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The SPEAKER (Hon. David Hawker)
took the chair at 9.00 am and read prayers.

AUSTRALIA-JAPAN FOUNDATION
(REPEAL AND TRANSITIONAL
PROVISIONS) BILL 2006

First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Downer .

Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Mr DOWNER (Mayo—Minister for For-
eign Affairs) (9.01 am)—I move:

That this bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this bill is to repeal the Aus-
tralia-Japan Foundation Act 1976. The aboli-
tion of that act will enable the Australia-
Japan Foundation to be re-formed as a non-
statutory, unincorporated bilateral  body
within the Department of Foreign Affairs and
Trade on the same footing as the other eight
bilateral bodies established in the department
to undertake similar functions.

The Australia-Japan Foundation is respon-
sible for broadening and strengthening Aus-
tralid's links with Japan to advance Austra-
lia's national interests. The foundation plays
an important role promoting people-to-
people, institutional and professional links
between the two countries through its cul-
tural, educational and other programs.

The bill forms part of the implementation
of the government’s response to the review
of corporate governance of statutory authori-
ties and office holders that was conducted by
Mr John Uhrig. The government has been
reviewing all statutory agencies in the con-
text of Mr Uhrig's recommendations, to en-
sure that we have the most effective account-
ability and governance structures across the
whole of government.

It is anticipated that revoking the founda-
tion’s statutory status and bringing it into the
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade will
better align the foundation's activities with
the government’s foreign and trade policy
objectives in Japan, one of our most impor-
tant and productive bilateral relationships. It
is also expected to improve the foundation’s
administrative efficiency. The foundation
will continue its important work in deliver-
ing programs in support of those objectives
while promoting contemporary Australia as a
culturally diverse and technologically so-
phisticated society.

On behalf of the government, | would like
to thank the current and previous Australia-
Japan Foundation boards. | am grateful for
their extensive expertise and commitment in
advancing Australia-Japan relations and | am
confident that the new advisory board will
continue their good work.

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

CHILD SUPPORT LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (REFORM OF THE
CHILD SUPPORT SCHEME—INITIAL
MEASURES) BILL 2006

First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Cobb, for Mr Brough.

Bill read afirst time.

Second Reading

Mr JOHN COBB (Parkes—Minister for
Community Services) (9.04 am)—I move:

That this bill be now read a second time.
This bill represents the first implementation
phase in the government’s comprehensive
reform of the Child Support Scheme. This
reform flows from the extensive work of the
Ministerial Taskforce on Child Support and

the government’s response in February this
year to the taskforce's recommendations.
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The Child Support Scheme was intro-
duced in 1988 to deal with the consegquences
on children of marriage and relationship
breakdown, including the relatively low liv-
ing standards of many children, the large
numbers of separated parents dependent on
welfare, and the low amounts being paid in
child support by non-resident parents.

The House of Representatives Standing
Committee on Family and Community Af-
fairs responded to ongoing community con-
cern about child custody arrangements with a
wide-ranging inquiry and report, Every pic-
ture tells a story, which was released in late
2003. The Ministerial Taskforce on Child
Support was then established to ook further
into the complex detail involved, leading to
its report, In the best interests of children,
being presented to the government in mid-
2005.

The taskforce suggested the present Child
Support Scheme does not reflect community
standards on shared parenting and the in-
creased participation of women in the work-
force. It also reported that the scheme does
not accurately reflect the relationship be-
tween income and spending on children in
ordinary families, nor is it well integrated
with the income support, family payments
and family law systems.

The package of reforms announced by the
government in response to the taskforce find-
ings will constitute a major overhaul of the
scheme. Notably, it will include a new child
support formula that refl ects the true costs of
raising children in Australia, recognising the
incomes of both parents and balancing the
needs of first and second families. The
changes will affect 1.4 million parents and
1.1 million children. The aim is to reduce
conflict between separated parents, particu-
larly through encouraging shared parenting
as part of a system that is fairer and puts the
needs of children first.

The reform package announced by the
government will be introduced in three
stages, with the more extensive and complex
elements, including the new formula, being
the third stage. This bill introduces the first
legidative stage of the package of reforms,
to be implemented in July 2006.

Among these initial measures is an in-
crease in the minimum child support pay-
ment from the current amount, equal to $5
per week, to the amount that would have
been in place if the old minimum had been
indexed since its introduction in 1999. Fur-
thermore, this new minimum payment, cur-
rently equal to about $6.15 per week, will
retain its value through a regular indexation
process.

A further measure will lower the cap on
income that is taken into account in working
out child support liabilities. At present, in-
come in excess of 2% times the yearly value
of average weekly total earnings for full-time
adults is disregarded. The changed cap will
have regard to a comparable amount drawn
from the average weekly total earnings for
all employees—a lower reference amount.
This will mean that some high-income earn-
erswill pay child support at a lower rate than
under the current cap, which has required
some payers to pay more than the actual
costs of their children.

The bill will also provide more detail on
the circumstances in which a parent’s capac-
ity to earn may allow the Child Support
Agency or a court to depart from the usual
administrative assessment rules in setting the
amount of child support payable. A decision
under the capacity-to-earn rules is one where
the parent’s real income is not disputed, but
it is considered that he or she has a capacity
to earn at a greater level than is being exer-
cised. A decision may be made in these cir-
cumstances to assess the child support liabil-
ity as being at a higher rate. Greater clarity
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and accountability is to be brought to capac-
ity-to-earn decisions.

For example, before such a decision may
be made, it would have to be clear to the
Child Support Agency or a court that the
parent either is unwilling to take up clear
work opportunities, has reduced his or her
employment to a level that is lower than the
normal full-time level in the occupation or
industry in question or has otherwise
changed his or her occupation, industry or
working pattern. Also, it would have to be
considered that these employment decisions
are not justified because of the parent's
health or caring responsibilities. Lastly, the
decision could only be made if the parent
had not demonstrated that a major purpose of
the parent’s employment decisions was not
to affect the child support assessment.

The bill increases from 25 per cent to 30
per cent the proportion of a payer’'s child
support liability for a particular child support
payment period that may be met through
what are known as prescribed non-agency
payments. These are payments made by the
payer to certain third parties in partial satis-
faction of his or her child support liability.
Payments such as child-care costs, school
fees and essential medical and dental bills,
amongst other things, are allowed for this
purpose. Theincreased level will give payers
extra flexibility in meeting their obligations.
Any remaining amount of a payment that
exceeds the 30 per cent limit will continue to
be credited against the payer’s liability in
subsequent child support payment periods.

Lastly, the bill addresses a constitutional
issue with the application of the Child Sup-
port Scheme to exnuptial children in Western
Australia.

Congtitutionally, the Child Support
Scheme extends to children of marriagein al
states but to exnuptial children only to the
extent that the states either refer their powers

to the Commonwealth or adopt Common-
wealth laws. All states have referred to the
Commonwealth their power to make laws in
relation to exnuptial children except for
Western Australia, which has chosen instead
to adopt the child support legidation from
time to time. However, the Western Austra-
lian adoption acts have tended to lag behind
the Commonwealth amendments.

In the periods between Commonwesalth
amendments and Western Australian adop-
tion, two parallel child support schemes have
operated—a pre-amendment scheme apply-
ing to exnuptial children in Western Australia
and a post-amendment scheme applying the
up-to-date legidation to all other children in
Australia, including children of marriage in
Western Australia.

The amendments in the bill confirm the
legal status of this arrangement, to provide
certainty to families and children affected. |
commend the bill to the House.

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

FAMILY LAW AMENDMENT (SHARED
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY)
BILL 2006

Consider ation of Senate M essage
Consideration resumed from 9 May.
Senate’'s amendments—

(1) Schedulel, item 3, page 4 (after line 22), at
the end of the definition of family violence,
add:

Note: A person reasonably fears for,
or reasonably is apprehensive
about, his or her personal well-
being or safety in particular cir-
cumstances if a reasonable per-
son in those circumstances
would fear for, or be apprehen-
sive about, his or her personal
wellbeing or safety.

CHAMBER



4 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 10 May 2006

(2) Schedulel, item 43, page 33 (lines 11 to
17), omit subitems (1) and (2), substitute:

(1) Section60CC of the new Act ap-
plies to orders made on or after
commencement.

(2) The amendments made by items 13,
29 and 30 of this Schedule apply to
parenting orders made on or after
commencement.

(3) Schedulel, item 43, page 33 (lines 26 and
27), omit subitem (6), substitute;

(6) The amendment made by item 22 of
this Schedule applies to parenting
orders made on or after commence-
ment.

(4) Schedulel, item 43, page 34 (lines 1 to 3),
omit subitem (8), substitute:

(8) Sections 65DAA, 65DAB, 65DAC
and 65DAE of the new Act apply to
parenting orders made on or after
commencement.

(5) Schedule 1, Part 2, page 34 (after line 7), at
the end of the Part, add:

44 Grounds for discharging or vary-

ing parenting orders

The amendments made by this Sched-
ule are taken not to constitute changed
circumstances that would justify mak-
ing an order to discharge or vary, or to
suspend or revive the operation of,
some or all of a parenting order that
was made before commencement.

Note: For the need for changed circum-

stances, see Rice and Asplund (1979) FLC

90-725.

Mr RUDDOCK (Berowra—Attorney-
General) (9.13 am)—I move:

That the amendments be agreed to.

The Family Law Amendment (Shared Paren-
tal Responsibility) Bill 2006 is a very impor-
tant bill because it complements the most
significant changes to family law in almost
30 years. It is about changing the culture and
the way in which family law issues are dealt
with, hopefully to ensure that the great ma-

jority of them will be dealt with in less ad-
versarial ways. The family relationship cen-
tres are a very important part of that initia-
tive. This hill, as originally proposed and as
amended, seeks to reinforce those changes
that we expect will lead to that change of
culture. In that context, | thank the Senate
Legal and Congtitutional Legislation Com-
mittee for their effortsin releasing a compre-
hensive report on this bill on 24 March. They
did endeavour to expedite their considera-
tions so that the hill could be considered
when we last sat. It is only because the
House was nat sitting when the Senate com-
pleted its deliberations that we are dealing
with this matter today.

The government will formally respond to
the report, and that will be tabled shortly. We
did carefully consider the recommendations
of the committee, and as a result made a
number of amendments. The Senate amend-
ments substantially implement three of the
committee's recommendations. The other
recommendations that the government has
adopted do not require a legislative response.
Those the government has not accepted re-
visited issues considered by previous con+
mittees of this House. Those views of the
committee of this House were, in the gov-
ernment’s opinion, to be preferred.

The Senate amendments also clarify the
government’s intention that the bill is not
intended to operate so as to allow previously
resolved parenting orders to be reconsidered
purely on the basis of changes to the legisla-
tion. That does not preclude examination if
there have been legitimate changes in cir-
cumstances. It is important that the legida
tion is in place prior to the opening of the
first family reationship centres in July this
year. That underpins the government's re-
forms to the services, as | mentioned. So |
look forward to the passage of these amend-
ments today.
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Amendment (1) adds a note to the defini-
tion of family violence to clarify that the
tests to determine reasonableness of a fear or
apprehension of violence takes into account
the circumstances of a person who is relying
on a reasonable fear or apprehension of vio-
lence. Amendments (2) to (4) address con-
cerns that the bill would not apply to court
applications made prior to the commence-
ment of the bill. Amendment (5) clarifies the
government’s intention that schedule 1 of the
bill is not to operate so asto allow previously
resolved parenting orders to be considered
purely on the basis of changes to the legisla-
tion.

| commend the amendments to the House
and thank all those members who have con-
tributed to positive deliberations on this hill.

Ms ROXON (Gedlibrand) (9.16 am)—
Labor is happy to support the amendments
that the government has flagged. The Family
Law Amendment (Shared Parental Respon-
sibility) Bill 2006 has had a long and torrid
life, going through both this House and the
other place aswell as having two committees
look into it. | do not intend to go through in
any detail the issues that have previously
been raised in this House, other than to flag
that we are grateful that the government has
picked up a number of amendments that have
been recommended by the House of Repre-
sentatives Standing Committee on Legal and
Congtitutional Affairs, by the Labor Party as
the opposition and by the Senate Legal and
Congtitutional Legidation Committee.

There are a number of recommendations
that have not been picked up. | note that the
government has been happy to pick and
choose when it is interested in listening to
recommendations from the committees and
when it is not. | think it is unfortunate that a
number of other issues that have been
flagged here before have not been picked
up—those dealing with the definition of vio-

lence, the cooling off period, the use of
‘equal’ or ‘joint’ in the legidation and the
issues that the Senate committee picked upin
respect of false allegations and costs.

However, we welcome this broad pack-
age. It has been along time coming. We hold
the same hopes that the government holds
that this will provide some long-term relief
to families who are going through family
breakdown. We hope that the family relation-
ship centres program will be as successful as
the government maintains. We will certainly
be doing our part to make sure that these
changes will provide significant relief for
families. We will continue to keep an eye on
the issues that we think may have some
negative impact. No doubt we will be back in
this place debating matters further if our
fears are held up. We hope that is not the
case and we are happy to support the
amendments that have been moved in the
House today.

The SPEAKER—The question is that the
amendments be agreed to.
Question agreed to.

ELECTORAL AND REFERENDUM
AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
INTEGRITY AND OTHER MEASURES)
BILL 2005
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 9 May, on motion
by Dr Sone:

That this bill be now read a second time.
upon which Mr Griffin moved by way of
amendment:

That all words after “That” be omitted with a
view to substituting the following words:
“this bill be withdrawn until undemocratic
provisions that:
(1) reduce the period of time Australians have to
enrol to vote and update their details on the
eectoral rall;
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(2) introduce new proof of identity require-
ments;

(3) increase the disclosure thresholds to $10,000;
and

(4) increase the tax-deductibility of political
donations
areremoved”.

Mr MELHAM (Banks) (9.19 am)—
Yesterday | described the Electoral and Ref-
erendum Amendment (Electoral Integrity
and Other Measures) Bill 2005 as putrid leg-
idation—and that is what it is. It is putrid
legidation because, for the first time that |
can recall in my time, we have a government
bringing legislation into this House—with
the prospect of success because it has control
of the Senate—that is about disenfranchising
people, not about enfranchising them. The
second limb of the hill, the triple-dipping
component—that component relating not to
public funding, the money we get from our
parliamentary entitlements, but to fundrais-
ing—will hide the money that goes to paliti-
cal parties and political candidates, because
of the threshold increase.

| served a number of years on the Joint
Standing Committee on Electoral Matters.
My philosophy throughout the whole of that
period was to have maximum disclosure and
transparency. | was one of those who argued
for low threshold levels. | also did whatever |
could to ensure that people were able to vote.

| said yesterday that | regard a couple of
the provisions—namely, the proof of identity
requirement for provisional voters and for
people enrolling or updating, and the early
closure of the roll when the writs are is
sued—as the equivalent of the ‘hanging
chad' provisions. We all remember what the
hanging chad provisions did in Florida: they
disgualified a large number of voters and
resulted in the election of a President who, it
was subsequently found, did not have a ma-
jority of the votes. That is a manipulation of

the system. These are not benign provisions
that this government is introducing into the
Electoral Act, which is now the only qualifi-
cation for people voting.

There is no constitutional right to vote
anymore. That has been overtaken by the
Electoral Act. So you can actually stop peo-
ple from exercising what was their entitle-
ment by bringing in red-tape provisions that
will disqualify them or remove them from
the count. The last time aroll was closed was
in 1983 when Malcolm Fraser ran to the
polls to try and overcome the election of Bob
Hawke as leader of the federal parliamentary
Labor Party. That is the last time we had the
closing of the rall when the writs were is-
sued, and 80,000-odd people were disquali-
fied from voting.

The second submission of the Electoral
Commission, dated 30 June 2005, to the
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Mat-
ters inquiry into the last election contained a
very interesting table on page 11, ‘Table 5:
Close of rolls enrolment transactions by
type—States and Territories—2004 federal
dection’. It showed that there were 78,816
new enrolments in the seven-day lapse pe-
riod for enrolment—the ‘safety net’, as |
would like to call it, when it comes to enrol-
ment.

We get told by the government that these
provisions are all about the integrity of the
roll and stopping the possibility of fraud. As
the member for Melbourne Ports pointed out,
an inquiry was held in 2001 by the Joint
Standing Committee on Electoral Matters in
which the Australian Electoral Commission
testified that it had compiled a list of all
cases of enrolment fraud for the decade
1990-2001 and that there were 71 cases in
total, or about one per one million enrol-
ments. The member for Mebourne Ports
points out that those 71 false enrolments
were carried out for reasons not connected
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with a desire to influence federal election
results; he contends that they were in the
main in order for disqualified Queensland
driversto get back their driverslicences.
This government is bringing in a dedge-
hammer to crack a walnut. It has gone over
the top in this instance. When one looks at
the people who will be disenfranchised, it is
mainly young people. Yes, they are alittle bit
slack in becoming enrolled. Of the 78,816
new enrolments, 37,007 were aged 18,
14,132 were aged 19, and 13,058 were aged
20. That isalot of voters, and they are not all
Labor voters. This government has not
brought forward any evidence of fraud—any
evidence of people voting who should not
have been voting—to bring about an elec-
toral change that is going to affect on aver-
age 70,000 voters at election time. It is a
matter of fact that it takes until you get to 25
years of age for the enrolments to be pretty
full enrolments for age categories. The band
from 18 to 25 gets progressively better. By
the time you get to 25 years of age it levels
out. This government cannot point to any
election to show that this has resulted in an
improper eection result. | am of the view
that the maximum number of eligible voters
should be allowed to vote at election time.

We have not seen an dectoral system that
has disadvantaged the Liberals. The Liberals
have done quite well out of the current sys-
tem. What we are seeing is the Liberal Party
seeking to, in effect, get into the Electoral
Act and purge sections of voters that they
think might not necessarily be their types of
voters—on spurious grounds. | come from a
background of the defence side of the crimi-
nal law. It was always up to the prosecution
to prove their case and to argue their case,
not to just come in with suspicion and wild
theories—and, quite frankly, prgudice,
which this government seems to have done
asthe basis of their justification.

The other electoral enrolment provisions
that | find offensive are those relating to
documentary proof of identity for provisional
voters and new voters. At the last eection
there were about 180,000 provisional voters.
So what you are doing is introducing another
layer to basically rule people out if they do
not have a drivers licence or a prescribed
identification document. What is that going
to do for Indigenous people? It will basically
bounce them out of the dectoral system
when, again, this government has not shown
massive fraud in what is currently a good
eectoral system. On a whim, on the basis of
prejudice, this government is going to
cleanse from the voting list thousands and
thousands of people if they are not able to
produce a level of identification that it is
happy with. | find a remarkable that a gov-
ernment would go down this track. In terms
of the limited provisions that the government
alows for enrolment after the issue of the
writs, the explanatory memorandum at page
11 says:

44, The proposed amendments provide that
the date for the close of ralls shall be 8.00 pm
three working days after the issue of the writ.
However, for new enrolments and re-enrolments,
theroll will close at 8.00 pm on the day on which
the writs are issued (note that there are two ex-
ceptions to this as outlined in paragraphs 45 (b)
and (c) below).

45, The rall will close at 8.00pm on the
third working day after the issue of the writ for
people:

a) currently enrolled but who need to update their
details;

b) who are not enrolled but would attain 18 years
of age between the day on which the writs are
issued and polling day; and

¢) who are not enrolled but may be digible to be
granted a certificate of Australian citizenship be-
tween the day on which the writs are issued and
the polling day.

The close of roll transactions by age—and
this will involve other transactions—were
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put in table 7 of the submission by the Elec-
toral Commission. That table is actualy
quite informative. There are up to 345,177
transactions across Australia for ‘Close of
roll other transactions by age’ for the 2004
federal eection. This is going to introduce
quite a bureaucratic red-tape nightmare for
electors at the next election.

We are also going to have the best politi-
cians that money can buy, but we are not
going to be able to see the money. Last night
we saw members of the Liberal Party trawl-
ing their wares around this House, coinciding
with the budget, by having fundraisers with
tickets at $1,000 a head for ministers and
$600 a head for backbenchers. | do not have
a problem with the Liberal Party having
fundraising activities but, under the new pro-
visions, a lot of that money will not be able
to be disclosed; it will be hidden. | think itis
quite a grubby operation, bringing in thresh-
old increases in effect that are designed, |
think, to give a different income stream. Asa
result of the raised threshold levels, coincid-
ing with tax deductibility limits being in-
creased from $100 to $1,500—in other
words, the taxpayer is going to underwrite
the donations to political parties—I| can see
the Liberal Party and the National Party, the
new millennium foundation, going out there
and picking up the professionals and saying
to them, ‘We want you to donate this money.
Your identity is going to be secure. You can
help us when it comes to the next election.’

| do not mind them doing that. What | ob-
ject to is the lack of transparency. If people
want to put up money to fund political par-
ties or candidates that is fine; that is the basis
upon which we run our democracy. But you
get into trouble when you hide that sort of
money. The Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister for Immigration and Multicultural
Affairs, who is at the bar table, knows very
wdl that for years the Liberal Party has
sought to hide its funding so that its donors

are not known. But, for my part, if transpar-
ency is there you can see what influence is
exercised.

| think expanding tax deductibility from
$100 to $1,500 is a rort and that increasing
disclosure of political donations from $1,500
to $10,000—and these figures all have CPI
components—is an outrage because people
could donate tens of thousands of dollars in
such away that they would not be exposed. |
say that is corrupting our electoral system. It
isintroducing a cancer into our electoral sys-
tem that will spread. It will turn our electoral
system into one which will be criticised—a
system which people will question.

