established the capability and infrastructure
necessary to perform the modifications. As Australians we can be mighty proud of what we
can do in staying up with the rest of the world in |eading-edge technol ogy.
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Petrie Elector ate: Education

MrsD’ATH (Petrie) (9.50 am)—Today | rise to talk about the wonderful work being done
in the schools in my electorate. With over 30 schools in the electorate, there are always an
overwhelming number of inspirational stories about the activities being undertaken, but today
| would like to mention two particular schools. The first is Aspley Special School, which re-
cently won a Showcase Award for Excellence in Schools for its school based skills training
for students with disabilities. The school won $1,000 to spend on its student coffee shop and
recycling centre facilities. It currently has a fully functioning cafe that it opens to the public
every Friday and that is teaching children with disabilities in the school and surrounding
schools how to use both front and back-of-house hospitality skills, which is fantastic.

The school has also created a sensory garden for stimulation. The principal, Chris Lassig,
has said the new garden would help disabled students at the school to use their five senses
more effectively. As we know, students with a disability often have associated sensory im-
pairments that mean they have difficulty accessing information through all their senses. The
purpose-built sensory garden will incorporate features that rely less on sight and enable stu-
dents to use their senses of touch, smell, taste and hearing. | visited the new garden a couple
of weeks ago. There is still a lot of work being done. | congratulate the students and the
schoal for their tremendous efforts, but | also congratulate the local Good Guys store, at
Carseldine, which has helped fund this project. It is always great to see local businesses con-
tributing to such important initiativesin our local community.

At the second school | would like to mention, teacher Noel Gibson yesterday received an
Australian Government National Award for Quality Schooling. He received a highly com-
mended award for excellence by a teacher in his area of information and communication
technology. Mr Gibson's dedication and inspiring work have provided new vocational path-
ways for students and brought about an increase in student enrolments in information and
communication technology courses. Noel has greatly improved the way teachers work and
communicate throughout the school and has influenced primary and secondary teaching of
information and communication technology across the state. He has done this through the use
of interactive teaching strategies and resources. He has fostered high-order thinking and prob-
lem-solving skills that connect students to learning anywhere, anytime. The year 10 transition
course he introduced enables students to devel op multimedia skills through self-paced online
activities, providing them with successful pathways to senior learning. (Time expired)

Dunkley Electorate: Budget

Mr BILLSON (Dunkley) (9.53 am)—I rise this morning to lament history repeating itself.
The last time Labor was in power at afederal level, the then Labor member for Dunkley con-
ceded that our community had been forgotten. | fear this is happening all over again. | learn
that in the budget the Minister for Sport, Kate Ellis, has a $21 million pot of money for 91
sporting projects. We only know about five of those. My community and | are curious, as |
am sure are many members in this place, about what the other 86 are, how they were arrived
at and whether we are going to see history repeat itself and see a federal Labor government
ignore the peninsula, asit did last time it was in power.

Asthereis no clear pathway to show how these projects have been identified, nor an indi-
cation of what they are, | thought | would add to Kate' slist. | thought | would point out that in
the Dunkley electorate there are a number of election commitments that a re-elected Howard
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government would have implemented that reflected the close collaboration that was in place
between the Howard government, the local member and many local sporting and activity or-
ganisations. We were looking to make a $125,000 contribution to the redevelopment of the
Eric Bell Reserve pavilion, in Frankston North. That was going to be $100,000 to Frankston
City Council, which did not match anywhere near the council’s contribution but recognised
the partnership opportunities, and $25,000 for the fit-out of the junior and senior Pines foot-
ball and cricket clubs. So we had earmarked a contribution to the Eric Bell Reserve. The pro-
ject that | have just described is estimated at about three-quarters of a million dollars, and our
contribution was a significant, modest but important one.

We were looking to put $100,000 into the expansion of Langwarrin's Lloyd Park pavilion
and club rooms and $70,000 towards the Mornington Basketball Association for its entrance
and car-parking works. That was on the back of the partnership between the Commonweslth,
the local basketball association, Mornington Secondary College and the local council to see a
new three-court facility established there under—guess what—the Regional Partnerships pro-
gram. This is another example of a worthwhile initiative that has been achieved through col-
laboration and partnership.