We have one of the best electoral systems
in the world, with public funding and com-
pulsory voting. With the way the system is
conducted at the moment, we are the envy of
the world. We get eection results, and tight
eection results, that people can accept. But
this is being done for partisan political ad-
vantage. It is all about prejudice in the minds
of some. It results in our fellow Australians
missing out on their entittement—to go
along at election time and have their votes
counted.

Mr KEENAN (Stirling) (9.34 am)—I am
very pleased to be to talk on the Electoral
and Referendum Amendment (Electoral In-
tegrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005. But
before | start my remarks | want to reject a
couple of the suggestions that have been
made in the speech the member for Banks
has just given to the House.

Firstly, there was an inference throughout
his speech that somehow the government has
looked at the electoral system and designed
this bill to give us some sort of palitical ad-
vantage. That is just not true at all. This bill
is designed to ensure the integrity of the
eectoral system. The member for Banks was
somehow suggesting that voters who have
not enrolled properly may be more inclined
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not to vote for the government. There is ab-
solutely no evidence of that at all. | totally
reject the suggestion that this bill has been
designed to give the Libera Party any politi-
cal advantage, because there is no evidence
that that isthe case.

Secondly, the member for Banks asserted
throughout his speech that there is no evi-
dence of electoral fraud in Australia. Sadly,
that is just not true. There is ample evidence
of electoral fraud and that the electoral rall is
not currently accurate. If he wants an exam-
ple of this he might want to pop down the
road to Curtin House and talk to the Assis-
tant National Secretary of the Labor Party—
he knows a thing or two about rorting the
eectoral roll. He would be able to explain
not only that the electoral roll has been
rorted but also exactly how you could go
about doing that. So there is ample evidence
of electoral fraud, sadly, and some has been
aired in the Shepherdson inquiry in Queen-
sland in particular.

| would not say that electoral reform is
what the Prime Minister might term a barbe-
cue stopper. It is certainly not something that
has been raised with me by many of my con-
stituents. But | think that everyone in Austra-
lia expects an dectoral system that is 100 per
cent above reproach. That is a vital element
in our democracy.

From the electoral history of my own seat
of Srling, | can give the House a pretty
good example of why that is the case. In the
dection of 1974, the incumbent at the time,
lan Viner, won the seat by a grand total of 12
votes. This story has been relayed to me—as
the candidate and later the member for Stir-
ling—on many occasions. | have to confess
that | thought it might have been something
of an urban myth. But | checked with the
Parliamentary Library, and it is true that if
seven people in the seat of Stirling had

changed their minds in 1974, the seat would
have been decided another way.

lan Viner, who won the seat by those 12
votes, went on to have a distinguished career
within the Fraser government. Even though it
was a long time ago, | can certainly sympa-
thise with the Labor challenger at the time.
But we can see from this example how im-
portant it is to have a 100 per cent accurate
electoral roll. As | said, there is ample evi-
dence that in Australia the electoral rall is
not 100 per cent accurate.

I mentioned the Shepherdson inquiry in
my introductory remarks. Obviously that
inquiry bypassed the member for Banks. He
could not have been reading the papers or
listening to television or radio during those
few months. The inquiry shows that in Aus-
traliathe electoral roll has been rorted for the
basest political purposes. This bill contains a
number of measures that will stop that from
happening. It is very difficult for me to un-
derstand why the ALP would oppose any of
these sensible measures, particularly when
their own internal processes were being
rorted in the examples that | just raised.

Following every election in Australia, a
joint committee of the parliament is estab-
lished to look into the conduct of that elec-
tion and report back to the parliament about
it. No-one suggests that the Australian elec-
toral system is not very good, but this com+
mittee is designed to look at the system and
report back to the parliament about im-
provements that can be made. This process
of examination is a very important one.

Following the 2000 election, the commit-
tee, under the able chairmanship of the
member for Casey, took submissions in the
capital cities and in rural and regional Aus-
tralia. Over 200 people presented submis-
sions to that committee. The committee ta-
bled its report on 10 October following the
public hearings. As | suggested, the conclu-
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sion was that Australia has an excellent elec-
toral system but that there are some areas
where it can be improved.

The government looked at the commit-
tee's report, and this bill contains the gov-
ernment’s response to it. It contains many of
the reforms that were recommended by the
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Mat-
ters. The bill makes amendments to a number
of acts, including the Commonwealth Elec-
toral Act, the Referendum (Machinery Provi-
sions) Act and the Income Tax Assessment
Act. The amendments cover several impor-
tant areas, some of which | will take a close
look at today, including disclosure of politi-
cal donations, increasing ID requirements for
enrolment and provisional voting, the timing
of the close of the rall, prisoner loss of vote,
access to the electoral roll and political party
registration.

Among the most notable amendments in
the hill is increasing the declarable limit for
the disclosure of political donations. The
provisions will increase the disclosure
threshold from $1,500 to $10,000 and in-
crease the threshold in line with the CPI. It
has been more than 20 years since the
threshold for disclosure of palitical donations
was first introduced at the level of $1,000.
Even at that time, it was an absurdly low
figure. The arguments for lifting the thresh-
old are now even more absol ute.

The purpose of disclosure is obviously
very clear. The public needs to know that
people who are making donations to palitical
parties cannot seek to gain undue influence
by doing so. The disclosure laws provide the
necessary transparency to give the public
confidence that they know where political
parties are being funded from.

But as you would be well aware, Mr Dep-
uty Speaker, elections in Australia are now
multimillion dollar affairs and electoral ex-
penditure of both major parties exceeds tens

of millions of dollars. We in this parliament
therefore need to exercise some judgment
about what is an appropriate level at which
to disclose donations without subjecting
people in the organisations involved to un-
necessary red tape and bureaucracy. The
threshold was much too low when it was first
set, and it has subsequently been severely
eroded by inflation. It adds nothing to our
democracy except unnecessary red tape.

The reality is that the threshold is set way
too low. Reducing the threshold even further,
as has been suggested by some members in
this place today, will not increase disclosure
or increase transparency within our democ-
racy. In 2003-04, prior to the last federal
eection, 88 per cent of al donations dis-
closed by the two major parties were in ex-
cess of $10,000.

Raising the disclosure threshold will also
reduce the administrative burden on the
AEC. An increase to $10,000 will see the
donation threshold moved to be in line with
that of similar sorts of democracies, such as
the United Kingdom.

It is absurd to think that decreasing the
threshold, as has been suggested here, would
do anything to enhance our democracy. It
may well result in little old ladies having to
declare to the AEC the purchase of a $1 raf-
fle ticket. 1 do not think that anyone is seri-
oudly suggesting that declaring to the AEC
every whip-round or every raffle is in any
way going to do anything apart from create
an administrative nightmare. Our system is
not made any more transparent by a low dis-
closure threshold; all it is doing is creating
unnecessary administration. It is vitally im-
portant that the threshold is now raised to a
sensiblelevel.

I move on to donations to palitical parties
and independent candidates. The provisions
in this bill will amend the Income Tax As-
sessment Act to increase the level of tax-
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deductible contributions to political parties
and independent candidates, whether by in-
dividuals or corporations, from $100 to
$1,500 in any income year.

Under the current law, a taxpayer cannot
claim a tax deduction for more than $100 of
contributions to palitical parties registered
under part 11 of the Electoral Act. The pro-
posed amendments to the Income Tax As
sessment Act will increase the tax deductibil-
ity value of contributions from an individual
or from a corporation to a registered political
party or an independent candidate in relation
to Commonwealth or state dections from
$100 to $1,500 and these amendments will
commence at royal assent.

Palitical parties in Australia are actually
very important community organisations.
The two major parties—the Australian Labor
Party and the Liberal Party—have histori-
cally been responsible for providing good
government, not just at the federal level but
at the state and territory level. Thisis a very
important responsibility. Australians should
be encouraged to contribute to political par-
ties and to the political process, rather than
be discouraged through the tax system. |
maintain that politics is a very important
community calling and that when people
take the time and use their own financial re-
sources to support that process, they should
be rightly supported by the tax system, as
they would be if they were donating to other
community organisations.

A lot of the debate in this place about this
bill has been about increasing the require-
ments for electoral enrolment and increasing
the identification requirements for provi-
sional voting. It is disturbing to think that it
is harder to rent a DVD than it is to get on
the electoral roll in Australia. Under the cur-
rent system, there is also no requirement for
avoter to actually prove who they are before
they cast their vote. The intention of this hill

is to introduce stricter requirements; namely,
that people need some proof of identity when
enrolling or updating their enrolment by
showing their drivers licence or another form
of identification or by having their enrolment
application signed by two referees who are
not family and who have known the appli-
cant for at least one month and who must
also provide a drivers licence number.

We cannot underestimate the importance
of having an accurate electoral roll. It is a
vital pillar of our democratic processes. At
the moment, there is cause to believe that the
eectoral rall is only reasonably accurate, and
| do not think that is good enough. Thisissue
is of great importance to me as a marginal
seat holder and because of the history that |
outlined earlier about the seat having been
won at one stage by 12 votes.

The AEC reported in February 2004 that
in the electorate of Isaacs the electora roll
was only 90 per cent accurate. | do not think
that is an acceptable level of accuracy and
there is no reason to suggest that that is not
replicated in other seats. Questions of accu-
racy and fraud, therefore, can arise in rela-
tion to eection results. In the last dection, in
2004, 27,000 people who cast provisional
votes had them accepted in the count, al-
though they were later unable to be put on
the electoral roll because they failed to qual-
ify. This meant that 27,000 votes were poten-
tially incorrectly included in the count. It is
not rocket science to work out that a 10 per
cent error ratein our eectoral roll could have
a significant impact on the outcome of any
individual election. Let us not leave out the
potential for incorrect enrolments to help
people create false identities and help people
conduct social security fraud. Electoral en-
rolment can be used as 25 points out of a
100-point ID check.

Therefore, | think it is vitaly important
that we establish some moderate proof of
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identity requirements for provisional voting.
An eector, other than a silent eector who
wants to cast a provisional vote on polling
day, will need to show either a drivers li-
cence or a prescribed identity document of
the same type required for enrolment proof
of identity. This will be shown to an officer
from the AEC at the time of casting the pro-
visional vote or by close of business on the
Friday following polling day. If the elector
cannot show the document in person, they
may post, fax or email an attested copy to the
AEC. Ballot papers will only be admitted to
the count if the provisional voter has pro-
vided suitable identification if they were not
enrolled, or if their omission from the roll
was the result of an error within the Electoral
Commission. It is high time that basic iden-
tity requirements were required to protect the
integrity of theroll.

I move on now to the closing of the rall.
This refers to the time by which eectors
must enrol or change enrolment details prior
to an election. At present this stands at seven
days after the election writs are issued. This
bill aims to reduce the close of rall period to
provide that, in general, the roll will close at
8 pm on the third working day after the issue
of the writ. However, persons who are not on
the roll—with two exceptions, which | will
set out—will not be added to the roll in the
period between 8 pm on the day of the issue
of the writ and polling day. The exceptions
for persons who are not on the roll are either
17-year-olds who will turn 18 between the
day the writ is issued and polling day, or
people who will be granted citizenship be-
tween the issue of the writ and polling day.
Persons in these categories can apply for
enrolment up until the close of the rall at 8
pm three working days after the day on
which the writ isissued.

The reasons for this are obvious. In the
seven-day rush to enrol, massive amounts of
pressure are put on the Electoral Commis-

sion, and this can put into question its ability
to accurately check and assess enrolment
claims. As | understand it, prior to the last
dection, 423,993 changes to enrolment were
processed in the close of roll period. Of
these, 78,816 were new enrolments and
225,314 were changes of address. This is a
phenomenal amount of work thrust on the
AEC in an incredibly short period of time.
This seven-day period does nothing for our
system other than increase the likelihood of
error—and, sadly, of fraud. Contrary to some
claims aired in the parliament, this move is
not intended to disenfranchise anyone, par-
ticularly young people, as mentioned by the
member for Banks. We must allow the AEC
enough time to accurately process enrol-
ments.

This bill will enhance the provisions for
the disenfranchisement of prisoners. Cur-
rently, prisoners who are serving a full-time
sentence of three years or longer are denied
the right to vote. This bill will amend the
vating entitlement provisions so that all pris-
oners serving a sentence of full-time deten-
tion will not be entitled to vote; however,
they may remain on the roll or, if not en-
rolled, apply for enrolment. Those serving
aternative sentences, such as periodic or
home detention, as well as those serving
non-custodial sentences or those who have
been released on parole will still be eigible
to enrol and vote.

If a court of law has judged that you have
wronged society in such a way that you are
to be denied your freedom then | certainly
think it follows that you should be denied
your right to participate in the democratic
process. | do not doubt that the mgjority of
Australians would agree that it is high time
that people who have lost their freedom also
lose the right to participate in our democracy.
When you have committed an offence that is
serious enough to be punishable by impris-
onment then surely your views on the gov-
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ernance of the country should no longer be
required for the period that you are incarcer-
ated. We already have this provision in my
home state of Western Australia, and it is
high time that it was extended to the national
scene as well.

I will move on to access to the eectoral
roll and provisions that provide for access to
the roll by persons and organisations that
verify, or contribute to the verification of, the
identity of persons for the purposes of the
Financial Transaction Reports Act 1988 and
provide that such use is not subject to the
commercial use prohibition. This bill will
also require that, in the future, divisional
offices of the AEC must be located within
divisional boundaries unless otherwise
authorised by the minister.

| am also keen on the provisions in this
bill that will increase nomination deposits,
that will draw associated entities and third
parties into the same accountability require-
ments as those that apply to political parties
and, finally, that will remove the requirement
of publishers and broadcasters to furnish re-
turns on electoral advertisements. That was
aways an unnecessary duplication. (Time
expired)

Mr ANDREN (Calare) (9.54 am)—I have
listened to the previous two contributions to
the second reading debate on the Electoral
and Referendum Amendment (Electoral In-
tegrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005, and
you could not get two more divergent views.
We had the member for Banks—

Mr Crean—A good speech.

Mr ANDREN—in a very good speech
describing this particular bill and the provi-
sions in it as ‘partisan political advantage
and ‘prejudice’ . He used the terms ‘rort’ and
‘outrage’. The speaker who followed him
said that this bill is not ‘a barbecue stopper’,
that our electoral system is ‘100 per cent
above reproach’ and, indeed, that it is trans-

parent. | wonder how transparent a systemis
when party candidates who have had hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars spent on their
campaign on their behalf can put in anil re-
turn and the only way of trying to find out
how much was spent on that campaign by
that candidate is through looking at the me-
dia returns—in my case, in the electorate of
Calare. We have a provision in this bill to
exclude the media from providing those very
details, yet we have people with the hide to
describe these amendments and our electoral
legidation as transparent.

In this place we say that we pride our-
selves on our country's democratic tradi-
tions. Key to true democracy is participation
and transparency—participation by the peo-
ple and transparency in the actions of their
elected representatives and transparency in
the very processes that determine how, why
and under what circumstances support has
been given and spent, whether it be in elec-
tion periods or, indeed, with the privileges of
public office. Participation and transparency
should be encouraged and enhanced by every
means possible. However, this bill is more
about limiting participation and transparency
than it is about encouraging it. It does noth-
ing to enhance our democracy, our parlia-
ment and our electoral processes. In fact, |
believe the bill separates the parliament and
its representatives even further from the peo-
ple and even closer to vested interest and the
money that inevitably goeswithit.

The bill is a comprehensive overhaul of
our electoral laws. Despite the tenor of my
opening remarks, which | do not resile from
in any way, it does have some redeemable
qualities, but they are very few. | do not have
any problem with the provisions in regard to
increasing the proof of identity requirements
on enrolment. | made my support for this
reform clear in debate on similar bills in the
last parliament. | do not particularly have a
position on the deregistration of parties pro-
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visions, save to say that | suspect that it is
largely motivated by coalition party mem-
bers to avoid situations such as the alleged
misconduct of liberals for forests in the cam-
paign for the seat of Richmond, as evidenced
in the JSSCEM report on the conduct of the
2004 eection.

| do not support the changing of eectoral
laws simply because the coalition parties—or
the ALP or any other party, for that matter—
feel disadvantaged by the campaign of a
competing political party. | have seen enough
party material in my time as a candidate and
sitting member to know that the parties will
push the envelope of acceptability under
eectoral laws as hard as they can, aswell as
abusing what are only guidelines for use of
the entittements of office. The running of
dummy Independent candidates would seem
to me to be little different from the argu-
ments raised against liberals for forests.

| do not, of course, have a problem with
the equalisation of tax deductibility for dona-
tion rules to include Independent candidates.
This has long been a disadvantage for Inde-
pendent candidates, and this change will help
level the playing field for those who choose
to run on their own and who seek financial
support—something | do not do, relying on
my own resources and public funding, any
balance of which | distribute to my e ector-
ate. | am a supporter of the symbolism of this
amendment more than its practical effect, as
| would be more than happy to see donations
banned from politics atogether. | will be
moving reforms that | hope will reduce the
reliance on huge donations in the poalitical
sphere in Australia and bring democracy
back to its basic principles where the best
local candidate is elected because of their
talents and commitment and not because of
the size of their campaign budget or, indeed,
the party shenanigans of branch stacking and
other methods that are employed in various

nuances by both major sides of padlitics to
achieve factional objectives.

The bulk of this bill 1 cannot support. |
will move amendments in the consideration
in detail stage of the debate to remove the
provisions that are contrary to the democratic
principles so often espoused but so little
practised. Obviously | do not expect much,
indeed any, support for these amendments,
but it is important that they be aired, and
they will certainly be aired in as wide a fo-
rum as possible through any means possi-
ble—through the networking of Independ-
entsin their own constituencies to raise these
issues leading up to state and federal elec-
tionsin the next 18 months.

I will be moving to retain the seven-day
window with regard to the closing of the roll
once the writs for an election have been is-
sued. | will move to retain the status quo
with regard to prisoner voting rights and to
retain the requirement that publishers and
broadcasters lodge returns relating to elec-
toral advertising—an absolutely crucial pro-
vision in this hill, which is completely con-
trary to claims of transparency in our elec-
toral system. | will move to remove the in-
creases to the disclosure thresholds and in-
state a disclosure threshold of $200 for all
political donations. | will move to install a
campaign expenditure cap so that no indi-
vidual candidate’ s campaign for the House of
Representatives or the Senate can exceed a
designated limit, regardless of the source of
funding. Any general party advertising or
campaign material, including that which
does not specifically name a candidate,
would have to be accounted for within the
candidates' campaign limits of that party. |
will move to install a requirement that all
candidates, regardless of party endorsement,
lodge comprehensive returns of campaign
expenditure for the election campaign period
for that particular constituency, and | will
move to remove above-the-line voting for
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the Senate ballot paper and provide for par-
tial preferential voting for election of candi-
dates to the Senate—and | will explain some
of the reasons and background to those in the
consideration in detail stage.

This bill, of course, had another incarna-
tion in the last parliament. At that time, there
were three bills: access to the dectoral roll,
enrolment integrity and prisoner voting. This
time around, ‘integrity’ has been built into
the title of a single hill, and the provisions of
this bill make a mockery of that very word.
Integrity means moral excellence and hon-
esty. Thiswould be a joke if it were not such
a serious matter. This legislation is dishonest
in the extreme, especially around the ceiling
on donations to political parties before such
donations need be declared.

It is sobering to note that in the last par-
liament the Senate amended the previous
legidation to strike out early closure of the
roll so as not to disenfranchise an estimated
375,000 mainly young people. | am puzzled
by the contradictory position of the Electoral
Commission on this point. In its 2005 sub-
mission to the parliamentary inquiry into the
conduct of the 2004 election, the commission
showed no inclination to accept an early clo-
sure of theroll, yet 12 months later the com-
mission, albeit with a new head, gave tacit
approval to the changes contained within this
bill. Why was seven days grace to enrol or
update enrolment not a problem 12 months
ago but now, according to the commissioner,
the removal of this provision makes life eas-
ier for the commission?

| have a little story to illustrate this. Re-
cently a 19-year-old constituent of mine was
killed in a car accident near Molong. When |
attempted to check on his electoral details
and the address of his parents, whom | know,
| found that his name was not on the rall.
That is not surprising for a 19-year-old
young fellow operating as young fellows

do—driving, enjoying life, whether he be a
student or a young apprentice. Come election
time, young people of 19, 20 or even 21 sud-
denly realise that an election is coming up
and that they have to get on the roll. This
relates not only to this young fellow, sadly
deceased, but to the 375,000 people, at last
count, who move or who have very little in-
terest, it may be said, in an election, in the
political process, perhaps until an eection
occurs—and here we have a system that de-
nies them an opportunity to register and vote.

The argument about the enrolment being
some form of roll stacking has been de-
bunked by Professor Brian Costar, as was
pointed out by the member for Bruce when
he made his contribution to this debate. Pro-
fessor Costar is no lesser light in the world of
electoral matters and, in evidence to the Sen-
ate, he said:
| think that this conspiracy theory ... that thereis
out there a vast army of villains who want to take
advantage of every nook and cranny of the law to
sign up phantom voters ... to rort the system is not
based on evidence.
| would suggest that the evidence might bein
the demographic research that has been done
by the Liberal Party, perhaps, which has
found that the voting intentions of these dis-
enfranchised people may not necessarily be
sympathetic to the conservative cause. In-
deed, horror of horrors, they might well be
young students, young people who may see
an attraction in a vote for the Greens or, in-
deed, an Independent. | think it is more about
ddiberate excluson—we can even go to
that. It seems to me that it is not about rall
stacking but about denying access to the rall,
and access to the roll is a fundamental right
of every individual in this society.

Back in 2000, in its submission to the
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Mat-
ters inquiry into the integrity of the electoral
roll, the AEC said:
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... the early close of rolls will not improve the
accuracy of theralls ... In fact, the expectation is
that therolls for the el ection will be less accurate,
because less time will be available for existing
electors to correct their enrolments and for new
enrolments to be received.

| suppose the change in attitude is reflective
of the change in the CEO of the commission,
with former commissioner Andy Becker
more willing to express an opinion than his
replacement. | only hope that the new com-
missioner is candid in his reporting to the
inquiry into the next election if, as | suspect,
there are many thousands of people who
miss a vote because they are unaware of
these changes, which, as | say quite frankly,
denies the franchise to a huge number of
Australians. | will be moving an amendment
to retain the status quo, allowing voters a
sensible seven days grace to enrol or update
their enrolment.

The last Senate struck out an attempt to
double the threshold for reportable donations
from $1,500 to $3,000. It also removed a
provision that cancelled voting rights for any
prisoner serving a full-time sentence. With
full control of both houses, the government
has now reintroduced all three provisions, as
it did with the unfair dismissal threshold. It
has increased not to $3,000 but to $10,000
the reportable donation threshold. It jumps to
the extreme end of the spectrum as soon as it
can, as it has done with industrial relations
and with security laws. But wait, there is
more to come. If the Minister for Finance
and Administration—that advocate for even
tougher workplace laws and the champion of
non-compulsory voting—has his way, that
will be next. The banning of prisoners from
voting sends exactly the wrong message if
we are truly serious about rehabilitating peo-
ple to take an interest and a role in the proc-
esses of society—a society that has an In-
digenous prison population of 22 per cent. |
will further outline my concerns about this

aspect of this bill in the consideration in de-
tail stage when speaking to my amendments.
| entertain no hope that the government will
show the vaguest interest, but the proposed
amendments outline the kind of electoral
system we should have if we dareto call our-
selves a true democracy.

The recent South Australian elections, in
particular, and other state polls and by-
elections in recent times have shown that
people are searching for alternative represen-
tation to that by the major parties. In most
states we now see a fair to large grouping of
Independents, as voters seek and find repre-
sentation with more relevance to the modern
palitical reality of continuing engagement on
issues rather than a winner take all for three
or four years. The above-the-line process in
our Senate voting system, with its due pref-
erential process, ddivers a distorted out-
come, as evidenced at the last election. Any
fair system would surdly provide, at the very
least, for below-the-line-only voting—in
fact, there should be no line at all—with par-
tial preferencing. Voters then need choose
only the number of candidates required to fill
the vacancy and, if so desired, can indicate
further preferences. This and other matters
that should be in a so-called electoral integ-
rity bill | will cover when | move my
amendments.

| must express dismay that, despite the
heartfelt words of the member for Banks and
the logic, coherence and sense of his conm+
ments, we have nothing more than a second
reading amendment from the opposition
here; indeed, it includes opposition to several
of the measures that, by any objective ob-
server, may be regarded as reasonable. The
Labor Party have described the proof of
identity requirements as undemocratic provi-
sions; | wonder what they are on about. They
mention the disclosure thresholds being in-
creased to $10,000 as undemocratic provi-
sions and | agree. They refer to the tax de-
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ductibility of political donations. As | have
said, to level the playing field to a certain
degree, that may be necessary. But, if you
put a cap on the spend, you automatically
trigger, as best you can, a cap on the dona-
tion. That is what constituencies around the
world—notably New Zealand and, | believe,
the UK—have in place to ensure, as much as
the political party process will alow, that
people have something resembling an even
opportunity to stand for parliament.

I condemn this bill. It is designed to shore
up a crumbling and discredited two-party
electoral system.

Mr BARTLETT (Macquarie) (10.12
am)—I| am astonished at some of the
speeches by members of the opposition. It is
incredible that they would oppose measures
that seek to improve the integrity of our elec-
toral system. As parliamentarians, as believ-
ersin the democratic process that put us here
and as participants in our nation’s democratic
institutions, | would have thought that we
would all equally and unequivocally be
committed to do all we can to improve the
integrity of the electoral roll and the validity
of our electoral results. | am staggered that,
for some members of the opposition and,
indeed, some of the Independents, this is
highly qualified.

There are two fundamental questions here.
First, under the current system, is abuse, in-
fringement or, indeed, rorting possible? All
but the most naive would admit yes, it is.
Some might question its prevalence and
some might question its scale, but no-one
would seriously deny the possibility of ir-
regularities and fraud in the current system.
Dr Murray Goot, Associate Professor of Poli-
tics at Macquarie University, quoted in the
book Frauding of Elections? by Dr Amy
McGrath, says:

There is absolutely no reason why it [rorting the
system] could not be done. The only question is
how often.

So the first question is: is it possible that the
current system can be abused? The answer
unequivocally is: yes, it is. The second ques-
tion is whether the proposed reforms would
reduce that possibility. Again, clearly the
answer is yes. Few have argued that they
would not. The opposition's arguments have
been about rhetoric, civil liberties, disenfran-
chisement and concerns of people being fro-
zen out of the process, but no-one would
seriously admit that the reforms at least will
not tighten up that process. Surely we need
to do all we can to protect the integrity of the
eectoral roll, electoral processes and elec-
toral outcomes.

Let me go into the background here. In
this country there has been a long history of
allegations, anecdotal evidence and, in some
cases, hard evidence of irregularities, in-
fringements and deliberate fraud. There have
been accounts of whistleblowers, reports of
investigative journalists, occasional confes-
sions of participants and even convictions—
yes, convictions—and the work of academics
such as Dr Amy McGrath in the Frauding of
Elections? and The Solen Election. These
cases enumerate a number of elections and
eectorates where allegations of fraud have
been made.

Just some examples of allegations of fraud
are: a number of marginal seats in the 1987
federal election, especially the seats of
Fisher, Eden-Monaro and Parramatta; the
1988 Victorian election in Ballarat South; the
1988 Western Australian e ection, where six
seats were challenged due to voting irregu-
larities; in the New South Wales 1988 el ec-
tion, multiple voting occurrences in 11 elec-
torates; in the 1990 federal €election in the
seat of Richmond; The Entrance in 1991 in
the New South Wales election; in the 1993
federal élection in the seats of Dickson and
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Macquarie, very close to home for me, where
the incumbent, Alasdair Webster, was de-
feated by a mere 164 votes with some very
serious allegations of irregularities; the infa-
mous Mundingburra electorate in the 1995
Queensland election and also in Redlands;
and numerous—too numerous to count—
cases of concern about union ballots.

These irregularities include a whole range
of activities, such as fictitious enrolments.
For example, in the seat of Macquarie fol-
lowing that result in 1993 the defeated mem-
ber, Alasdair Webster, did a fairly extensive
phone and visitation audit and found a num-
ber of irregularities, such as people regis-
tered on the roll from garages, from hotels
and from vacant blocks, and even a cat regis-
tered to vote on the eectoral roll in the seat
of Macquarie. It is outrageous that this could
happen. Other examples include: names as-
signed to the wrong dectorates, usually,
conveniently, to neighbouring €lectorates;
cases of cemetery voting—that is, voting in
the names of deceased persons; cases of mul-
tiple voting, not just on the day but also pre-
palling and postal voting; people being given
the wrong ballot papers—again in Macquarie
in 1993 there were 415 cases of voters turn-
ing up to vote and being given ballot papers
for electorates other than Macquarie; cases
of large numbers of 17-year-old provisional
voters being left on the roll and therefore
being able to cast votes; enrolments in multi-
ple electorates; nonresidents on the roll; the
use of safe houses; and many others—we can
go on.

There is no doubt that these things can
happen and do happen. They are too serious
and too many to be ignored. The question, of
course, is not whether these things can hap-
pen and not whether they do happen but
whether they happen enough to alter the re-
sults in any particular seat or in any particu-
lar election. When seats are won or lost on
the narrowest of margins, it is most likely

that this does happen and can happen. If this
does happen, it presents a powerful argument
for supporting these reforms put forward by
the government in this piece of legidation.
Australians' sense of fair play and Austra-
lians' sense of decency demands that we en-
sure our electoral system works fairly. We
must have confidence that it works fairly. It
must be fair and it must be seen to be fair. If
we are to increase confidence in our system,
even the perception of the possibility or the
likelihood of fraud must be eliminated.

The reforms proposed in this legislation
are fair. They are reasonable. They are sensi-
ble. The whole purpose is to bring about im-
provement. Yet we have had criticisms from
the other side about so-called efforts to en-
hance our own electoral position. We had the
member for Banks here earlier this morning
talking about the motivation being harvesting
palitical advantage for the coalition. | cannot
believe the hypocrisy of the other side on
this particular piece of legidation. Remem+
ber the reforms introduced by the Labor
Party in 1984 and remember the book by the
former Labor powerbroker and frontbencher
Graham Richardson, quite appropriately
called Whatever it Takes. In his book he ad-
mitted about the electoral reformsin 1984:

... Labor could embrace power as a right and
make the task of anyone taking it from us as diffi-
cult as we could.

What a travesty. The motivation, according
to Graham Richardson, of those 1984 re-
forms was to make it difficult for Labor to
lose office. Who was the Special Minister of
State when those reforms were introduced?
None other than the current Leader of the
Opposition, the member for Brand. The pur-
pose then was to make it harder for Labor to
lose office, to entrench Labor’'s position,
whereas the reforms currently proposed and
currently in front of the House are reforms
recommended by the Joint Standing Com-
mittee on Electoral Matters as a result of in-
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vestigations into our electoral system. They
are aimed simply at reducing fraud and im-
proving the integrity of our electoral proc-
€sses.

There are a number of main provisionsin
this legidation. The first involves, clearly,
those measures aimed at improving the in-
tegrity of the roll—making sure we know
that the people whase names are on the rall
to vote are qualified to vote. This is funda-
mental to the way our system works. | refer
to a report by the Australian National Audit
Office in 2001-02 entitled Integrity of the
electoral roll. This report by the National
Audit Office—not by the Liberal Party, not
by the coalition, not even by a parliamentary
committee, but by the National Audit Of-
fice—said that the electoral roll was 96 per
cent accurate—that is, four per cent of the
electoral roll wasinaccurate. Four per cent of
12.6 million voters on the eectora roll
means that roughly half a million voters are
on the roll who perhaps should not be. When
four per cent is inaccurate, you have prob-
lems, particularly given that there are 29
marginal seats with margins of less than four
per cent and 17 seats with margins of less
than two per cent. You do not need many
irregularities in enrolments to change those
outcomes. The conclusion of the National
Audit Office was:

At the same time there are areas of AEC—
Australian Electoral Commission—
management of theroll that can beimproved ...
‘Better identification and management of
risks to the integrity of the roll’ were listed
by the National Audit Office. They went on
to say:

... the ANAO considers that the AEC should give
priority to finalising and implementing a fraud
control plan specific to enrolment activities.

That is from the report of the National Audit
Office on the Integrity of the electoral rall,
and that is what this legislation is trying to

address. What does this legidation include?
First and foremost, it includes proof of iden-
tity to enral to vote. It is just commonsense.
If you gointo put your name on the e ectoral
rall, you ought to be required to produce
some evidence to say who you are, rather
than be able to just walk inand say: ‘I’ m Joe
Bloggs. | live at a particular location or |
have a particular postbox and therefore |
have aright to vote.” The ludicrous situation
currently exists that anyone can put ther
name on the roll. They can use a post office
address, enrol multiple times under multiple
names and thereby cast multiple votes in an
election. When we have seats won or lost by
a handful of votes, this can make a differ-
ence. Only the most naive or the most igno-
rant would refuse to acknowledge that this
can happen. It is a fundamental right in this
country that one person has one vote. The
possibility that one person could have two,
five, 10, 20 or 50 votes is outrageous and a
subversion of our fundamental democratic
rights and our democratic system. | am stag-
gered that the opposition and the Independ-
ent member for Calare, whom we just heard,
are opposed to measures to improve the in-
tegrity of theroll.

The second provision is the earlier closing
of the rall. It is worth remembering that from
Federation—that is, from 1901—until 1984,
coincidentally, the roll was closed on the day
the writs were issued. It was only under the
reforms introduced by the Labor Party in
1984 that that changed. The difficulty with
the current system is that allowing a massive
number of enrolments in the week after the
writs are issued makes it impossible for the
Australian Electoral Commission to verify
the validity of those enrolments. In the week
after the writs were issued for the 2004 elec-
tion, for instance, there were 2,976,181
transactions with the Electoral Commission.
It was an absol ute impossibility for the Elec-
toral Commission to even begin to check the
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validity of those enrolments, again casting
serious doubts on the integrity and the accu-
racy of theroll. Our provision in this legida-
tion that for new enrolments the roll closes
on the day the writs are issued and for re-
enrol ments and change of address three days
after will mean that to check the validity of
new enrolments the Electoral Commission
will get an extra seven days and to check
change in address an extra four days. This
will go significantly to reducing the potential
for fraud in those late enrolments.

The third provision related to this is the
provision for the Australian Electoral Com-
mission to have access to databases of state
and territory governments and authorities
such as the RTA so they can check enrol-
ments against drivers licence details et cet-
era. Again, that is a commonsense provision
which allows a greater chance of checking
the accuracy of theroll.

The first main provision is improving the
integrity of our electora roll, which is fun-
damental to our democratic processes. These
are commonsense, reasonable changes that
for some reason the Labor Party are opposed
to. | do not understand why they are opposed
to improving the integrity of our eectoral
roll. The second main provision is better
identifying voters. There will be a require-
ment to provide proof of identity to cast a
provisional vote. If you turn up to cast a pro-
visional vote because your name is not on
the rall, there will be a requirement that you
provide some proof of who you are. There
will no longer be the possibility of just turn-
ing up on election day and saying, ‘Oh, my
name's not there; I’'m Tom Smith and there-
fore | want to vote,” and then casting a provi-
sional vote that is not checked afterwards.
That is more than reasonable. It is recon
mended in the Joint Standing Committee on
Electoral Matters reports of 2001 and 2004
that to have the right to vote some proof of
identity—that is, a drivers licence, a passport

or a Medicare card—should be shown to the
palling officers instead of it simply being
taken on trust, as has been the case in the
past. Again, there is no sustai nable argument
against this provision.

The third main area of change | want to
focus on is the naming provision for palitical
parties, which is aimed simply at removing
the deception, or the confusion even, of vot-
ers asto the real allegiances of minor parties.
The requirement in this legidation is that all
non-parliamentary parties—that is, parties
not represented in this parliament—will have
to re-register to be recognised as official par-
ties. The reason for this is that it is too easy
to confuse voters on voting day as to the al-
legiance of minority parties and where their
preferences will go. There was a classic case
in the last federal eection in the seat of
Richmond, which was lost by just 300 votes.
The party liberals for forests ran in the seat
of Richmond. They wore blue T-shirts with
‘Liberals in large letters on the front. Their
how-to-vote cards had ‘Liberals in large
letters and the Australian flag highlighted. To
al intents and purposes, they were passing
themselves off as the Liberal Party. Liberal
voters then would have expected that, if they
voted for liberals for forests, their prefer-
ences would flow to the Liberal Party. But
liberals for forests directed their preferences
away from the Liberal Party.

It was a deliberate fraud that confused
voters and resulted in—I suspect, and we
will never know—a number of people who
had intended their preferences to go to the
Liberal Party having them directed away
from the Liberal Party to the Greens and the
Labor Party. Interestingly, in that electorate
the incumbent, Larry Anthony, lost by 301
votes. Yet there were 1,417 primary votes
cast for liberals for forests. The bottom line
isthis: people should be left in no doubt asto
who they are voting for. Thisinitiative in the
legidation will remove that possibility. | am
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amazed that the Labor Party dismissed this
as ‘a political stunt’. How can they dismiss
so lightly a piece of legidation that will at-
tempt to remove the confusion that voters
face and remove or reduce the chances of
them being deceived in the way they vote?

| could go on. There is a lot more to say,
but time is running out. | will quote briefly
from a book entitled The Frauding of \Votes
by Dr Amy McGrath, which most people in
this place would be familiar with. Dr
McGrath has done an immense amount of
research into Australia’'s electoral system,
including another book, The Solen Election,
which talks about the 1987 federal election.
She makes this point about our electoral sys-
tem:
I no longer have illusions about Australia as a
great democracy. Our electoral system is a dan-
gerous farce, obscured by jargon and whitewash-
ing practice. No democratic country can afford
the luxury of an electoral system based wholly on
honour and trust. History is replete with lessons
of warning.
The fact is that it has been far too easy to
date to get your name on the electoral roll; it
has been far too easy to vote multiple times;
and it has been far too easy to vote in the
name of other people. For the first time there
is legislation with a chance of being passed
that introduces changes which will tighten
the accuracy of our eectoral roll and which
will improve the integrity of our electoral
system and the validity of our electoral out-
comes. We can no longer leave this to
chance. We can no longer leave it to trust.
Thereisfar too much at stake here.

| am astonished and disappointed that the
Labor Party and the Independents are op-
posed to these changes, which will make our
system more transparent and more difficult
for irregularities and fraud to occur and
which will make it much more likely that our
eectoral roll will reflect the list of names of
people who have aright to vote, thereby im-

proving the integrity of our system. This is
good, sensible, reasonable and balanced leg-
idation. | strongly support the bill before the
House.

Mr GEORGANAS (Hindmarsh) (10.31
am)—There have been a number of signifi-
cant electoral reforms in this country since
Federation in 1901. Just a year after Federa-
tion, Australia was among the first to give
women the vote. In 1967—pitifully late and
111 years after they had been given the right
to vote within South Australia—we as a na-
tion gave Aboriginal Australians the vote. In
1973 we lowered the voting age from 21 to
18. Importantly, each of these measures al-
lowed more people to vote. At no time have
women, Aboriginal people or young adults
been unaffected by the decisions of the Aus-
tralian government, so it isonly just that they
are allowed a say in deciding who should
govern Australia. Electoral reform which
increases involvement in the democratic
process makes a great deal of sense. But the
changes in the Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 are not about increasing
involvement. They are generally about nar-
rowing participation and, as such, are un-
democratic.

However, some of the changes in the leg-
idation are understandable. Having a re-
quirement for people to show identification
when they go to vote does not seem unrea-
sonable to me. Voting is a very serious busi-
ness. If you need ID to borrow a DVD or a
video, you should need ID to cast your vote
at eection time. Having said that, it appears
that there is actually no need for thisin Aus-
tralia because electoral fraud is almost non-
existent. The number of convictions for elec-
toral fraud is very low in this country. As |
said, it is nonexistent.

| also support moves to ensure that the
eectoral rall is accurate and up-to-date. But
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making it harder for people to enrol will not
improve our democracy. Young Australians,
in particular, who are not experienced in par-
ticipating in our national democracy and who
are just starting their lives as young adults
are naturally going to be preoccupied with
concerns other than politics. We should not
be trying to exclude them for failing to be
ultraconscientious with the timing of their
enrolment. On the contrary, we should be
encouraging their engagement with the proc-
6sS.