There was funding to support the new Seaford Lifesaving Club facilities, some assistance
for the Seaford Bowling Club and also funding for the Seaford-Edithvale Wetlands to rein-
state the crushed rock, all-seasons walking trail that was damaged as a result of a fire when
firefighting vehicles ran over the top of it.

Those are just some of the projects that my community is very interested in. That level of
interest is matched only by theinterest in what is on Kate'slist.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (MsAE Burke)—The member will refer to the minister by her
appropriatetitle.

Mr BILL SON—I hope our contribution will be heard by the minister and the minister will
recognise that these projects, which are well developed, thoughtfully developed, well ad-
vanced and looking to achieve things in partnership, can find their way onto Kate's list. | wait
to hear what the minister has to say about that list. (Time expired)

Budget

Ms GEORGE (Throshy) (9.56 am)—I want to spend this morning outlining some of the
very positive health initiatives that were contained in the budget. | also want to compliment
the Minister for Health and Ageing for the tenacity with which she is undertaking her job, the
foresight she brings to the portfolio and, very importantly, the impact that the substantial
commitments will have on the el ectorate that | represent.

| want to begin by saying that the additional $500 million to our public hospital systems,
which will be paid before the end of this financial year, will go along way towards addressing
some of the problems that are being experienced particularly as a result of the decline in the
number of people working in a professional capacity as doctors and nurses in our public hos-
pital system. That, together with the major commitment that the government has made of
$600 million to slash eective surgery waiting lists, will certainly be of great assistance, par-
ticularly as we know that, in 2005-06, more than 25,000 patients waited for more than one
year for elective surgery. It is an issue that constituents bring to my attention on a regular ba-
Sis.
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The second initiative that will have great bearing on my electorate is the investment that
the Rudd Labor government has made in 31 GP superclinics. | am delighted to say that one of
these superclinics will eventually come to the Shellharbour local government area, which for
years under the former government had been classified as a district of workforce shortage but
about which very little had been done. | am delighted that the minister will be coming to my
electorate on 2 July to speak to the division of GPs, doctors, medical professionals, nurses and
anyone else who is interested in looking at the framework for these superclinics and the plan-
ning steps that we need to undertake to make sure that that commitment sees the light of day.

The other areathat is very important in the Throsby e ectorate is the substantial waiting list
for dental attention in the public hospital system. The last time | looked at the figures, there
were somewhere in the vicinity of 7,000 people in the lllawarra on these waiting lists. The
substantial investment to help states reduce waiting lists, together with the Teen Dental Plan,
will be of major benefit to the people | represent—as will the Rudd Labor government’s
commitment to transition beds to ease the transition for our elderly people from hospital to
suitable care, either in the community or in a transition bed, before accessing nursing homes.
All in al, | want to compliment the Minister for Health and Ageing, in particular, and the
Rudd Labor government for their very positive initiatives.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms AE Burke)—Order! In accordance with standing order
193 the time for members' statements has concluded.

APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 1) 2008-2009
Cognate hills:
APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 2) 2008-2009
APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTS) BILL (No. 1) 2008-2009
APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 5) 2007-2008
APPROPRIATION BILL (No. 6) 2007-2008
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 3 June, on motion by Mr Swan:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Mr IRONS (Swan) (10.00 am)—I rise today to speak on the Appropriation Bill (No. 1)
2008-2009 and cognate bills. Three weeks ago the Rudd government delivered federal La-
bor’s first budget in 13 years. It was an opportunity for the Rudd government and federal La-
bor to finally prove they were the economic conservatives they claimed to be in the lead-up to
the 2007 federal election. Instead, the Rudd government delivered a sterectypical Labor
budget that was high taxing and high spending yet tried to win a few brownie points by play-
ing on the poalitics of class envy. While campaigning for the votes of working Australians, the
then opposition leader Kevin Rudd and his shadow cabinet toured the nation, bestowing vari-
ous vacant promises upon each electorate visited. The expectations of Australians were raised;

the nation was led to believe that, if they voted for Kevin Rudd and Labor, petrol prices would
be reduced, inflation would be reduced and grocery prices would be reduced.