Requiring new enrollees to substantiate
their identity and address will mean that the
Australian Electoral Commission’'s attempts
to enrol students while they are till at high
school could be hindered. 1t will mean that,
whereas someone might have quickly con+
pleted an enrolment form or changed their
address details and posted the form off with-
out much thought, they will put it off indefi-
nitely because they will need to send proof
of identity or take the documentation to the
AEC personally. The result will not be an
improvement in the integrity of the roll. It
will instead result in fewer new enrol-
ments—fewer people whom we expect to
vote being able to vote.

Closing the electoral roll on the day the
election is called rather than alowing for
five working days for people to enrol or to
update their address details also narrows
rather than broadens participation in our de-
mocracy. Fewer people will update their ad-
dress. This legidation does the opposite of
improving theintegrity of theroll. It makesit
much more likely that tens of thousands of
people, just within South Australia, will be
voting for candidates running in electorates
other than the one in which they live. It will
mean that people will have to vote for or
against candidates whom they probably have
never heard of and whose election material
they certainly have never had the opportunity
to peruse. It will mean that dection resultsin

any given division could be skewed in favour
of preferences of those with the most stable
accommodation arrangements and a high
proportion of those who have already moved
out of the electorate. The result would also
be potentially skewed against the preference
of the first-time voter.

In South Australia, closing the roll early
would make it harder for almost 50,000 vot-
ersto cast their vote in the next federal elec-
tion. At the last dection, just within the seat
of Hindmarsh, 4,854 voters corrected their
enrolment details in the five days immedi-
ately after the election was called. Through-
out South Australia, 49,893 voters updated
their enrolment details during that period.
Because younger people tend to move house
more often, younger voters would be most
disadvantaged by this change.

In 2004 in Hindmarsh, 872 voters who
updated their details were first-time voters.
Throughout South Australia, 9,163 voters
who would be excluded under these changes
were first-time voters. Had these changes
been in place in 2004, there is a good chance
that many young people and people who had
changed their address would not have voted
in the seat of Hindmarsh. | am sure the case
is mirrored in many electorates and many
marginal seats around the country.

There are times when a small number of
votes determines the éection of MPs and
even governments, so it is essential that our
system is as representative of the whole
population as possible. Virtualy all adult
Australians have an equal right and obliga-
tion to vote, and those who from time to time
move house should have as much of a voice
as those who live in one place for decades.

The bill seeks to change the definition of
‘associated entity’. Under the Electoral Act
as it stands, an associated entity is one which
is ‘controlled by one or more registered po-
litical parties or one which operates wholly
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or to a significant extent for the benefit of
one or more registered political parties’. The
former Special Minister of State, Senator
Eric Abetz, addressed the Sydney Institute
about this matter in early October. It seems
he was incensed that organisations with char-
ity status were vocal and active during the
federal election campaign of 2004. He re-
ferred to the campaigns run by the Australian
Conservation Foundation, the Wilderness
Society, the World Wildlife Fund and the
RSPCA. He was distressed that these organi-
sations spoke up about the environment poli-
cies of the two magjor parties.

| am distressed that he would seek to stop
organisations from speaking up. When a
member of the public makes a donation to
one of these organisations, they do so be-
cause they expect them to speak up at such
times. It is the responsibility of these organi-
sations to try and influence government pol-
icy, so it is ridiculous and enormously un-
democratic to limit the tax-deductible status
of these organisations because they comment
on government policy. If there is strong and
sensible opposition to government policy
coming from these groups then it is incum-
bent on the government to consider what is
being said. It is undemocratic to try to shut
up organisations—or shut them out—on the
basis that they disagree with you. It shows a
lack of genuine conviction on policy matters
if you are afraid of open debate on these is-
sues.

The matter of party names is interesting.
In much the same way that brand names are
copyrighted, there is in my view some room
for reform in this area to ensure that voters
are not misled by party names. Moves to-
wards using improvements in technology to
improve our voting system are interesting
and, in my view, should be investigated.
Electronic voting could increase participa-
tion by voters who would otherwise find it
hard to vote—for example, those living over-

seas and those who cannot get to a voting
booth for health reasons. Electronic voting
could also help to reduce the number of ac-
cidental informal votes, and that would help
to improve our eectoral system. Upcoming
trials are of great interest to me. While it is
obviously essential that we ensure the secu-
rity of these systems and continue to allow
people who are not comfortable with the
technology to cast their vote in the old-
fashioned way, | think a gradual move to-
wards electronic voting makes a great deal of
sense.

People's fear of electoral fraud—and by
that | mean fraud by the system and its play-
ers, not fraud by voters of doubtful iden-
tity—will naturally be a brake on any pro-
gress made in this direction. Some people
still look with suspicion at the prospect of
completing their ballot papers with a pencil
for fear that some apparatchik in a backroom
will rub out their preferences and insert those
that will produce the correct result. But | am
sure that this and similar misunderstandings
are on the decrease.

| also think a four-year set term makes
sense. It is hard work to develop and imple-
ment policy and see results within three
years. In some portfolio areas a four-year
term will not make much difference, but an
approach which alows for steady, longer
term policy decisions makes for better gov-
ernment.

| am pleased that so-called voluntary vot-
ing is not on the cards in this round of elec-
toral reforms. | think the South Australian
approach of being more inclusive deserves
more consideration than the idea of volun-
tary attendance at voting booths. In South
Australia, with the use of registered tickets—
similar to the above-the-line voting system
used to direct preferences in the Senate—
even votes that the AEC may consider in-
formal can be included in the count. If, for
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example, a person votes ‘1’ for the ‘Sand-
gropers Party’ and nothing ese, and the
Sandgropers Party has registered a ticket for
that electorate, the vote can eventually be
counted as formal. If and when that candi-
date is eliminated, the vote simply follows
the preferences indicated on the ticket. It is
very simple and, more importantly, highly
inclusive. It takes compulsory preferential
voting to a new high. From memory, it is the
exact opposite of what is happening in New
South Wales.

We have the privilege of living in a de-
mocratic country and we should not see the
quality of our democracy eroded by accident.
When people show up at the polling booth
on election day, if they do not want to vote
they just tick off their name. If they want to
tell paliticians how frustrated they are, they
may choose to vote informally by leaving the
ballot paper blank. If they think that one
candidate or party better represents their val-
ues than another, they vote and mark their
preferences accordingly. But they do show
up; they do not fail to vote because they have
been caught up with other things that day or
because they think the system does not want
them involved. People should have no reason
to even suspect that this system of govern-
ment does not care for their input, that it
does not want them involved. More than any
of the changes flagged in these reforms, it is
people's attendance and necessary involve-
ment that protects the integrity of our elec-
toral system.

In a genuine democracy all votes are
equal; under these electoral reforms it seems
that some votes are more equal than others.
In a strong and healthy democracy, the peo-
ple who have to live by the rules and deci-
sions of the government get to e ect the deci-
sion-makers; citizens are supported and en-
couraged to participate, and their right to do
sois never restricted or eroded; and everyone
has the right to speak up about what matters

to them, regardl ess of what they believe, how
much they earn, where they live or how long
they livein a certain place.

Mr NEVILLE (Hinkler) (10.43 am)—
The Electoral and Referendum Amendment
(Electoral Integrity and Other Measures) Bill
2005 holsters the very foundations of our
democracy. We might well reflect on the
words of Thomas Jefferson:

The will of the people is the only legitimate foun-
dation of any government ...

Safeguarding the will of the people can only
happen if we eliminate fraudulent activities
from our voting system. At the very heart of
our system of government, and the mainte-
nance of its integrity, is the voting process
and the various el ements related to that proc-
ess. To this end, the bill contains reform
measures stemming from a number of gov-
ernment-supported recommendations in the
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Mat-
ters report on the 2004 federal election,
along with some additional reform measures
considered a priority by the government.
This bill will go along way towards remedy-
ing some of the flaws and loopholes which
currently exist in our electoral process, a
number of which have concerned me greatly
throughout my time as the member for Hin-
kler.

One point | must make is the astounding
hypocrisy of Labor on this matter of electoral
reform. When questioned on the issue last
October, the Leader of the Opposition made
the outrageous statement that ‘when it comes
to rort merchants, nobody beats The Nation-
als —aterrible slur not supported by any sort
of evidence. A little further in my speech |
will use previous polling results in my elec-
torate of Hinkler to demonstrate what a du-
plicitous statement that really is.

When it comes to proof of identity, |

wholeheartedly endorse the introduction of
the need for an individual to provide proof of
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identity when enrolling or needing to change
their enrolment details. | found the contribu-
tion by the member for Hindmarsh, who
spoke just before me, somewhat bewil dering.
He spoke against that, saying that narrowed
the opportunity for people to be enrolled, but
at the same time he said that he would like to
see identification at the ballot box when peo-
ple came in to vote. It seems to me that the
very starting point of thisis getting the right
person on the roll: that someone who is on
the roll happens to be who they say they are.
If you do not get that process right, a falsely
enrolled person can come in and vote, be-
cause al they have to do is produce some
false identity that coalesces with the false
name. The starting point is to make sure that
the people on the rall are genuine people.
The member for Hindmarsh went on to say
that there had been very few instances of
eectoral fraud. That is broadly true, but en-
rolment is the area in which there has been
dectoral fraud, and we have had a number of
cases in that area in Queensland in recent
years. Mr Deputy Speaker Lindsay, as you
are from Townsville, you would know only
too well that is where the system has fallen
down.

Some say this arrangement is too onerous
for those at risk of disenfranchisement and
that young people will not be able to follow
it. But | am yet to meet a person who cannot
provide some form of identification. When |
go to pick my ticket up at an airport, | have
to show proof of identification, as does eve-
ryone ese who travels. The opposition’s
member for Bruce is on the record as saying
that a more rigorous identification system for
voters would ‘make it harder to get enrolled
and therefore be part of the democratic proc-
ess'. That is absolute rubbish. People receiv-
ing Centrelink pensions, benefits, allowances
and services have to provide identification,
almost every single 18-year-old can provide
ID to get into licensed premises—all the

young people | know do not seem to have
any trouble doing that—and elderly Austra-
lians whip out their seniors card to get dis-
counts on buses and trains and in shops. For
heaven's sake, as even the member for
Hindmarsh said, you have to have ID to hire
avideo or a DVD. Given that, | cannot see
why it is so onerous for anyone to provide
proof of identity when they want to enrol.

But all that aside, the government has put
in place a number of alternatives for indi-
viduals who cannot provide a drivers licence
when enrolling to vote or changing their ad-
dress. People have the option of providing
alternative identification—such things as a
birth certificate or a Medicare card. Failing
that, there are even more measures so that
someone seeking to enrol can change their
address provided that any such documenta-
tion as to their enrolment claim can be coun-
tersigned by two voters who are not rela-
tives, have known theindividual for at least a
month and can provide their drivers licence
for verification. So there is ample opportu-
nity for people to be able to identify them-
selves.

My support for these measures stems from
my own experience in fighting an election
where questionable voters could have
skewed the final result. When it comes to
proof of ID for provisional voting, | take a
much stronger view. | endorse the require-
ment that individuals must provide proof of
identity, such as a drivers licence or other
valid identification, when they come in to
register a provisional vote. As al honourable
members know, a provisional vote is when
you claim a vote on the basis that you be-
lieve you have been wrongly excluded from
the electoral roll. | have previoudly told the
House about highly suspicious trends related
to provisional votes which emerged in my
seat of Hinkler after elections and referen-
dums stretching back to 1990. Between the
1990 and 2001 federal elections there was an
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80 per cent increase in the number of provi-
sional vote applications made but only a 63
per cent increase in the valid provisional
votes cast. That 17 per cent variation must
lead one to conclude that there is a fair de-
gree of dodginess in those figures. More to
the point, the gap between valid provisional
votes and applications made doubled from
0.17 per cent to 0.35 per cent over the same
time frame. In the 1990 election, 123 provi-
sional applications were disallowed. In 1993,
that figure had grown to 190. In 1996, 288
were disallowed; 0.36 per cent of provisional
vote applications were disallowed. This was
the largest single discrepancy, and it just
happened to follow Hinkler's move to coali-
tion representation.

| understand there will be some degree of
discrepancy between valid and invalid provi-
sional votes, but there is absolutely no logi-
cal reason for this aberration. Clearly, it
would have been easier if voters had been
required to provide identification on e ection
day. In other words, if the measures con-
tained in this bill had been enacted we would
not have encountered the problem at al. Un-
der these measures, no valid voter turning up
on election day without an ID will be disen-
franchised. If someone on their way to fish-
ing walks in in stubbies and a T-shirt and has
not got all his identification on him, he will
have seven days to validate his vote. In other
words, the vote goes into an envelope that is
sealed and he will have seven days to come
in and verify the details on the front of his
provisiona vote application. So no-one who
may be without identification on the day it-
self will be treated badly.

The bill also provides for the close of the
roll at 8 pm on the day the writ is issued—
that is, the day the Prime Minister informs
the Governor-General that he intends to hold
an dection and the Governor-General ap-
proves it. The bill further alows for people
who will turn 18 during a campaign or who

are due to be granted citizenship during a
campaign to have until 8 pm three days after
the issue of the writ to update their enrol-
ment. Apart from a handful of exceptional
circumstances, | do not believe thisis an un-
reasonable or unfair measure. Election date
speculation starts months out from an elec-
tion: ‘1 think it might be on this month. No, it
might be that month. Will the Prime Minister
go early or will he go late? How late can he
go? How early can he go? Will we have a
double dissolution? Would we split the Sen-
ate vote off from the House of Reps vote if
he went at this time? This goes on endlessly
over the last six to nine months of any elec-
toral cycle.

It is hard to believe that people could be
so dumb and not know that an election is
pending some time over the next few
months. Election date speculation could start,
as | said, from six to nine months out. Com-
mentary, analysis, letters to the editor and
news stories clog up the media: ‘Will How-
ard go early? Will Howard go late? And so it
goes on. So people cannot say they were not
aware that an election was in the air. What
this speculation does is put people on notice
that they need to enrol when the idea of an
dection is starting to take place. It could also
be argued that today, as never before, people
have greater access to an array of news and
media sources. Given that this is the casg, it
is quite realistic to expect individuals to take
responsibility for their timely enrolment and
change of details.

| previoudy mentioned the member for
Bruce, who said that the ‘requirement for
enrolling voters to show proof of identifica-
tion would add to the administrative burden
of the AEC’. The member for Bruce must not
be aware of the huge administrative burden
the AEC already has because of existing
regulations for the closing of the roll. Some
interesting statistics came to light in 2004.
The Australian Electoral Commission proc-
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essed almost 424,000 enrolment transactions
in the seven days after the writ was issued.
Of these transactions, 78,000 were first-time
enrolments, 78,000 were re-enrolment appli-
cations and 225,000 were applications to
change address details. These things could
have been done months ahead of that time. |
would have thought that more timely enrol-
ment by voters would make life easier for the
AEC, not more difficult. Avoiding the ad-
ministrative rush and, therefore, reducing the
risk of human error throughout the process
must surely be a good case for closing the
roll at 8 pm on the day the writ is issued, and
allowing three working days for those people
turning 18 or being made citizens to rectify
their enrolment details will help.

| also have a view on the location of divi-
sional offices. | am not against the idea of
having co-located divisional officers where,
for example, you have two electorates join-
ing on a major street or where they are close
to a major shopping centre and you can co-
locate two offices. There is no zealotry in
what | say, but | think it isimportant to have
divisional returning offices scattered
throughout Australia so that there is access to
information and services in the main provin-
cial cities. The idea of having to bring in a
team of vote counters and others, especially
in my seat, where the count is generally very
close, is perhaps not the best. On one occa
sion the count in my electorate went to 3%2
weeks. Imagine what it would have been like
if there had been no AEC office in Bunda-
berg and the AEC had to bring all those staff
from, say, the Sunshine Coast, Rockhampton
or Brishane and have them located in Bund-
aberg for that length of time. It would have
been a massive expense. | cannot see why, if
this is part of the democratic process, the
core provincial city in each electorate should
not have a divisional returning office.

Two key points were raised in the submis-
sion to the joint standing committee by the

Hinkler Divisional Council of the National
Party which are entirely relevant to votersin
regional Australia. One related to the central-
ised system of postal vote distribution and
the other to the lack of divisional returning
offices, which | have just dealt with. The
essential point of both is that the eectoral
system needs to be more responsive to the
needs of the wider community, and most par-
ticularly to the needs of voters living, visit-
ing or travelling through regional Australia. |
believe the Australian Electoral Commission
needs to have a greater on-the-ground pres-
ence in regional areas—a case in point being
a move away from the centralised agency
system of administering postal votes. | am
quite ambivalent about that. | suppose if you
introduce it and it goes on and on, over time
you will eventually get it right.

But we had some very unusual circum-
stances, as you would be aware, Mr Deputy
Speaker. | think in the electorate of Maranoa
people received ballot papers for a different
electorate. Some people got Senate papers
for another state. No-one condemns people
for making an honest mistake or for the mal-
function of a machine but, when you talk
about country voters who get the mail, say,
only once or twice a week, having to report
getting the wrong ballot papers and then get-
ting the new ballot papers sent out and then
having some declaration that has to go back
to the electorate office and then come back to
you will quite often disenfranchise people,
through no fault of their own. That happened
quite a bit in the last eection, when central-
ised postal voting was undertaken.

Anocther thing is that we have alot of tour-
ism, especially on the New South Wales and
Queendand coasts. Although there are divi-
sional returning offices at Brisbane, Nan+
bour, Maryborough, Bundaberg, Rockhamp-
ton, Mackay, Townsville and Cairns, there
are still major centres between those places
where there are resorts. In your area, for ex-
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ample, Mr Deputy Speaker Lindsay, you
have places like Bowen, Ayr, Ingham and
Tully, and you could talk about places like
Mount Isa, Roma and Longreach—Kkey
places where a lot of tourists and visitors
congregate.

| give the AEC credit. In my own eector-
ate, for a fortnight before the eection they
run an office in Gladstone, which is a major
centre of nearly 30,000 people. | think that
could perhaps come down to strategically
placed centres, say of about 10,000 people or
more, that would give tourists and travellers
a better opportunity. This, of course, applies
only to interstate travellers. You can vote at
any booth anywhere in your home state, but
if you come from interstate you can vote
only at a divisional returning office. To have
some temporary divisional returning offices,
as is the case in Gladstone, would make ac-
cess alot easier for tourists and it would cut
down the complexity of postal voting that we
have at present.

There are some other interesting features
of this bill that | applaud. | think the clarifi-
cation or the validity of the naming of parties
is very important. These sorts of names like
‘liberals for forests are deliberately used to
deceive. Thereis afair body of evidence—or
a fair body of opinion, if not evidence—that
says the result in the seat of Richmond was
skewed by that sort of practice: people pre-
tending to be Liberals, having their how-to-
vote cards in similar colours and formatting.
That sort of thing is quite wrong and the use
of namesin that way is aso wrong and needs
to be stamped oui.

Another thing that | applaud is that after
20 years we have at last raised the disclosure
threshaolds from $1,500 to $10,000 and, from
here on in, locked them in with CPl. That
means that we will not have that problem in
the future. Some people say that istoo high. |
am not sure that it is. It is roughly consistent

with the UK’s threshold, which is about
$A12,000, and New Zealand's, which is
about $NZ10,000. So at $10,000 we are
much in line with other English-speaking
countries.

Mr Albanese interjecting—
Mr NEVILLE—What was that?

Mr Albanese—You get a lot of them in
Hinkler, do you—$10,000 donations?

Mr NEVILLE—Yes, | get donations over
that.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Lind-
say)—Order! This is not a question and an-
swer situation. The member for Grayndler
will reserve hisright to respond.

Mr NEVILLE—Mr Deputy Speaker, |
am fascinated by his interest in my elector-
ate. | think tax deductibility is another area
that needed to be looked at. The $100
threshold did not reflect the situation. A lot
of people want to donate to their political
parties at election time to keep the electoral
system vibrant, and | think the raising of that
threshold to $1,500 is a sensible measure. All
in all, this is very good. | do not think any
alarm needs to be raised because of some of
these measures and | commend the bill to the
House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—Now the
honourable member for Grayndler may have
his response.

Mr ALBANESE (Grayndler) (11.03
am)—The Electora and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 represents a fundamen-
tal attack on Australian democracy. It con-
tains some odious changes which Labor fun-
damentally opposes. The bill will make it far
harder to vote but much easier to secretly
donate to political parties. Labor is opposed
strongly to the provisions in this bill which
will see the electoral roll close early, intro-
duce new proof of identity requirements,
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increase the disclosure threshold for palitical
donations to $10,000 and increase the size
and scope of the tax deductibility regime for
political donations to $1,500.