The 2008-09 federal budget does nothing to address these three mandates upon which the
Rudd government was elected into office. Instead, six months into his term as Prime Minister,
Kevin Rudd capitulated and announced at a press conference on 22 May 2008 that he has
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done all that he can to address the problems he promised to fix and that under federal Labor
prices will continueto rise. Mr Rudd said:

We have done as much as we physically can to provide additional help to the family budget, recognising
that the cost of everything is still going through the roof; cost of food, cost of petrol, cost of rents, cost
of childcare.

The people in my electorate of Swan in Western Australia were among the many marginal
electorates visited by the Rudd spin machine during last year’'s campaign. Unfortunately, the
people of Swan are also among the many Australian electorates left disappointed. Now that
they have tricked their way into government, federal Labor have asserted that what the Aus-
tralian people believed were promises were instead ‘top priorities’ and that apparently thereis
a difference between the two. | have since learnt that this difference is basically that if you
prove the Rudd government mentioned ‘promise’ or ‘pledge in any of their press releases
then you have a chance of receiving your funding. If not, then tough luck.

One of these ‘top priorities’ was a Medicare office in the suburb of Belmont, in the north of
my electorate. The previous, Labor, member for the seat of Swan had pilloried the coalition
government for at least six years due to the lack of a Medicare office in this area. With great
fanfare and much publicity the ex-member, Mr Wilkie, and the then shadow minister for
health, Nicola Roxon, made an announcement that a Medicare office in Belmont would be a
‘top priority for a Rudd government’. The people of Belmont and the surrounding suburbs
welcomed this announcement, which was cleverly designed to give the impression it was a
promise. The fact that this announcement was made only four days before the dection date of
24 November shows that it was nothing more than a clever stunt to try to swindle votes from
the people of Belmont. A media statement released by Nicola Roxon stated:

There are many frail and elderly people in the Belmont area who have difficulty getting to Perth, Mid-
land or Canington to claim their Medicare rebates.

It went on to say:
Its terrific that Federal Labor is prepared to recognise the needs of the community.
It also states that the previous federal member for Swan had:

... been campaigning for a Medicare office in the area since 2000 when he presented a petition in Par-
liament signed by thousands of local residents calling for improved access to Medicare services.

Again, here are all these wonderful expectations just four days prior to election day. However,
the Belmont Medicare spin did not stop with the election. In early May the local newspaper,
the Southern Gazette, ran an article saying that a petition signed by 10,000 people at the local
shopping centre, Belmont Forum, would be presented to parliament for due consideration.
The local state Labor member for Victoria Park joined WA Senator Mark Bishop in supporting
this petition because, as Senator Bishop stated:

Access to services is a key focus for the Rudd government.

With all the expectation and excitement surrounding all this spin, the first thing | checked
when the budget came out was Budget Paper No. 2. | went straight to page 247 and |ooked
under ‘Human services'. And guess what, Madam Deputy Speaker: | could not see anything
about the suburb of Belmont in Western Australia listed anywhere under the Medicare section.
I will tell you what was in the Medicare section: a commitment to fund a Medicare office in
Emerald. Surprise, surprisse—Emerald is in Queensand, the home state of our Prime Minister.
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To the people of Emerald, | say: good luck to you; | am sure the Medicare office you are go-
ing to get will serve your community well. But to the people of Swanin my electorate, and in
particular to the frail and elderly that health minister Nicola Roxon was so concerned about
four days prior to the dection, all | can say is that unfortunately you have now learnt what the
Rudd government is about: spin, spin and more spin. The Swan electorate has been forgotten
by the Rudd government and it will happen again and again. However, the people of Australia
are slowly catching on to the trickery of this government. | will continue to fight for a Medi-
care office in Belmont and ask that the Minister for Health and Ageing, Nicola Roxon, meet
the expectations she gave to the people of Belmont for a Medicare office.

While | am on the issue of the elderly, | would also like to say that this budget has failed pen-
sioners in Swan and across the nation, particularly single aged pensioners. The local member
for Victoria Park was recently quoted in the Southern Gazette as saying, ‘ Time and time again
| hear stories of pensioners struggling to pay bills on the current pension rate.” The Labor
MLA prepared a petition in his office to present to the Rudd government, as even he believed
the recent budget failed to provide pensioners with suitable remuneration. The Labor MLA
went on to say, ‘ The federal government is aware that pensioners are at subsistence level.” He
continued with, ‘I strongly believe that pensioners have worked hard for the benefit of the
whole community and this should be recognised.’” Here we have a state Labor member who is
confirming what we, the opposition, have been saying about the lack of support in this budget
for the aged and pensioners.