The member for Hinkler has just contrib-
uted to this debate, and | had the privilege of
being in the member for Hinkler’s electorate
just last week. | went to Gladstone and
marched and spoke at Labor Day. Let me tell
you, and | say to the member for Hinkler: not
many of the men, women and families that |
met in Gladstone were about to donate
$10,000 to the National Party, the Labor
Party or anyone else. The idea that $10,000
should be able to be donated and not be dis-
closed is simply obscene. It will lead to a
corruption of the political process, and that is
what it is designed to do. | have no problem
whatsoever with an individual, if they are
wealthy enough, donating $10,000 to a po-
litical party. The issue here is that it should
be disclosed, that the Australian public
should know that that individual has contrib-
uted $10,000 to that political party. | assure
you, Mr Deputy Speaker, there are not many
people in my eectorate of Grayndler who
can afford to donate $10,000 that they have
as discretionary funds to any political party.
It is just not the case. So why is it that the
Australian public should not know about
that?

Regarding the size and scope of the tax
deductibility regime for poalitical donations,
we know if you combine the two measures
that there will be a lot of functions held by
al political parties where the entry fee is a
donation of around $1,490 or so. We have
seen continually in the past that prices are set
just below the threshold for disclosure. What
will happen now is that not only will prices
be set just below the disclosure level but also
they will be able to be claimed as tax deduc-
tions; therefore, government receipts will be
less by 45c in the dollar after 1 July. So the
Commonwealth taxpayer will be subsidising

these donations that no-one will know about
except that government receipts will be less.
As much of a budget surplus as we have, do
we as a nation really have enough money in
the long term to be sure that we have covered
off on skills, on infrastructure and on adapta-
tion to climate change to suggest we can
promote these provisions? It is a huge in-
crease in tax deductibility from $100 to
$1,500 in one hit.

| come to the provisions designed to dis-
enfranchise Australians from the voting sys-
tem. Surely, the electoral system should en-
franchise as many dligible Australians as
possible and be as transparent as possible.
The only reason for this hill is to enable the
coalition to get partisan political advantage
at future elections. The government plans to
close the dectoral roll at 8 pm on the day
that an election writ is issued. Current legis-
lation allows for a seven-day period of grace
after an election writ is issued for people to
enrol to vote and update their existing details
on the dectoral roll. The government justi-
fies these changes by saying that the AEC
does not have time to adequately process the
details of people who are enralling to vote or
updating their details in the period between
the issue of the writ and polling day, hence
leading to more errors on the eectoral rall.
What absolute nonsense! The AEC itself has
said that the current seven-day arrangement
does not prevent it from taking adequate
steps to prevent fraudulent enrolment. In
fact, the AEC, critical of similar changes
proposed about five years ago, said that clos-
ing the roll early would make therall:
... less accurate because there will be less time for
existing electors to correct their enrolments and
for new enrolments to be received.
Because of these changes the ability of some
280,000 Australians to vote could be jeop-
ardised and most of those will be young peo-
ple. Presumably, John Howard does not think
that they vote for the conservatives.
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History shows that closing the roll on the
day that an election writ is issued will see
tens of thousands of Australians excluded
from voting. In 1983, Malcolm Fraser played
adirty trick and closed the roll the day after
the dection was called, breaking over 80
years of convention. Approximately 90,000
people found that they could not vote be-
cause they had not enrolled in time. In 1983
alot of people went to vote, found they were
not on the roll and just walked out of the
polling station. John Howard should not re-
turn to the disgraceful tactics of Malcolm
Fraser and take away peopl€'sright to vote.

In my electorate of Grayndler, from one
election to the next amost 25 per cent of
names on the roll will change—every three
years. | have an enormous number of stu-
dents and young people in my €electorate.
Grayndler has among the highest numbers of
people who rent rather than own their homes.
This will mean that some of these people
will be disenfranchised and will inevitably
attempt to vote using their old address,
thereby reducing the accuracy of the rall.
This hill threatens a strong disenfranchise-
ment of votersin my electorate.

We strongly oppose the disclosure thresh-
old being increased to $10,000. The current
threshold of $1,500 is a good benchmark. It
ensures the Australian public have access to
information on who provides substantial
funds to political parties. This information is
vital to ensure that voters can hold govern-
ments and palitical parties accountable. The
increase in the disclosure threshold could see
tens of millions of dollars received by politi-
cal parties disappear from public view.

| want to outline some details that show
that not just the major political parties will
be affected by these changes. Minor parties
use el ectoral tactics to secure political advan-
tage. In mid-April this year, an advertisement
appeared in a newsletter of the Fundraising

Institute  headed ‘National  fundraiser
wanted’. The job paid $80,000 per annum
plus superannuation. The organisation of-
fered an ‘outstanding, high-profile opportu-
nity for the right fundraiser with a strong
track record looking for a new challenge'. It
stated that ‘the fundraiser will develop and
implement a national fundraising strategy
targeting wealthy individuals and small
companies'. | repeat: ‘targeting wealthy in-
dividuals and small companies’. The organi-
sation was looking for:

+ Demonstrated success in developing and
conducting significant fundraising cam-
paigns;

«  Demonstrated skills in organising large fund-
raising events that generate large amounts of
funds;

»  Exceptional people skills;

e Outstanding networking skills;

«  Articulate and well-presented;

«  Very comfortable operating in ‘business set-
tings' and dealing with high-net worth indi-
viduals;

«  Demonstrated skills in conducting high level
negotiations;

« Demonstrated skills in developing and man-
aging budgets;

+ Demonstrated high levels of energy and te-
nacity;

According to the advertisement, ‘After a

three-month probationary period, continued

employment will be strictly contingent on
reaching agreed fundraising targets’ The
location was negotiable, and inquiries and
applications were to be sent to the following
email address: nati onal offi-
cer@greens.org.au. That is right, the adver-
tisement was not for the Liberal Party, the

National Party or the Labor Party but for the

Greens. The advertisement went on to say

that the Greens were ‘very proud of their

record in refusing corporate donations'.
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Hang on a minute: on the one hand the
Greens say they refuse corporate donations
when on the other hand they are openly tar-
geting ‘large fundraising events and want
someone who is ‘comfortable in business
settings with high-net worth individuals'. |
repeat: the Greens say they refuse corporate
donations but they want a professional fund-
raising officer to target these events. It shows
that in the political system the Greens, just
like other palitical parties, engage in these
activities.

| draw the attention of the House to some
of the hypocrisy that the Greens run when
they talk about corporate donations. Re-
cently, the Daily Telegraph exposed the cor-
porate money received by the Greens
through investments in the Wholesale Mort-
gage Fund. The Greens receipt of over
$5,000 from the Wholesale Mortgage Fund
was disclosed in their electoral funding dis-
closure return for 2004-05. This $5,000 rep-
resented interest on an investment. The
Wholesale Mortgage Fund is a managed in-
vestment scheme and is part of the Chal-
lenger Financial Services Group, whose
board of directors includes James Packer. |
guote from the fund’'s commercial strategy:

In buying, retaining or selling underlying invest-
ments we generally do not take into account la-
bour standards or environmental, social or ethical
considerations.

The fund has, according to its website:

... an impressive record in securing large scale,
high quality property assets, predominantly in the
office, retail and social infrastructure sectors.
Like every other investor, the Greens made a
conscious choice to invest their money in
this organisation—this organisation that does
not ‘take into account labour standards or
environmental, social or ethical considera-
tions'. | ask the Greens how this sits with the
rhetoric that they engage in on these activi-
ties. The fund could invest in property devel-
opment, overseas sweatshops, logging—

anything at all, based upon the high rate of
return. The fund is of course entitled to do
that. But the Greens are not entitled to pre-
tend they do not receive corporate money
and that they engage on a different ethical
basis to other palitical parties, when they are
quite clearly able to get $5,000 in interest
alone from investments in this fund. Under-
standably, the Greens are uncomfortable that
they have made money from investing in
development. They are uncomfortable be-
cause it has been brought out. That is the
cold, hard truth.

That is consistent with other issues. In
Queendand copies of minutes and emails
between party officials of the Greens in Au-
gust 2002 showed that the party sought dona-
tions from—and | quote from the Greens
minutes—'sensitive developers. That was
one point. They went further, though. The
minutes of those meetings indicate that a
motion was moved on 8 August that year:

... we approve that donations be made to the Rain-
forest Information Centre who will re-route the
money to the Queensland Greens.

Thisis a problem because of alack of disclo-
sure, but it is also a problem because good
environmental outcomes are undermined if
organisations such as the Rainforest Informa-
tion Centre are used to channel funds
through to a political party. This was raised
by Richard Nielson, the Greens candidate for
Brisbane at the last state election, when he
said:

With regards to the minutes circulated, I'm not
sure that Drew’s idea for re-routing of donated
money is good minute material.

He does not question the substance but ques-
tions the fact that it was recorded in the min-
utes. This certainly is an area of concern.

But there is form. In my eectorate of
Grayndler the Greens are particularly active
at local government level. Two elections ago
Sylvia Hale, now a Greens MLC in the New
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South Wales upper house, was a candidate
for the No Aircraft Noise Party. She was a
candidate in that election, in the south ward
of Marrickville council. Her main opponent,
and the person whom she just defeated for
the last spot on the council from that ward,
was the candidate for the Greens party. So
Sylvia Hale, No Aircraft Noise Party candi-
date, was running for a spot essentialy
against the Greens candidate. But when the
disclosure of that local government election
occurred, what appeared was that Sylvia
Hale, No Aircraft Noise Party candidate, had
donated $5,000 to the Greens campaign in
the very election where she was standing for
adifferent palitical party.

These are the reasons why political disclo-
sure is important. These are the reasons why
we should not be increasing the figure for
disclosure up to $10,000. Had these provi-
sions applied, we would never have known
that Sylvia Hale was running for one politi-
cal party but funding another political party
in the same election. And Sylvia Hale found
herself elected on preferences, just defeating
the Greens candidate for that fourth spot. A
year later Sylvia Hale left the No Aircraft
Noise Party and joined the Greens party. Did
she do the principled thing and resign her
position, as Cheryl Kernot did when she
changed political parties and decided to join
the Australian Labor Party? No, she did
not—she retained her spot on the council. A
short period of time later she became a
Greens candidate for the New South Wales
Legidlative Council.

| am an opponent, as people in this cham-
ber would know, of privatisation in general,
as a political philosophy. Here we have a
situation whereby the New South Wales
Greens had privatised a spot in the New
South Wales upper house! We would not
have known about the connection between
funding just prior to someone changing their
political party and being preselected for pub-

lic office in the New South Wales upper
house were it not for the disclosure provi-
sions that are there. That is why these provi-
sions are important—because, regardless of
which political party people represent, the
Australian public is entitled to know where
the money for people€'s campaigns comes
from and the Australian public is entitled to
draw conclusions from that. Whether rightly
or wrongly, there will be conclusions drawn
onthe basis of palitical donations.

| draw the attention of the House today to
the activities of the Greens. The Greens, |
think, have been particularly hypocritical in
this regard in that they have been prepared to
accept donations and have invested in funds
which clearly state that they pay no regard to
labour, environmental or other ethical stan-
dards. They change padlitical parties and do-
nate to other political parties and they at-
tempt from time to time to channel funds
through environmental organisations, as they
did in Queendland. | think these provisions
should be opposed. They are an attack on our
democratic system; they are an attack on the
accountability that the Australian public de-
serves. (Time expired)

Mr CAUSLEY (Page) (11.23 am)—I was
rather bemused to hear that the member for
Grayndler is more concerned about the
Greens than he is about the coalition. | was
also bemused to hear him talking about du-
plicity, because if ever a party has taken du-
plicity to its highest realm it is the Labor
Party in New South Wales. | will go into
some detail about that. One of their methods
at present is standing so-called Independents
in coalition seats when the so-called Inde-
pendents have been members of the Labor
Party. The Labor Party do not stand a candi-
date in the election campaign, but they back,
with funding, the Independent and say to the
people, ‘You're voting for an Independent.’
It is fairly clear that they are not voting for
an Independent; they are voting for a toady
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who supports the Labor Party. For the mem-
ber for Grayndler to stand here and talk
about duplicity from the Greens is quite
hypocritical.

| do not want to bore the House for too
long, but there are some very important pro-
visions in the Electora and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 that | support very
strongly. | have been in politics now for just
on 23 years and | have seen quite a few of
these things in action over the years. | have
listened to a number of speeches in the de-
bate on this bill. The feigned anger of the
Labor Party on a couple of these issues is
quite strange, frankly, in relation to some of
the issues that they are bringing forward,
having seen them in action over the years.
The fact is that we have a system at present
whereby people can enrol without having
any identification whatsoever. If | want to
enrol my pet dog under my surname, | can
do that. It is very unlikely it will be checked
and that | will be found out. It is quite ex-
traordinary. But if people hire a video, they
must have identification.

| have heard numerous members of the
opposition talking about how this is an im-
post on people by requiring them to identify
themsel ves. We have to identify ourselves for
everything in life these days. Everyone has a
Medicare card. Surdly it is very simple to
identify yourself so you can enrol to vote in
an eection. | think | heard the chairman of
the committee say yesterday that we have a
very good system in Australia. | agree. But
we can certainly fingtune it in some of the
areas where | think it is lacking. It is cer-
tainly lacking in the fact that, when you en-
rol, you do not have to identify who you are.
That is just fundamental, as far as | am con-
cerned, when putting your name on theroll.

The member for Grayndler and others
have talked about the impost of the closing

of the roll and people possibly missing out
on vating. | can remember quite clearly what
happened a long time ago. In those days
when you turned 21, in my era, you put your
name on the roll. You could not vote at 18 in
those days; it was 21. | will never forget,
when | had my 21st birthday, my mother
saying to me, ‘Now the first thing you do,
son, is go down to the post office and enrol.’
| did. It is fundamental that if you have a
right to vote in Australia then, as soon as you
turn of age, you go and enrol. If you change
your address, you change your address on
the roll. Who is even suggesting that you
would not change your address for your
mail? You have to do that. The arguments
that are being put forward by the Labor Party
on many of these issues are very spurious
indeed.

The member for Grayndler talked about
$10,000 donations et cetera. | would love to
get a $10,000 donation. | do not think | have
seen one. It is quite ridicul ous to suggest that
somehow people are going to hide behind
this. If | get a$100 donation, | am doing well
with most of the constituents that | have. We
do not have large amounts of money to spend
in an election campaign. That is just the na-
ture of a country seat. | do not see anything
in this that is the devil that the Labor Party
are talking about—this idea that you can be
bought for $100 or even for $1,500. That isa
ridiculous argument. | might remind the
member for Grayndler that it is automatic
that part of a union fee goes to the Labor
Party. We know that people who do not want
to donate to the Labor Party are forced to do
so because they have to join a union in cer-
tain circumstances. Part of that union fee
goes to the Labor Party. They should admit
to that.

There are a few other issues that | want to
consider. Yesterday some of the speakers
talked about the fact that people would be
disenfranchised when we close the roll. |
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heard a lot about academics who had done
some studies and what the Electoral Com-
mission had said. | have to say that | think in
many instances the Electoral Commission
has its head in the sand and does not look at
some of theissues that are out there.

| can recall instances as a state member
when the roll has been closed. | am pretty
certain that all members get a list of new
enrollees. | remember in particular when one
dection was caled having a list of 1,500
new enrollees who had gone on theroll from
the time that the election was called until the
roll was closed. As local members, most of
us send out a ‘Welcome to the electorate
|etter to people who are new on the rall. Mr
Deputy Speaker, would you believe that 30
per cent of those letters came back marked
“Not known at that address’ just a couple of
weeks after the dection? | leave it to the
general public to conclude why we would
have such a thing. When | sent this informa-
tion to the Electora Commission they did
not even give me the courtesy of a reply on
the fact that we had this anomaly.

| want to talk about the last federal elec-
tion. I am a neighbour of the eectorate of
Richmond, as you would know, Mr Deputy
Speaker. There were a couple of things that
occurred there that | found quite disturbing.
First of al, we have heard on a couple of
occasions mention of the liberals for forests,
who also stood candidates in my seat and got
more votes in my electorate than they did in
Richmond. Thankfully, | had a bigger buffer.
They stood candidates in that election delib-
erately to defraud and decelve. When | was
discussing this matter on the ABC, Dr Wool-
lard came on and admitted that that is what
they were about. He said it was because they
did not like John Howard. They deliberately
went out to deceive the general public. They
dressed in the same colours as The Nationals
who were handing out how-to-vote cards,
they had how-to-vote cards that were the

same colour as genuine Liberal how-to-vote
cards, they employed backpackers who were
not even Australian residents and paid them
for the day and they walked up to constitu-
ents saying, ‘Liberal.” They were not Liber-
as. No. 2 on the ballot paper was Labor. This
was the liberals for forests. That has got to
stop. You cannot have that deception. | won-
der what the Labor Party would think if |
started a party called the Workers Party to
support the workers, whom they claim to
support, and | put my No. 2 preference to the
Liberal Party. It isthe samething. It is taking
advantage of people who do not listen
clearly, | suppose, to what the party is abouit.
| believe that iswrong.

Ancther issue is provisional voting.
Again, as an example, | will use the seat of
Richmond. It had an extraordinary number,
although the AEC says it is not extraordi-
nary, of provisiona votes—something like
1,100. Quite a number of those provisional
votes came out of Byron Bay. | was quite
suspicious of these votes and soon after the
election | asked the Electoral Commission to
do a check of, say, 100 or so and get a per-
centage to see just how many were genuine
and how many were not. The Electoral
Commission said they could not do it; they
did not have the time. Subsequently, way
after the time had expired in which we might
have appealed the €electoral decision, we
found out that, of the 1,100, 252 people from
memory did not exist but had claimed a pro-
visional vote. Again, | leave it to the general
public to conclude what went on there.

Mr Deputy Spesker, | have to say to
you—and it is not sour grapes; it is just the
facts—that the liberals for forests and the
provisional votes elected the Labor Party in
Richmond. That might give us some indica-
tion as to why the Labor Party are opposing
some of these amendments so strongly. |
think it is fundamental that, if you are going
to claim a provisional vote, you should iden-
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tify yourself. You should clearly identify
yoursdf—I| know you have to do it now
when you fill out your address—so that you
can be traced, because at the present time
you can put a name down and, if it does not
exist, it is still counted as a vote in provi-
sional voting. Quite frankly, that is just con-
trary to our democratic rightsin this country.

| do not believe this bill is outrageous. In
fact, | would probably go some way further
if 1 had the opportunity. | will put it this
way—

Mr Crean interjecting—

Mr CAUSLEY—The member for
Hotham is mumbling under his breath, but |
will put it to him this way: in the past you
had to go to your local booth to vote and
your name only appeared at the local booth
so that your name could be crossed off; now
you can go to any booth in the electorate.
Quite frankly, | think we should update this
and use computers to make sure that a person
can vote only once. We have long heard from
the Labor Party, ‘Vote early and vote often.’
In one instance after an election | found out
that one person had voted four times and five
dead people had voted. They were recorded
as voting but they were dead. Someone voted
for them. Of course, we would not know
which way they voted, but that is an anomaly
and it should not occur. | think that if we had
a computer system whereby those people
who had the right to vote could be crossed
off or eliminated from the computer once
they had voted then they could not vote more
than once in an eection. | strongly support
this bill. 1 do not think it is outrageous; |
think it goes to the core of some of the issues
we are trying to address. | think that it will
give us a better and fairer voting system in
Australia.

Mr CREAN (Hotham) (11.35 am)—I rise
to support the amendment to the Electoral
and Referendum Amendment (Electoral In-

tegrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005
moved by the member for Bruce and to op-
pose key aspects of the bill. The fact of the
matter is that this bill is a joke, but the con-
tents of it are deadly serious. It is called the
eectoral integrity bill but the fact is that it
has no integrity. This bill is about making it
harder for people to vote but easier to ding
anonymous political donations. It will not
strengthen our electoral system but debase it,
and it has the capacity to corrupt it. In many
ways the title of this bill isin the same tricky
style that the government uses so often to
hide the real intent and meaning of a bill—
not saying what a bill means and not mean-
ing what it says and giving bills names that
give the opposite impression to the real in-
tention of the bill.

There are a few earlier examples. the Fair
Dismissal bill, which makes it easier for em-
ployers to sack people; the More Jobs, Better
Pay hill, which is not about better pay or
more jobs; and, of course, the infamous
Work Choaices hill, which is not to give peo-
ple choices. The last thing that is about is
choice and it in fact restricts the choice of
employees choosing to bargain collectively.
Now we have the electoral integrity bill that
lacks integrity.

This bill will make it harder for people to
vote. It will undermine the strength of the
compulsory voting system that has served
this democracy so well for so long. It will
make it easier for donors to political par-
ties—the Liberal Party in particular—to con-
ceal their identities and to secretly influence
government policy. That is why Labor op-
poses this bill. We do not oppose every as-
pect of the bill, but we most strongly oppose
the key aspects—the real intent—of this hill.
In essence, we are demanding that the bill be
withdrawn and that the offensive provisions
be struck out. Were that to happen, we would
be happy to support valid changes to the leg-
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idation—Ilegidation which we think in parts
isin need of reform.