Another blow to the seat of Swan was given in the Rudd government’s inaugural budget
with the axing of the previous coalition government’s Regional Partnerships program. The
Rudd government axed this program because, according to the Minister for Infrastructure,
Transport, Regional Development and Local Government, Anthony Albanese, this program
was arort.

One of these so-called rorts is in my electorate of Swan. A local community organisation
called Southcare received a grant of $273,350 from the coalition government under the Re-
gional Partnerships program. Southcare is a community group that delivers programs which
improve the quality of life for frail aged people, disabled youth and Indigenous people in need
of assistance. The Regional Partnerships grant provided to Southcare by the previous coalition
government was to help fit out a new building, purchase and install I T equipment, construct a
garden store and undertake external works on their new building. As a side note, Lotterywest,
who have given fantastic grants to people in Western Australia, must also be guilty of rorting
in the eyes of this government, as they also provided $550,000 to Southcare to undertake this
project. Unfortunately a couple of weeks ago Southcare was heartlessly informed via letter
that the funding it had been allocated had been revoked under the new Rudd government.

It did not take the media or the public long to realise what this government had done.
Newspapers and television programs like Channel 7's Sunrise ran stories about local commu-
nity organisations that had been thrown into financial difficulties by a callous government
wielding its budget axe. Minister Albanese attempted to deflect attention from his terrible
mistake by relentlessly claiming that Regional Partnerships was a coalition government rort-
ing program. If he had looked more closely at each of these programs in the first place, he
would have realised that they were mainly for non-profit organisations that provide servicesto
the more vulnerable members of our community. If it had not been for the individual commu-
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nity groups, the opposition and the media fighting the scrapping of these Regional Partner-
ships programs, some invaluable programs such as those provided by Southcare would have
been lost to communities across Australia. Thankfully, Minister Albanese has performed a
backflip of enormous proportions and has had the common sense to reinstate 86 of the 116
programs he originally scrapped. Still, it remains that Minister Albanese failed in his duty of
care and responsibility to properly scrutinise each of these programs before deciding to axe
them and causing undue stress to local community groups. His actions were not what one
would expect from a cabinet minister and the Commonwealth government. | dare say that
Southcare and the many people in the Swan electorate who benefit from their services will
wel come this turnaround. | myself wel come the turnaround and look forward to attending the
opening day of the new Southcare building and facilities.

Anocther positive initiative of the previous coalition government which the Rudd govern-
ment decided to scrap was the Investing in Our Schools Program. Again, the Rudd govern-
ment used their catch phrase of ‘Howard government rort’ as their reasoning behind axing a
program that has delivered benefits to local communities. Many schools in my electorate of
Swan benefited greatly under this program, including Queens Park Primary School, Clover-
dale Primary School, Kent Street Senior High School, Manning Primary School, Kewdale
Primary School—and the list goes on.

The Investing in Our Schools Program provided schools with the opportunity to decide for
themselves what it was that their school required, unlike the Rudd government’s uncosted
education revol ution, which tells the schools what they want. According to Rudd's revol ution,
schools do not need new playgrounds to help boost the physical activity of students during
lunchtime, they do not need an undercover area to protect our children from harmful UV rays
and they do not need reverse cycle airconditioning systems to keep their students warm in
winter and cool in summer. According to the Rudd government, what our schools need is
computers—just computers. Computers were available under the Investing in Our Schools
Program if the individual school community decided that that was what they needed. How-
ever, the ridicul ousness does not end there. Not long ago we learned that schools not only are
to be deprived of funding for necessary projects but also are to have hundreds of computers
dumped on their doorsteps.

After getting into office, the Rudd government has now told us that it intends to share the
cost of the education revol ution with the unsuspecting state governments. We are told that the
state governments will have to pay for the installation, maintenance and power costs of each
computer. In Western Australia, the Carpenter government has said that it will not share these
costs with the Commonwealth, and many other states have followed suit. Thisis yet another
uncosted federal Labor election commitment that has come back to bite the government, and
the costs are expected to be picked up by the community.