One of the main provisions of the bill isto
increase the threshold for donations to a po-
litical party from $1,500 to $10,000 and then
to index it to the CPI. Clearly, we oppose
that. We oppose the decision in this hill to
close the roll earlier after the announcement
of an election and to reduce the present
seven-day grace period, by which once an
dection is called people have time to get
themselves on the roll, and to bring that back
to 8 pm on the third working day after the
issue of the writs. There is a proposition to
extend the definition of ‘associated entities
so that it applies to entities with membership
of palitical parties and entities with voting
rights in political parties. We do not oppose
that proposition, nor do we oppose the
proposition to require third parties to furnish
annual returns under the Electoral Act. We
do oppose the proposition to deny the vote to
any person who is serving a sentence of im-
prisonment. We do oppose the proposal to
introduce stricter requirements for identifica-
tion on enrolment. We do not have a problem
with the issues going to deregistering mis-
leading political party names, nor do we
have a problem with the removal of the re-
quirements for publishers and broadcasters to
furnish returns on electoral advertisements.

Let me go to the political donations part of
the legidation first. The government argues
that the threshold limit for political donations
should be lifted from $1,500 to $10,000. It
says that the $1,500 was too low. Of course,
you would expect the Liberal Party to say
that; it is, after all, supported by very
wealthy businesses. It says that that figure of
$1,500 has been eroded by inflation. You
would have to think we were in the inflation
mode of some Third World country for that
sentiment to apply. The government says that
not only has it been eroded by inflation but it
adds nothing to Australia's democracy other

than unnecessary red tape. The fact is that
the $1,500 limit adds transparency and,
through it, accountability—something seri-
oudly lacking in this government. You have
only to look at the scandal surrounding the
Australian Wheat Board. We understand why
the government wants to escape scrutiny and
accountability—because it is not good at it.
It believes it can do as it wants and not be
held accountable for it. That is why those
limits were imposed.

The government has been trying to get
these changes through for years. Labor has
been able to reject them because of the cir-
cumstances in the Senate. Now the govern-
ment has seen its chance, so here it is back
again doing something it has always wanted
to do—lift the threshold. If you look at the
figures released by the Electoral Commis-
sion, you will see they show that, if the
threshold is increased to $10,000 and if do-
nations were to be made at the same rate as
they were at the last election, $8 million
would go to the Liberal Party with no public
scrutiny and no indication as to who put that
money in. Think about it: $8 million was a
huge dlice out of the budget of the Liberal
Party at the last election that was not met by
public funds. | think that demonstrates the
whole thrust of why we oppose this insidious
aspect of the hill. It is designed to cover up
the government’s wealthy mates so that it
can squirrel more money into the Liberal
Party, curry more favours behind the scenes
and not be accountable to fund its election
campaigns.

The government will make it a lot easier
to donate in secret and to influence govern-
ment policy for private gain, and the Liberal
Party has form here. In the past, the Liberal
Party has exploited |oopholes in the Electoral
Act to avoid scrutiny of donations. Members
might recall the Greenfields Foundation,
which lent over $4 million to the Liberal
Party in 1996-97. If political parties choose
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to conduct their business by way of loans
rather than grants, that is an issue for them;
but, as Senator Faulkner asked back in 1998
when this issue came to light, what were the
terms of the loan? Was it required to be re-
paid? Was it in fact a donation and simply
designed to be called a loan to circumvent
the principles? Should it have been declared?
Most importantly, what was the source of the
funds? If these are legitimate funds and if
people are willingly making these donations
and not expecting anything in return, why
should they not be disclosed? Yet the gov-
ernment is introducing this proposal to en-
sure less transparency and less requirement
to disclose.

What was the Greenfields Foundation in
any case, with trustees who were all well-
known Liberal Party associates with postal
addresses shared with other bodies associ-
ated with the Liberal Party? The fact is that
the Greenfields fund was a front for the Lib-
eral Paty—a dlush fund, a money-
laundering device, a means of breaching the
spirit of the act and the principle of public
disclosure of donations to political parties.
That was the Liberal Party before these
changes. Imagine what it is going to do when
it gets these changes through.

We in the Labor Party believe strongly
that the public has a right to know who the
donors to political parties are. That is why
when we were in government back in the
eighties we introduced legidation to do just
that so that the public could make a judg-
ment on government decisions. This bill re-
verses that. It conceals the identity of signifi-
cant donors. It makes it more difficult for the
public to make a judgment.

On the issue of the enrolment changes, the
former Minister for State, Senator Abetz,
justified the proposed enrolment changes as
reducing the opportunities for election fraud.
Not only has he not produced any evidence

to back that claim of fraud but the provisions
that they are producing here actually disen-
franchise many present and potential future
voters. For example, the need for more rig-
orous identification procedures will discour-
age many voters from enrolling. The reduc-
tion of that seven-day grace period after the
caling of the eection will mean that many
people will not get on the roll. The argument
that the rush of enrolments means that i nsuf-
ficient scrutiny is given to those enrolments
can be answered, of course, by providing
better resources for adequate scrutiny.

On the seven-day grace period, the Elec-
toral Commission’s own publication, Behind
the scenes the 2004 election report—and
this is borne out in table 5 in that docu-
ment—says this, and it is pretty revealing:
During the 2004 federal election, a large number
of Australians used the close of rolls week—
this is the seven-day period that is going to
be abolished—
either to enral for the first time or to check ther
enrolment details and if necessary to update these
details. The AEC replied to ailmost 10,000 email
enquiries during this period.

There were 10,000 email inquiries during
that seven-day period. It continues:

The AEC received a total of 423,975 enrolment
cards in the week between the announcement of
the 2004 dection and the close of rolls date. Of
the enrolment cards received in the last week,
78,816 were new enrolments.

The former minister says that the seven-day
grace period does nothing for our eectoral
system other than increase opportunities for
fraud. The changes would disenfranchise
those 78,000 people. This provision certainly
does nothing for them. His assertion that the
seven-day grace period does nothing for the
dectoral system is patently nonsense. The
independent Electoral Commission has said
that in the last year were it not for this period
there would have been 78,000 people not
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entitled to vote. Make your own judgment.
Why doesn’t the Liberal Party want more
people voting in elections? Because basically
its hidden agenda is to get rid of compulsory
voting and go to voluntary voting. Thisisthe
thin edge of the wedge.

The government claims that these meas-
ures are necessary to ensure the integrity of
the electoral roll and to prevent fraud. It has
not substantiated that. The ANAO report
Integrity of the electoral roll in 2002 found
that independent data-matching of the elec-
toral roll demonstrated that, of the enrol-
ments matched to the Medicare data, over 99
per cent appeared to be valid. There is not
much evidence of fraud there. That was an
independent assessment. Where is the gov-
ernment’s evidence for the necessity to make
these changes? All we are hearing is sef-
serving assertion. The real reason for these
changes is that the government believes it
will gain electoral advantage.

Australian citizens should be encouraged
to vote and to participate in their democracy.
These proposals will have the opposite ef-
fect. They will discourage participation. The
government’s proposed changes will make it
harder to vote but easier to donate to palitical
parties. The changes will have a dispropor-
tionate effect on already disadvantaged peo-
ple—young people, people with lower levels
of education, Indigenous Australians, Austra-
lians from non-English-speaking back-
grounds, people who move frequently or
have no fixed address, and prisoners who are
serving sentences of less than three years.
The change to the seven-day grace period for
enrolments will also serioudy disadvantage
rural and regional voters who may need to
make a special trip or allow extra time for
postage to lodge their enrol ment.

The ALP endorses the maintenance of
compulsory voting. We make no apology for
that. Every citizen should have a stake in the

political process. We have seeninlast night's
budget how budgets can be about choices
and governments determining  those
choices—were they the right choices? Hav-
ing the ability to determine that is a terribly
important entitlement. We believe it is to be
encouraged as strongly as possible, and that
iswhy we support compulsory voting.

But the Liberals do not believe in compul-
sory voting. This is not the first time they
have tried to erode it. This is an attempt to
whittle it away, to bring in voluntary voting
by stealth. Thereis ample evidence that some
ministers in the government would prefer to
have voluntary voting. Senator Minchin has
said so. So has Minister Nairn, when he said
that he will ‘take a closer look at voluntary
voting' once this bill is passed. The Prime
Minister, as usual, has distanced himself
from the debate—Ilet it run, see what the re-
actionis. Let us not delude ourselves: thisis
another example of the thin edge of the
wedge of undermining the compulsory vot-
ing systemin this country.

The minister saysthat it isillegal not to be
correctly enrolled. That is true, but we also
need a commitment to effectively enforce
that requirement. The National Audit Of-
fice' s report of 2002, which | referred to ear-
lier, noted that the Electoral Commission had
set a performance target of 95 per cent of
people who are digible to vote being in-
cluded on the rall. Since 1999 the AEC has
moved from habitation surveys—in other
words, physically doorknocking—to a com-
puter based method of updating the roll. The
ANAO reported in 2002 that it was an effec-
tive method of managing the roll—that it
was capable of producing a roll that is accu-
rate and complete. Up to that time, it had not
been implemented in a nationally coordi-
nated and strategic manner; in other words, it
could have been done but it had not been
implemented properly. Again, it is the ques-
tion of the will, the intent and the prepared-
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ness of government to get behind it and see
that it is done. In the meantime, there is
plenty of anecdotal evidence that significant
numbers of younger people do not enrol, do
not vote and have never become engaged in
the palitical process. And there is no process
of identifying them or enrolling them.

| could go on at length in response to the
member for Page who said, when he spoke
before, that as a member of the National
Party he was not able to get big donations.
We only have to pose the suggestion that,
apart from the public funding the National
Party gets, it has always been able to get its
pork barre from the government as part of
buying the National Party’s silence and its
becoming the branch office of the Liberal
Party before every election. We have seen
the rorting of perfectly valid and important
schemes such as the Regional Partnerships
program and the readjustment packages
down in the electorate of Eden-Monaro by
the Special Minister of State, Mr Nairn. We
have seen all of those examples, and we will
come to those on another occasion to high-
light the hypocrisy. Suffice it for me to say
that we have serious concerns about this bill.

| support the remarks of my colleague the
member for Bruce in his second reading con-
tribution. | support the second reading
amendment. | make the point again: thisisan
undemocratic bill and it is a bill that should
be withdrawn. It is a bill that is unacceptable
as long as it contains the undemocratic prin-
ciples and provisions that | have outlined:
reducing the period of time that citizens have
to enrol to vote, the provision to introduce
new and unnecessary identity requirements
and this lifting of this outrageous cap on po-
litical donations. Labor oppose the hill. We
will fight it. We hope that we will win the
argument in the Senate. If not, when we
come to office we will correct the undemo-
cratic provisions of the bill.

MsANNETTE ELLIS (Canberra) (11.55
am)—I rise to speak on the Electoral and
Referendum Amendment (Electoral Integrity
and Other Measures) Bill 2005. The bill
seeks to reform numerous elements of the
eectoral system. Some eements of the bill
are positive and are supported by Labor.
These include increasing the Australian Elec-
toral Commission's powers by giving it
power to access information held by Austra-
lian government and limited state and terri-
tory agencies, which may help to improve
the integrity of the electoral roll; requiring
that AEC divisional offices be located within
divisional boundaries; and bringing internet
sites into line with regulations on paid elec-
toral advertising. However, Labor is strongly
opposed to other eements of the hill.

Labor is concerned that the Howard gov-
ernment’s proposed electoral reforms are all
about making it harder to vote and easier to
donate to political parties. | will outline some
of the reforms to which Labor is opposed. As
a result of this legidation, there would be
greater identity requirements for enrolment
of provisional voters. People who want to
enrol to vote or to update their details will
have to provide one or more of the foll ow-
ing: a drivers licence, a prescribed identity
document to be shown to a person who isin
a prescribed class of eectors and can attest
to the identity of the person or an application
for enrolment signed by two referees who are
not related to the applicant, whom they have
known for at least one month and who can
provide a drivers licence number.

This requirement is unnecessary. The gov-
ernment claims that it is introducing these
requirements to protect the integrity of the
eectoral roll, but that claim is purely fic-
tional. The Joint Standing Committee on
Electoral Matters conducted a thorough in-
vestigation into the integrity of the eectoral
roll in 2001 and found only 71 cases of fraud
between 1990 and 2001. During this time
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there were five federal eections and a refer-
endum. The AEC noted that these false en-
rolments were not deliberate attempts to cor-
rupt or unduly influence the electoral resuilts.
So | think it is an exaggeration to say that we
have a serious problem with fraud of the
eectoral roll.

The government’s true motivation in in-
troducing several of the measures in this hill
is to secure for the coalition government an
electoral advantage. The minority report
from the Joint Standing Committee on Elec-
toral Matters inquiry into the 2004 eection
shows that, in all the states and territories,
between 10 per cent and 20 per cent of adults
do not have a drivers licence. So a large pro-
portion of people will find it more difficult to
enrol to vote or to update their details. And
what about the homeless? The 2001 census
shows that there were about 100,000 home-
less Australians. That is what the census
shows, but the reality could be significantly
different from that. How on earth can they
enrol or change their details with these new
changes?

This bill will make it harder for Austra-
lians to get enrolled and to cast a valid vote
on election day. It will also increase the ad-
ministrative burden on the AEC and poten-
tially disenfranchise thousands of potential
voters. Another major concern is that, if this
legidation is passed, the electora roll will
close on the day the writs are issued. Current
legidlation allows for a seven-day period of
grace after an election writ is issued for peo-
ple to enrol to vote and to update their details
on the electoral roll.

The government justifies these changes by
contending that the AEC does not have time
to adequately process the details of people
enrolling to vote or updating their details in
that period between the issuing of the writ
and polling day; hence, this leads to more
errors on the electoral roll. That is the gov-

ernment’s claim. The AEC has said that the
current seven-day arrangement does not pre-
vent it from taking adequate steps to prevent
fraudulent enrolment—in fact, quite the con-
trary. In relation to proposals to close therall
early, the AEC, in a year 2000 submission to
an inquiry into the integrity of the electoral
roll, stated:

... the AEC expects the ralls to be less accurate
because there will be less time for existing elec-
tors to correct their enrolments and for new en-
rolments to be received.

According to figures provided by the AEC,
at the 2004 election over 280,000 people
enrolled to vote or changed their enrolment
in a substantive way in the seven days be-
tween the issuing of the writs and the close
of the roll. This figure includes approxi-
mately 78,000 new enrollees, 78,000 people
changing or updating their existing details,
96,000 people transferring intrastate and
30,000 people transferring interstate. So,
under this government’s proposed changes,
on the figures from the 2004 election, the
ability of over 280,000 Australians to vote
stands to be jeopardised.

History also tells us that closing the rall
on the day that an election writ is issued will
see tens of thousands of Australians excluded
from voting. In 1983, the eectora roll was
closed on the day that the election writ was
issued. As | alluded to earlier, on polling day
approximately 90,000 people found them-
selves unable to vote because they had not
enrolled in time. An AEC official who re-
called the 1993 election said:

It created a lot of confusion and a lot of provi-
sional votes, and alot of peoplegoin to vote, find
they are not on theroll and just walk out.

The people most affected by these regressive
provisions will be those in our community
who already face the greatest disadvantage
and the most difficulty accessing our coun-
try’s decision makers. There is a wide con-
sensus amongst experts in this area that clos-

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 10 May 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 41

ing the roll early will have the greatest im-
pact upon those who do not have a complete
understanding of our political system.

In the Joint Standing Committee on Elec-
toral Matters inquiry into the 2004 federal
eection, leading electoral commentator An-
tony Green asserted:

If suddenly the eection is called two or three
months early, people will not have regularised
their enrolment. You will cut young people off, as
the numbers show ...

It has been clearly established in a report by
the AEC, titled Youth electoral study, that
young people are disengaged from the elec-
toral process. A key point of the report is
that, generally, ‘young people do not under-
stand the voting systen?. In addition, the
report asserts that young people ‘ do not per-
ceive themselves, generally, as well prepared
to participate in voting'. Given the lack of
understanding and preparedness of those
young people, closing the electoral rall early
will serve only to ensure that even fewer of
them are enrolled to vote and, hence, able to
vote in federal eections.

In his submission to the Joint Standing
Committee on Electoral Matters inquiry into
the 2004 eection, Professor Costar empha-
sised:

Good reasons would need to be adduced to justify
the denial of the vote to such a large cohort of
citizens; especially the new enrolees, most of
whom would be young people, who need encour-
agement to become civically engaged.

No good reason to disenfranchise thousands
of young Australians has been produced at
al by the government.

At the last federal eection, aimost 1.7
million people between the ages of 18 and 25
enrolled to vote for the first time. This bill
will exclude a significant proportion of these
young Australians from lodging a vote, strip-
ping them of their democratic right to par-
ticipate in a federal election. This has serious

implications not only for the next election
but also for future elections. How can we
expect young people to develop respect for
parliamentary processes when the govern-
ment apparently works so hard to exclude
them at the first available opportunity?

| am very conscious that the government
has made some comments in the lead-up to
this debate about the personal responsibility
of people to their enrolment obligation. In
my view, Australians from non-English-
speaking backgrounds will also lose out as a
result of this bill. In a submission to the Joint
Standing Committee on Electoral Matters
inquiry into the 2004 election, the Public
Interest Advocacy Centre pointed out that
this group is disproportionately represented
in the group of citizens who register to vote
in the period of seven days after the issue of
the writ. This is hardly surprising, given that
many Australians from non-English-speaking
backgrounds may not be familiar with the
Australian electoral system or have the lan-
guage skills to properly understand informa-
tion with regard to their electoral obligations.
While the government has provided in-
creased funds to the AEC for various pur-
poses, including advertising, an advertising
campaign cannot offset the number of people
who would have enrolled to vote in the addi-
tional seven days after the issue of the writ.

| just want to consider for a couple of
moments the government’s view on this call
of personal responsibility. | have heard this
in the debate and in the media leading up to
this bill. It is al very well for the govern-
ment to say that it is entirely up to the indi-
vidual to exercise their personal responsibil-
ity for their civic duty and their obligation to
enrol for voting. That is all very well aslong
as we equip them adequately and completely
to do so. That is not being done. While we
see record levels of massive multimillion
dollar government advertising in the promo-
tion of all sorts of government campaigns, let
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me assure you, Mr Deputy Speaker, we will
not be seeing multimillion dollar advertising
campaigns to remind people to enrol to vote.
I can guarantee that that will not be happen-
ing to the level that would even be remotely
required to address this action of the gov-
ernment.

The previous speaker, the member for
Hotham, made reference to the issue of com-
pulsory voting. We all know that a number of
members of the government at high levels
who have an absolute belief, a commitment,
that one day they will drive policy to the
point in this country where they remove
compulsory voting. Let me put it straight and
clearly on the table that, as far as | am con-
cerned, that would be the most detrimental
thing we could ever see happen to the Aus-
tralian form of democracy—one of the
strongest and best forms of democracy in the
world historically. In my view, this legisla-
tion is the beginning of that sort of thing. If
you are going to expect the population to
show regard for the wonderful democratic
process in which we operate, you have to
give back to them the regard that is required.

As part of this legislation, another nasty
Howard government plan is to increase the
declarable limit for the disclosure of political
donations from $1,500 to $10,000. Thisis an
enormous jump in the limit required before
donation details must be made public. Mas-
sive sums of money will go into party coffers
without the public knowing. In the Canberra
Times on 27 March 2006, Mr Norm Kdly,
who teaches palitics at the Australian Na-
tional University, wrote:

In a healthy democracy, voters make their de-
cisions based on representations from a diversity
of parties and candidates. To make an informed
decision, it is important that voters are aware of
who is funding those parties and candidates.

However, the Government’s proposed meas-
ures will result in a higher proportion of political
donations being hidden from public scrutiny, and

therefore voters will be kept increasingly in the
dark asto whois bankrolling our political parties.
It sounds so much like the American system,
doesn’t it? It raises the question. The gov-
ernment claims that these reforms will in-
crease the transparency of the electoral proc-
ess and avoid instances of dectoral fraud—
again, that claim. In my view, the only trans-
parent thing in this legidation is the Howard
government’'s agenda. This government will
make it easier for people to donate to influ-
ence the democratic process while at the
same time making it a lot harder for them to
actually exercise their democratic rights.
This is another example of an arrogant and
out-of-touch government that is ready to use
its control of the Senate to ram through poli-
cies which are designed only to give it a po-
litical and financial advantage at future elec-
tions.

The government’s justification for this
legidation is, frankly, dishonest. The claim
that the legidation is designed to combat
electoral fraud in this country is contradicted
by the ssmple fact that Australia does not
have a history of dectoral fraud, as testified
by theinquiries to which | havereferred. The
real basis for this legidation appears to be
that the government believes it will gain a
partisan advantage at future eections as a
result of the reforms—or that it just has a
philosophical bent and this is the way it sees
democracy in Australia. It is not the way a
lot of us see democracy in Australia, | can
assure you. This bill ought to be condemned,
and Labor’s amendments ought to be passed.

Ms HALL (Shortland) (12.09 pm)—The
Electoral and Referendum Amendment
(Electoral Integrity and Other Measures) Bill
2005 should be renamed the ‘Changing of
the Democratic Function in Australia Bill’ or
the ‘Harder to Vote, Easier to Donate Bill’.
This is classic Howard government legisla-
tion. It is driven by a government with the
ideology that it isborn to rule. It is the belief

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 10 May 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 43

of the government that it is the party of gov-
ernment and the ALP should be the party of
opposition. This legidation puts in place a
structure to achieve this. It is a step along the
way to ensuring that the Howard government
has ultimate control of the political process
in Australia. The Howard government will
do whatever it takes to get this control, so
another name we could give this legidation
is the ‘Whatever it Takes Bill’. The hill
makes it harder for ordinary Australians—the
people who decide who should be the gov-
ernment of the day—to vote, particularly
once an election has been called. Only one
word can describe this legidation: disgrace-
ful. It is disgraceful legislation which makes
it easier for the government’s mates to do-
nate to the government without disclosing
their donation. It also increases the tax de-
ductibility of a donation—and | will go into
that in more detail as | discuss the legida
tion.

Whilst | oppose many of the provisionsin
this legislation, | do support the increased
power being given to the AEC and the re-
quirement that AEC divisional offices be
located within divisional boundaries. Cur-
rently, the divisional office for the electorate
of Shortland is outside the boundary, and |
find that difficult. | think it is a very poor
situation for an AEC divisional office to be
allowed—or forced—to operate outside divi-
sional boundaries. The government has rene-
gotiated the lease and ensured that the AEC
divisional office in Shortland remains out-
side the boundary, so | welcome the change
in this bill. Another change that | think is
important is to bring internet sites in line
with the regulations for paid electoral adver-
tising.

This bill seeks to change—the govern-
ment uses the word ‘reforn’, but | would say
the changes are retrograde—voter enrolment
practices, financial disclosure and tax de-
ductibility thresholds for palitical donators,

and financial reporting obligations for third
parties associated with entities, broadcasters
and publishers. There are changes to the re-
guirements, as | mentioned, relating to inter-
net advertising and the AEC. There are also
changes relating to palitical registration, and
the nominal deposits for eection candidates
will increase to $500 for House of Represen-
tatives candidates and $1,000 for Senate
candidates.

The areas that | am particularly concerned
about are voter registration, relating to the
identification that is required, and the closure
of the electoral rall. | also have some con-
cerns about the right of prisoners to vote. |
am also extremely concerned about the dis-
closure provisions, and | will deal with those
first. This legidation increases the non-
disclosable amount that can be donated to a
candidate or a political party from $1,500 to
$10,000. That means that a company or an
individual can donate a non-disclosable
$10,000 to a particular political party. If you
look at thisin a historical context, this provi-
sion will bring the percentage of the total
donations disclosed down from 75 per cent,
or $78 million, under the current regime to
58 per cent in the 2004 election—so just
over half the donations to palitical parties
will be put on the public record.

You might ask why this is important. |
think it is very important because it is impor-
tant for the people of Australia to know who
is donating to political parties. The people of
Australia have a right to know if individuals
or big corporations, trade unions or whatever
organisations they may be are making a do-
nation to a political party, because large do-
nations have the potential to influence the
policies and direction of a government. | am
not saying that they do, but large donors will
always find that they have easy access to the
government of the day and as such the peo-
ple of Australia need to know and have a
right to know who the people that are mak-
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ing big donations to both sides of palitics
are. So | fed that provision of the bill is a
retrograde step. | see this increase to
$10,000, which will be indexed, as having
the ability to pervert the course of democracy
within Australia.

The next thing that | would like to touch
on is the increase from $100 to $1,500 in the
level of tax deductibility for contributions to
palitical parties or independent candidates. If
you donate to a political party, you do it be-
cause you believe that the political party or
its candidate is the best one to represent you,
your state or our nation. It seems quite
strange to me that a person should be able to
claim a tax deduction for following through
on their belief in or their commitment to a
particular ideology, party or candidate, so |
do not believe that provision is the right way
to go. | think that tax deductibility allows
those people that have a little bit more dis-
posable income to influence the political
process.

That brings me to what | think are two of
the most important provisions of this legisla-
tion: the identification requirements that will
apply to voters needing to enrol and the early
closing of the electoral roll once the writs
have been issued for an eection. Under this
piece of legidation, the government seeks to
introduce proof of identity requirements for
people enrolling or updating their enrol ment
which will mean that they will need to show
a drivers licence. If they do not have a driv-
ers licence, they can show some other pre-
scribed identity document. If al ese falils,
they must have their enrolment application
signed by two referees who are not related to
the applicant, have known the applicant for
at least one month and can provide a drivers
licence. On the surface, people may say that
is reasonable. But not everybody has that
proof of identity. Older people in particular
would struggle with that drivers licence re-
quirement. | have had many constituents

come to my office because they are required
to have photographic identification and the
fact that they do not have a drivers licence
creates a problem.

That brings me to the secondary require-
ment. It is reasonable to expect a person to
present that proof, provided they live the
kind of life that members on the other side of
this House do, but many people will be dis-
enfranchised by this requirement. Those
peopl e living in Indigenous communities will
find it very difficult to meet this requirement.
The member for Lingiari has emphasised this
fact to me on many occasions. Those people
who are aready disadvantaged, many of
them being his constituents, will be disen-
franchised by this legidation. Also, young
people will find it more difficult to have the
correct ID needed to enrol and homeless
people and itinerant workers will also be
extremely disadvantaged by this change to
increase the identification requirement.
Things will also be more difficult for provi-
sional voters. The requirement will be more
strict than it is now. They will have to abide
by those changes and present their identifica-
tion within the required period to the AEC.

| have always believed that we should en-
courage people to cast their vote and have a
say about the direction in which our nation
should go. But it seems to me that the gov-
ernment is actually discouraging people by
making it harder for them to vote. The gov-
ernment has this belief that the people who
will find it harder to meet these requirements
tend to vote more for the opposition than for
the government, so the government says,
‘Let’s see what we can do about making it
more difficult for them to enrol to vote’
Quite frankly, | do not think that is the way
we should go. | believe we should be in-
creasing the number of people that partici-
pate in the democratic process in our coun-

try.
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| know that many people in Australia
would be aware of the debate that has been
raging within the government about remov-
ing compulsory voting. The government is
once again driven by its philosophy that vot-
ing should be a choice and that the people
who choose to vote are more likely to be
those people who will vote for the govern-
ment. When you look at figuresin the United
Sates, the United Kingdom and other over-
seas countries you see that less than 50 per
cent of people vote in eections. | fed that
that undermines the whole democratic proc-
ess. | feel that the proof of identity require-
ments in this legidation are designed to limit
peopl € sinvolvement in the political process.

Another issue which | feel is an absolute
disgrace and one that will reduce the number
of people who will have access to voting in
elections is the early closing of the rall. Ef-
fectively, this change will mean that at 8 pm
on the day that the writs are issued the roll
will close. Currently, people have a seven-
day period to enrol. The government under-
takes a massive advertising campaign, en-
couraging people to register to vote. The
government has decided to go in a different
direction and will now discourage people
from voting, because closing the rall at that
particular time will disenfranchise a signifi-
cant proportion of the population. Included
in this bill is a more generous—if you can
call it generous—requirement in that 17-
year-olds who turn 18 between the day the
writ is issued and polling day and people
who will be granted citizenship in that time
will have until 8 pm on the third day after the
writ isissued to enrol.

Senator Abetz stated that there was a
problem with the current-day rule. He said
that it puts incredible pressure on the Austra-
lian Electoral Commission, and he went on
to say that there is a rush to get on the rall
after the calling of an eection and that the
level of scrutiny of applications ssimply can-

not be what it is in a non-election period,
when the AEC receives enrolments at a much
more steady pace. That is quite contrary to
the way that the AEC seesit. The AEC ison
the record expressing its concern at the sug-
gestion of abolishing or shortening the pe-
riod between the issuing of writs. The AEC
stated that the current-day rule does not place
incredible pressure on the AEC, that it is
quite up to handling it and that it is very im-
portant that this period be available for peo-
ple to vary their enrolment.

The minority report following the 2004
election opposed that position. One of the
problems associated with the early closing of
therall is that only 40 per cent of people ad-
vise the AEC in the first instance of enrol-
ment entitlements or changes in accordance
with the act. Soit is only when an election is
called that people realise they need to enrol.
At the last eection, nearly 300,000 people
enrolled in that seven-day period. Under this
legidlation before the parliament today those
people would have been disenfranchised. |
do not think that is good enough. In this par-
liament we should be making it easier for
people to vote. In this parliament we should
be putting in place open and transparent | eg-
idation. To be honest: this legidation does
neither of those things. This legidation
makes things less transparent in that Austra-
lians will not be aware of which people do-
nate to palitical parties, it increases the tax
threshold for donations and it makes it much
harder for the people of Australia to cast a
vote.

| see this legidation as typical of the
Howard government and its arrogant disre-
gard for the people of Australia. | believe this
legislation needs to be taken back to the
party room and looked at again, and then
brought back to this House in a form that
actually increases the ability of people to
participate in the democratic process and that
improves openness and transparency.
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Ms KATE ELLIS (Adelaide) (12.29
pm)—I rise to place on the record my fierce
opposition to clauses contained within the
Electoral and Referendum Amendment
(Electoral Integrity and Other Measures) Bill
2005. Whilst | recognise that | am not here
for a counselling session, | must say that |
am deeply saddened and deeply angered by
the fact that our national parliament is debat-
ing these measures. On several occasions
since my eection | have been in this House
and seen the government putting their own
sdlf-interest ahead of the national interest. |
have seen this with the sale of Telstra; | have
seen this with industrial relations. But what
we are doing here today is watching the gov-
ernment try and put their own self-interest
ahead of our nation’s democracy, and | think
that is an extreme low.

The proposed electoral and referendum
amendment bill is little more than a political
stunt by the coalition, and the intended
changes are merely an extension of the Lib-
eral Party’s ideological agenda. The Austra-
lian government is planning to push through
ideological changes that will make it harder
to vote but easier to donate, and the Labor
Party will not stand for it. These proposals
have long been part of Liberal Party policy.
We saw it in 2004 and we are seeing it today.
Once again the Australian government is
using its control of the Senate to ram through
itsideol ogical changes.

My view is that when the Australian Elec-
toral Commission, Australia’s expert on elec-
toral and democratic matters, repeatedly
warns the government that a piece of legisa-
tion would be immensely damaging to de-
mocracy the government should probably
heed that advice. In a submission to the Joint
Standing Committee on Electoral Matters in
2002, the AEC again expressed its concern
about any change to abolish or shorten the
period between the issue of the writs and the
close of theroll. The AEC remarked:

That period clearly serves a useful purpose for
many electors, whether to permit them to enrol
for the first time ... or to correct their enrolment
to their current address so that they can vote in
the appropriate electoral contest ...

The AEC considers it would be a backward
step to repeal the provision which guarantees
electors this seven-day period in which to
correct their enrolment. It is about time the
government took its head out of the sand and
started listening to the AEC—and the rest of
Australia, for that matter. In the inquiry into
the bill conducted by the Senate Finance and
Public Administration Legislation Commit-
tee, 35 of the 52 submissions received by the
committee were strongly opposed to this
move, with only three—those of the Festival
of Light and the Liberal and the National
parties—in support of it.

These proposals make it easier to buy in-
fluence in the democratic process but harder
for our constituents to exercise their democ-
ratic rights, and Australia knows it. The only
people supporting this bill are those who
stand on the other side of the chamber, and it
is publicly known that they have been so
blinded with arrogance that they cannot see
that this is the most ridiculous piece of elec-
toral reform ever introduced.

| would like to further reflect on the pro-
posal for the early closure of the electoral
roll. These changes will not just be a back-
ward step but in fact a backward leap. These
amendments propose to close the dectoral
roll at 8 pm on the third working day after
the issue of the writs. However, as we know,
the roll would effectively close at 8 pm on
the day the writ is issued, because most peo-
ple not on the roll between that time and
8 pm on the third day will not be added.

Amongst the constituents who will be
most impacted by these changes will be
young people, and | believe that, at a time
when there is so much talk about a vast apa-
thy towards politics amongst young Austra-
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lians, reducing their democratic rights is out-
rageous. | have heard personally from high
school teachers in my eectorate how hard it
is already to get young people to enrol to
vote, as many think there is no point and that
politicians are unrepresentative of their needs
and attitudes.

It is estimated that around 80 per cent of
eligible Australians aged between 18 and 25
are currently registered on the Australian
electoral roll and are thus significantly less
likely to be on the roll than other Australians.
To be honest, when these reforms are intro-
duced | will not blame the youth for taking
such a stance or for holding these bdliefs.
Already they are a part of society that feels
excluded by padlitics, and now they will fedl
even more so when they forget to enral to
vote, suddenly an election is called and they
are stripped of any further opportunities to
exercise their democratic rights. | passion-
ately believe that as members of this House
we should be out there encouraging our con-
stituents to get more involved in the political
process, not making it harder. Each of us
goes about thisin a different way. Personally,
| am passionate about getting out and about
in my electorate, being as accessible as pos-
sible and making it as easy as possible for
the electors of Adelaide to have their say. But
this government is heading in the exact op-
posite direction.

In the seven days after the writ was issued
for the 2004 election, 78,000 people enrolled
for the first time, and 345,000 updated their
details after the seven-day period. A further
150,000 tried to enrol. Under the proposed
law, all of the 78,000 will be excluded from
vating, as will a certain percentage of the
345,000. Clearly a majority of those 78,000
people who enrolled for the first time in
2004 were young people. If those 78,000
people were denied their right to vote in
2004, as the government had intended, then |
think it is pretty likely that most, if not all, of

them would have harboured a certain cyni-
cism towards politics for a long time to
come. Our democracy must be an inclusive
one. Thus, if anything, the period of grace
between the issue of the writs and the closure
of the roll should be extended, not shortened.
Any change to this system will be a regres-
sive blow to Australia's democratic system.
To advocate these changes as a positive de-
velopment is laughable.

This government really is amazing—and |
do not say that in a positive sense. Compara-
ble Western democracies are actually trying
to increase the eectoral participation of
young people—a possibility never consid-
ered by the Australian government, it seems.
For instance, Canada allows young people to
enrol on the day when they turn up to vote,
and New Zealand gives them until the day
before the election to enrol. In New Zealand
young people can now ask for their enrol-
ment form through a free text message,
which has proven to be a popular option.
But, unlike Canada and unlike New Zealand,
the Australian government will be telling its
youth that it will be closing its electoral roll
for new voters far earlier than comparable
democracies and at least 33 days before an
election.

We have heard Minister Nairn and Minis-
ter Abetz suggesting that Labor has no point
for argument because at both state and terri-
tory levels it closes the rall early. However,
in several states, including my home state of
South Australia, there are fixed term elec-
tions, so there is plenty of notice of an ap-
proaching election. Thus, at this level the
closing of therall not pose athreat to democ-
racy.

Yesterday in this place the member for
Prospect called on the government, if it pur-
sued these measures, to commit itself to an
advertising campaign to inform people of the
changes to the law and to let people know
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that, if they move house or turn 18, they will
be obliged to update their enrolment imme-
diately to maintain their right to vote. | abso-
lutely support these sentiments, but | would
also say that, if the government is worried
about the historical trend of young Austra-
lians not supporting the coalition, perhaps its
efforts could be better directed in another
area. Perhaps it could address policy con-
cerns which young people are passionate
about. Perhaps it could stop attacking young
Australians by stripping them of quality edu-
cation and of trades and skills. But instead
the government has chosen another path.

The hill aso includes an increased re-
quirement for identification on enrolment, a
provision even stricter than that introduced
with the Electoral and Referendum Amend-
ment (Enrolment Integrity and Other Meas-
ures) Act 2004. These clauses are completely
unwarranted. In the JSCEM report, the ma-
jority of the committee advised that no evi-
dence has been produced justifying updating
the 2004 act with an even stricter require-
ment. Rather it will mean that the AEC wiill
just have to spend extra time processing ap-
plications due to the range of verifying
documentation. This would create a backlog
of applications in the period prior to the clos-
ing of the rall, impeding the AEC's ability to
perform its job properly. These so-called
moves to ‘tighten up enrolment’ are likely to
diminish the comprehensiveness of the roll
and have a disproportionate impact on young
and disadvantaged sections of the commu-
nity. In fact, they are likely to exacerbate
existing problems of underenrol ment in these
groups.

Requirements for new enrollees have been
strongly resisted by state Labor governments
due to both the cost and inconvenience of
increased identification. These obstacles are
absolutely not required. In 2002 the National
Audit Office found over 96 per cent accuracy
of information, which rose to over 99 per

cent when matched against Medicare data. In
the absence of any evidence whatsoever of
corruption or fraudulent behaviour in our
system, surely our efforts are better spent
making it easier rather than harder for Aus-
tralians to be involved in the political sys-
tem.

| would like to turn to the proposed
changes to the disclosure thresholds. The
government has proposed changes to the
thresholds for disclosing donations to paliti-
cal parties and candidates from $1,500 to
$10,000. Such a change will diminish the
transparency of the disclosure laws remarka-
bly and mean that further donations to parties
and candidates will go undisclosed. The Aus-
tralian people have every right to know who
holds influence over the government and
how much influence they have. In a liberal
democracy such as ours we cannot afford to
make changes that ebb transparency. This
proposition has no real merits. The current
threshold of $1,500 has so far ensured ade-
guate transparency and, at the very mini-
mum, must be maintained. The Labor Party
will continue to fight for transparency in the
political system.

Today the government has argued that
these measures will encourage participation
in the democratic process by providing tax
relief. But the ability to donate money should
not and must not be a requirement for par-
ticipation in political debate. Increasing the
disclosure threshold to more than $10,000
will create such a gap in the disclosure
scheme that describing this as a ‘loophol€’ is
laughable. Parties will be able to accept lar-
ger sums without disclosing details of the
donor. This renders the whole notion of dis-
closure thresholds meaningless. Further, if a
donor decides to contribute to all of the state,
territory and federal divisions of the same
party, $90,000 a year will remain hidden
from the general public.

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 10 May 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 49

The suggestion that a $10,000 sum is not
large enough to create risks of corruption or
influence is absurd because donations of
around this amount have initiated previous
controversies. Eighty per cent of donations
received by major parties in 2004-05 were
$10,000 or under, thus aimost $25 million
could be hidden from the public view—
therefore 80 per cent of donations would not
be disclosed if this bill were enacted. An in-
crease to $1,500 also skews political influ-
ence to the wealthier in society. Higher earn-
ing individuals will also receive a propor-
tionally higher, taxpayer funded subsidy.

I would like to make note of Peter van
Onselen’s contribution to the Democratic
Audit at the ANU, where he stated:

We seem to have reached a state where politics is
so replete with unethical behaviour that the pros-
titution of democracy is publicly promoted by
some political leaders.

By changing the disclosure thresholds, the
Howard government certainly is prostituting
our democracy. We need to be closing the
loopholes that incite corruption, not extend-
ing them.

In this debate it is important that we also
touch on the provisionsin this bill relating to
third parties. The bill attacks the free speech
of charities and community groups while
imposing a financia burden that may be un-
sustai nable. The government has argued that,
when community organisations spend money
on campaigns that coincide with ALP poli-
cies, they are effectively campaigning in fa-
vour of the ALP. These provisions are ludi-
crous. In a healthy democracy we should be
encouraging community organisations and
those third parties at the forefront in viewing
and studying the consequences of govern-
ment action or inaction to speak out and en-
rich the national debate on these issues.