On another note, yesterday | heard the member for Fremantle speaking on the success of
the FuelWatch program in Western Australia. The member lauded the program and stated that
the Western Australian members of parliament supported it. | hate to rain on the member for
Fremantl€'s parade and the government’s apparent enthusiasm for the FuelWatch debacle, but
| seriously doubt that this program has provided any major benefits to WA motorists. Any
program that is anticompetitive and does not allow the natural pressures of the marketplace to
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occur is a program that defies the logic of a free trade market that the Rudd government
claims to support.

Thisis awaste of $20.9 million over four years of taxpayers money. It is yet another spin
program designed to give a warm, fuzzy feeling to the electorate to persuade them to believe
the government is putting downward pressure on the price of petrol. But | ask: how can the
price of petrol go down if outlets cannot reduce their pricing to compete in the marketplace?
If an independent petrol outlet owner gets up on Monday morning and finds that the petrol of
one of the large corporate outlets down the road is 10c a litre cheaper than his, he cannot ad-
just his prices to compete. The independent may as well shut the doors for the day and head
home.

This same analogy applies to the proposed ‘ grocery watch’ program, except that | am at a
loss to understand how this program will actually list the prices of a basket of produce and
also take into consideration the quality of the vegetables and fruit. Is the produce fresh? Is it
one day old, a week old? Are the bananas yellow or black? How are they going to put this on
the website? How are these variances going to be part of the ‘ grocery watch’ program? Thisis
yet another example of spin from a government more interested in selling the story than in
actually providing anything of real substance to the Australian people by delivering on the
expectations it created during the election.

Next we have the change by the Rudd government to the Medicare surcharge levy—
another story of spin with no facts. Yesterday in Senate estimates, Treasury department offi-
cials confirmed: (1) the government’s modelling understated the impact on public hospitals of
the palicy change by failing to take into account the children and dependants of members ex-
pected to desert private health insurance; (2) Treasury were not asked to consider the impact
on state public hospitals from the resulting increases in demand for public hospital services,
and (3) the Commonwealth expects to save $300 million overall from the change but has not
consulted the states or territories about the impact on them.

Senator Mathias Cormann said that the industry estimates that more than 700,000 people
will leave private health insurance as a result of this change. That is clearly well above the
Treasury’s own estimates of 484,000 people. The government used this figure from Treasury
inits spin but obvioudly failed to check the figure and do the duty of care by actually getting
the facts. Treasury conceded yesterday that they did not even conduct any modelling on the
impact on public hospitals, as it was ‘not normal practice’ to assess secondary impacts of fed-
eral budget measures. Senator Cormann said, ‘ So much for the commitment before the elec-
tion to pursue a new cooperative federalism on health’. Any economic conservative running
any business would know that if you make changes to your business or corporation you have
to look at the secondary and even tertiary effects on the decisions you make and at how they
impact on your business and all affiliated stakeholders. It is just good business practice.

In the electorate of Swan we have the Perth domestic and international airports. | checked
for any funding for Swan with regard to the Australian Noise Exposure Index area around the
airport. Unfortunately | again saw nothing in the budget. Hopefully the minister for this area,
Mr Albanese, will be able to see past his own electorate and provide funding for noise insula-
tion into the necessary areas as required. The Great Eastern Highway—uwhich again had much
fanfare with $225 million of funding committed during the campaign—has been forgotten,
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with a paltry sum provided in the budget to do a review. That is another review to add to the
long list of them.

In summation, it is clear that the Rudd government has failed the Australian people in the
2008-09 budget. With this budget the chance to prove that this government was run by eco-
nomic conservatives has gone. The chance to give the Australian public some proof that the
country is in safe hands has gone. What Mr Rudd fails to understand is that you do not be-
come an economic conservative overnight by calling yourself one. You have to actually be
one, and this budget has clearly demonstrated that Mr Rudd is not an economic conservative.
You cannot run any business, let alone a trillion-dollar economy, on ideology and spin. The
economy has to be run on sound basic fiscal pri