By changing the definition of an electoral
matter, charity and community groups will

be unable to make a reference to past or pre-
sent public policy issues. Donors and the
public are likely to make fewer donations, to
avoid being labelled as partisan political
players. To inflate the problem, the govern-
ment is planning to create yet another admin-
istrative burden for these groups by requiring
them to file annual returns with the AEC.
Senator George Brandis may have argued
that these would be ‘unintended conse-
guences’, but they are consequences never-
theless. The government has acknowledged
these flaws, yet it will not do anything about
fixing them. What we have here is an utterly
complacent and insensitive government—a
government which is more intent on silenc-
ing any opposing voices than on reaching the
best possible outcomes for our community.

| want to turn briefly to the issue of pris-
oner disenfranchisement. This bill proposes
to deny the vote to any person serving a sen-
tence of imprisonment, but those released on
parole or a similar scheme will still be enti-
tled to vote. As it stands currently, those
serving sentences of |ess than three years are
allowed to vote. Based on 2004 figures, the
total number of people disenfranchised under
the new provision will be 19,236. The nun-
ber of people allowed to vote under the exist-
ing provisions but disenfranchised under the
proposed provisions is 9,375. It is clear,
therefore, that these provisions will exclude
another section of the Australian community,
and | think that is worthy of some reflection
by this chamber. There is, of course, an ar-
gument that prisoners, upon committing a
crime, have already made the decision to
exclude themsel ves from our community and
therefore the right to participate in our de-
mocracy.

| think that it is important for this House
to also consider the best interests of the
community in this matter, though. Our
criminal justice system aims to punish crimi-
nals and to rehabilitate them. One must ques-
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tion whether further excluding prisoners,
removing them even further from the society
that they are soon to rejoin, will in fact aid
their rehabilitation. The prisoners who are
disenfranchised by this legidation are the
very prisoners who will be rejoining our
communities in less than three years time. At
a time when we ideally should be encourag-
ing prisoners upon their release to become
active, community minded individuals who
are keen to make amends for their crimes, is
it really wise to be cutting them off further
from society and ensuring that they cannot
play any rolein our civic responsibilities?

In addition to these philasophical argu-
ments there are some strong legal points that
must be considered in this debate. In 2002 in
Canada the Supreme Court found that disen-
franchisement of prisoners under the Canada
Elections Act was in violation of the Cana-
dian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. In the
UK in 2004 and 2005 the European Court of
Human Rights found that the United King-
dom's denial of voting rights to all prisoners
was ‘arbitrary and harsh’ and thus in breach
of the European Convention on Human
Rights.

This hill arguably places Australia in
breach of its obligations under article 25 of
the International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights. Article 25 provides that:

Every citizen shall have the right and the oppor-

tunity ... without unreasonable restrictions:

(8 To take part in the conduct of public affairs,
directly or through freely chosen representa-
tives,

(b) To vote and to be elected at genuine periodic
eections which shall be by universal and
equal suffrage and shall be held by secret
ballot, guaranteeing the free expression of
the will of the el ectors;

One may argue that thisis just another inter-
national agreement that has been ridiculed by
the Australian government. This parliament
must also be mindful of the Australian Con-

stitution, which states that members of the
Australian parliament will be ‘chosen by the
people’. Measures that exclude large num-
bers of Australians from our political process
cannot be taken lightly by this chamber.

Before | conclude | would like to ac-
knowl edge the increased powers for the AEC
in the form of more power to access informa-
tion held by government agencies, which
may help to improve the integrity of the elec-
toral roll. | would also like to pass on my
support for the requirements that the AEC
divisional offices must be located within di-
visional boundaries and for the plan to bring
internet sites in line with regulations regard-
ing paid eectoral advertising. But just be-
cause there are some positive aspects of this
bill does not mean it should be passed willy-
nilly without properly addressing the aspects
which seriously erode our democracy.

This government conveniently chops and
changes its commitment to democracy. This
government hypocritically hailed the virtues
of democracy when it was clutching for rea-
sons to justify our involvement in the war in
Iraq after the initial reasons fell through, yet
at the very same time back home it is hack-
ing away at the provisions within our own
dectoral system that ensure power for the
people and that uphold a truly wonderful
democracy.

When it comes to elections, governments
al over the world have a choice. They can
attempt to win elections by appealing to their
congtituents, by looking after those who need
looking after and by ensuring that no-one is
limited in their economic and personal aspi-
rations. They can win by having a solid track
record that clearly demonstrates they have
done the best job they could. Alternatively,
governments can lie, they can use wedge
tactics, they can simply forget their own er-
rors and hope the Australian people will too
and they can carefully pick away at their na-
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tion's democracy to try and gain a partisan
advantage. It does not take a genius to work
out which sort of government we have here
and which route it is choosing to go down.
Unfortunately, the government will probably
get these laws through and they will come
into effect. But the day they come into effect
will be a very sad day for Audtralia and it
will mark a massive erosion of our democ-
racy. | think that will be a sad day and that
this chamber should avoid it at all costs.

Ms GRIERSON (Newcastle) (12.48
pm)—I rise today to also oppose the Elec-
toral and Referendum Amendment (Electoral
Integrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005.
Thishill is a serious attack on the democratic
processes and principles upon which our po-
litical system is based. This bill seeks to dis-
enfranchise some of the most disadvantaged
in our society and to alow a massive in-
crease in the amount of political donations
that can be made without the need for public
disclosure. In short, this bill seeks to make it
a lot harder to vote but a lot easier to make
larger, and secretive, political donations.

Some of the worst changes in this bill are:
the increase in the disclosure threshold for
political donations from $1,500 to $10,000;
the increase in the level of tax deductible
contributions to parties and candidates from
$100 to $1,500; the closure of the eectoral
roll on the day the writs are issued for an
dection, rather than the current seven days
after the writs are issued; the further restric-
tion of the voting rights of prisoners; and the
introduction of proof of identity require-
ments for those people enrolling, updating
their enrolment or casting a provisional vote.

There are some other changes in this bill
that are positive and which we do not op-
pose. However, the vast majority of provi-
sions in the hill are regressive, undemocratic
and unnecessary—for instance, the lifting of
the disclosure threshold for political dona-

tions. Currently, any individual or organisa-
tion making a donation to a political party or
candidate of $1,500 or more must declare
that donation. If we pass this legidation it
will be possible to donate up to $10,000
without having to declare that donation. That
figure of $10,000 will be indexed by CPI
each year, dlowing it to escalate. How
wrong are the priorities of this government?
It has not even been able to support increases
in the minimum wage to the level of CPl
over the past 10 years yet the big, secret po-
litical donations will just keep on getting
bigger each year.

But it gets worse. Because our political
parties are set up along federal lines, dona-
tions to each of the federal, state and territory
divisons count as separate donations. This
actually means that a private organisation or
individual could donate up to $90,000 with-
out having to disclose this fact. That is
$90,000 that can be pumped into a palitical
party without anyone ever knowing. Where
is the transparency and accountability there?
Australia-wide we know that about 80 per
cent of the donations received by major po-
litical parties in 2005-06 were donations of
$10,000 or less. That means that, if this hill
passes, $25 million in palitical donations will
be hidden from any public scrutiny—that is,
50 per cent of all donations would be secret.

| do not have a problem with political do-
nations per se. | appreciate the donations that
| receive from individuals and organisations
in my electorate. There are a great many
people in my electorate of Newcastle, from
pensioners to corporate owners, who under-
stand the political process, value good repre-
sentation and want to support their local
member. There are people who desperately
want a Labor government and want to con-
tribute through donations. | remain touched
by the generosity of people in my electorate,
who are generally of modest means. | appre-
ciate their support and | have no problem
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with receiving such donations. However, |
aso believe that those donations must be
fully disclosed.

We aready have a generous system of
publicly funded candidates based on the
number of first preference votes that we re-
ceive. At the last dection, it was about $1.97
per vote for each candidate or Senate group
that received at least four per cent of the
primary vote. So the public are also contrib-
uting very solidly. After the 2004 election,
the public purse paid $41.9 million to candi-
dates and their political parties. After the last
dection, the New South Wales branch of the
Australian Labor Party recelved about
$72,000 in public funding based on the num-
ber of votes that | received in Newcastle—
that is the system.

The public funding of candidates and par-
ties strengthens our demacracy. It is provided
in a transparent, accountable way and figures
are published after each election by the AEC.
For private political donations the current
$1,500 disclosure threshold is adequate to
ensure transparency and accountability. This
bill will effectively kill off any notion of
transparency and accountability in the way
we fund our political system. How this is
supposed to improve our democracy is any-
one's guess. Simply increasing the amount of
money slushing around in the system does
nothing to improve democratic standards. In
fact, when you increase the amount of
money and reduce the amount of public scru-
tiny, you are actually taking democratic stan-
dards backwards.

Australia has traditionally set the interna-
tional benchmark for democratising the po-
litical process. We were world leaders in the
introduction of the secret ballot in Victoriain
1855. We were world leaders in the introduc-
tion of women's suffrage in South Australia
in 1896. Sadly, if we pass this hill, we will
become one of the world leaders in the intro-

duction of secret donations. Do we want to
have the Howard government, once again,
take us down the path of the United States—
the world leader in megabucks politics? Ear-
lier this year we saw a top US lobbyist sen-
tenced to 11 yearsin jail and forced to repay
at least $25 million for bribing politicians
with campaign donations. The lobbyist Jack
Abramoff organised contributions to 220
members of Congress and about 20 of those
members of Congress are expected to face
charges themselves. This is not sponsorship,
promotion or payment in kind; it is down-
right, blatant bribery. It is cold, hard cash
being used to buy cold, hard votes. This case
has led to calls in the United States for re-
forms requiring greater disclosure from lob-
byists and members of Congress regarding
political donations. The US is learning the
hard way about what happens when big
bucks, lobbyists and political donators are
allowed to dominate the political process and
therefore corrupt it. The Howard government
seems to want to put Australia in the same
position. Shouldn't we aim higher? Is this
really what we want for Australia?

The Howard government argues that busi-
nesses are shy about donating to the palitical
process because they do not want it publicly
known who they are supporting. Quite
frankly, if someone wants to lurk in the
shadows secretly trying to buy influence,
they should go somewhere else. We do not
do democracy in the shadows in this country.
The brown paper bag days should be over
and we hope they are over. We put things in
the open; we argue our case and we let the
peopl e decide. Well, we used to. Yes, the cost
of palitical campaigning has escalated. Yes,
we would all love more money to run our
campaigns, but do you think the Australian
people really want more ads on TV and ra
dio? Do you think they really need more
junk mail in their post? Do they want us fill-
ing their email inboxes? Do you think every
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single Australian needs a personal message
from John Howard on their answering ma-
chine or an SMS from Peter Costello per-
haps? | do not think so. | think what we have
here is a 10 -year-old government that is so
addicted to the unlimited Commonwesalth
advertising budget that it cannot bear the
thought of ever having to go cold turkey
when it eventually ends up in opposition.

Thisis a government that has been spend-
ing unprecedented public funds on so-called
public information campaigns, public rela-
tions consultancies and market research ser-
vices. In short, it is the million-dollar spin
and the hillion-dallar fix. In 2003-04, the
Howard government spent $291 million on
consultancies. In 2004-05, it was up to $309
million. Over 10 long years of the Howard
government, the total spend on consultancy
fees has been $2.7 billion. Last year we saw
$55 million wasted in advertising and pro-
motion for Work Choices. Before that we
had the ‘unchain my heart’ GST campaign,
the Strengthening Medicare package and, of
course, the ‘be alert and not alarmed’ fridge
magnets. So thisis the Howard government’s
recipe for democracy. No thought for good
public policy or service to the Australian
people; just add money, spend up big on con-
sultancies and try to bluff your way through.

The government also hopes for more
money from donations by increasing the
level of tax-deductible contributions to po-
litical parties and candidates from $100 to
$1,500 per year. Labor strongly opposes this
measure. We do not believe political dona-
tions need to be tax deductible. If people are
donating to political parties because they
beieve it will strengthen democracy then
that is fine, but let us not have people donat-
ing because they will get atax break. Thisis
just another excuse for the Howard govern-
ment to bring more money into the system to
fund its ever-increasing reliance on public

relations, advertising and more virtual reality
to keep itsdlf in power.

The two proposals outlined above are all
about the government making it easier and
more attractive to hide political donations.
There are aso proposals in this bill that are
going to make it much harder for people to
vote. Firstly, the Howard government is
seeking to effectively close the electoral rall
on the day that the writs are issued for an
dection. This is usualy the day after the
election is called. The only exceptions will
be for people who either become an Austra-
lian citizen or turn 18 between the issuing of
the writs and election day. These people will
have three days after the issue of the writs to
enrol. Currently all people have up to seven
days after the issue of the writs to either en-
rol to vote or update their enrolment details
with the Australian Electoral Commission.
Why make this change to reduce the time
available to enrol after the calling of an elec-
tion? The government argues that having
seven days with a lot of enrolments coming
inis just too difficult for the Australian Elec-
toral Commission to handle. No-one ever
said democracy was easy. Those of us privi-
leged to represent our communities in this
place, we of all people, should know this. All
Australians benefit from our political proc-
ess, so al Australians should be entitled to
participate in it, no matter how difficult it
might be.

The government argues that, in the seven
days between the issuing of writs and the
close of the roll, the commission gets over-
worked and cannot effectively stop el ectoral
fraud. Senator Eric Abetz, the former Special
Minister of State, said:

Incredible pressure is placed on the Australian
Electoral Commission’s ability to accurately
check and assess the veracity of enrolment claims
received.
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Effectively, the government is saying that it
believes there is electoral fraud going on
during the seven-day grace period between
the issuing of writs and the close of the rall.
Does it have any evidence of this? If so, it
did not present any to the Joint Sitting
Committee on Electoral Matters when it in-
quired into the conduct of the 2004 election.
In fact, according to the AEC:

It has been concluded by every parliamentary and
judicia inquiry into the conduct of federal elec-
tions, since ... 1984, that there has been no wide-
spread and organised attempt to defraud the fed-
eral eectoral system ... and that the level of
fraudulent enrolment and voting is not sufficient
to have overturned the result in any Division in
Australia.

Wheat is the government up to with this pro-
posal? Put simply, the government wants to
disenfranchise people for its own partisan
political advantage. If these proposed laws
were enforced at the time of the last election,
78,816 Australians who enrolled for the first
time during the seven-day period after the
eection was called may not have been able
to vote. In all, between the issuing of the
writs and the close of the roll at the 2004
dection, there were about 280,000 people
who enrolled, re-enrolled, moved to a new
eectorate, changed their address or other-
wise updated their details. In my electorate
of Newcastle there were 3,005 enrolment
transactions in that period—the fifth highest
in New South Wales.

The people who will be most seriously
disadvantaged through these changes are
first-time voters, young people, people with
lower levels of education, Indigenous Aus-
tralians, people from non-English-speaking
backgrounds and people with no fixed ad-
dress. Even people who simply move house
are going to be disadvantaged by these pro-
posals. People today are more mobile than
ever. They are following work; they are trav-

éling. Thisisalifestyle trend that should not
be punished by this legidlation.

| also note that this proposal will make it
even harder for Liberal shadow treasurersin
the Victorian parliament to be correctly en-
rolled to vote. Dr Robert Dean was unable to
contest the 2002 Victorian state election be-
cause he did not update his details after mov-
ing house—and this is when we had seven
days after the issuing of writsto do it. | often
imagine how many Liberal candidates could
be caught up in a system like this. Actually, it
would not be many. They will all no doubt
get a tip-off from the Prime Minister as to
when the election will be called and a re-
minder to update their affairs.

In this inclusive nation, the country of a
fair go, we do need to be encouraging de-
mocratic participation among disadvantaged
groups of people—indeed all groups of peo-
ple—not making it harder. The Electoral
Commission knows this proposed change is
antidemocratic. In its submission to the Joint
Standing Committee on Electoral Matters,
the AEC said:

It would be a backward step to repeal the pro-

vision which guarantees eectors this seven day
period in which to correct their enrolment.
Of course, we should be encouraging people
who have turned 18 and those who have
moved house to enrol or change their enrol-
ment details as soon as possible. However,
the fact remains that only 40 per cent of peo-
ple advise the AEC of such a change within
the specified time frame of one month and
21 days.

Census projections are that in my elector-
ate of Newcastle there are about 2,000 18-
year-olds. If only 40 per cent of them advise
the AEC that they are now digible to vote,
and the rest of them do not get the seven-day
grace period after an electionis called, that is
about 1,200 young people in my electorate
alone who would not get the chance to cast a
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vote. Enralling to vote is simply not the first
thing that young people think to do when
they turn 18. They are finishing their HSC,
they are beginning employment, they are
starting training, they are starting at univer-
sity, they are planning 18th birthday parties,
they are going on working holidays and
some of them are travelling overseas. There
are many great activist young people who are
interested in politics and want to be in-
volved. In Newcastle we try to encourage
that sort of participation, but the redlity is
that many young people either do not know
that they need to enrol or put it off until an
election is called. If this bill is passed, put-
ting it off until an eection is called will
mean missing out on a vote altogether. The
government should look at the reality and try
to assist people to have their democratic say.
It should not just throw up its hands, say it is
all too hard for the AEC and disenfranchise
thousands of young first-time voters.

There is another antidemocratic provision
in this legidation, and that is the provision
that people serving any sort of custodial sen-
tence will not be allowed to vote. Currently,
those serving sentences of less than three
years are entitled to vote. | would have
thought that was enough punishment. There
is no need to further disenfranchise an addi-
tional 9,000 people. While prisoners are ob-
viously being punished for their crimes with
aloss of liberty, should we really be punish-
ing them by removing their democratic rights
completely? Even if you are in prison, you
are till part of our society; you are part of
the system. Indeed, you are in the system big
time—doing time. Basic principles of human
rights would suggest that you should be able
to help determine how that system is run.
Under the International Covenant on Civil
and Palitical Rights:

Every citizen shall have the right and opportunity
... tovote ... at genuine periodic dections.

Rehabilitation should always be the goal of
imprisonment. We do not take away the citi-
zenship of people when we imprison them.
We should not be taking away their right to
vote. Once again, the Howard government is
taking us down the American route, where
the laws on prisoner voting are so extreme
that in eight states convicted prisoners are
not even allowed to vote after their release. It
is no surprise to find that a large proportion
of people in these circumstances are African-
American, low-income earners and young
people.

In Australia, the Bureau of Statistics tells
us that, as of 30 June 2005, seven per cent of
all prisoners, 1,734 people, were female and
22 per cent, 5,656 people, were Indigenous.
The median age of all prisoners was 32
years. The majority—60 per cent—of pris-
onersin custody at 30 June 2005 had served
a sentence in an adult prison prior to the cur-
rent episode. This paints a picture of people
who are already disadvantaged, who have
lost their liberty through imprisonment, who
will now be further disenfranchised by the
Howard government’s electoral changes.

We should be including, not excluding, as
many people as we can in the democratic
process. But, just to make it that little bit
harder to vote, the government proposes
greater identity requirements for enrolment,
including for provisional voters. As | men-
tioned, the government is supposedly wor-
ried about the administrative burden on the
AEC during that seven-day period between
the issue of the writs and the close of therall.
Its answer to that: close the roll earlier and
introduce a new requirement that the AEC
check people's drivers licences when they
enrol. | am not sure how that will ease the
administrative burden on the AEC. It will
not; it will make it even more burdensome.

Thisis aridicul ous reaction from the gov-
ernment to a problem that does not exist.
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There is no history of significant fraudulent
enrolment in this country. As there is no evi-
dence that these changes are needed, only
one conclusion can be drawn. Obviously, the
coalition wants to keep people who do not
vote for it off the electoral roll and it wants
to make it easier for the people who donate
to it to make those donations bigger and
much more secretive. In the name of democ-
racy and probity, | absolutely join my col-
leagues in the opposition in opposing this
legidation.

Mr LAURIE FERGUSON (Reid) (1.08
pm)—The Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 is quite clearly driven
by partisan self-interest. The reality was per-
haps summarised by the member for Casey,
who said that Australia ‘has a better than
good systent. For many years the conserva-
tive coalition parties have sought to make it
far more difficult for people to participate in
our political system. That sentiment is based
on the kinds of comments of the member for
Macquarie, who spoke of anecdotes. He said,
‘It is possible that there is fraud.” He said
there have on occasions been convictions
and allegations and anecdotal evidence, and
then he relied on some rather questionable
material from a group of people who perhaps
have been rather obsessed with this issue
over recent decades. Their publications do
not stand up to analysis. Just because people
put out publications does not mean that one
has to beieve in the Moonie Unification
Church or a flat earth or anything of that
sort. The redlity is that not very much evi-
dence has been produced by those opposite
with regard to systematic fraud in our politi-
cal system.

Those of us who are interested in aterna-
tive systems look at the United States where,
on election day, they have to largdly rely on
volunteers and retired people to staff their
polling booths. The United States do not

have an independent electoral commission to
determine boundaries in a way which both
parties in this country do not really dispute.
They have state systems of selection of elec-
torates in their national parliament based on
partisan determinations within that state. In
Cdlifornia, if the Democrats control the
lower house of that state assembly then the
boundaries will be skewed in their favour,
and that is the reality there. That is a system
that is held up to us by many people oppo-
site.

We have a strong drive in this legislation
to restrict peopl€'s access to the system. It is
claimed by coalition members that this legis-
lation is not partisan and that they are not
doing this because they wish to either mar-
ginalise or deprive a particular group of peo-
ple of voting rights; it is just that they want
to make the system cleaner, more thorough
and more protected. However, despite the
fact that they say there is no evidence that
these things can be driven by partisan con-
sideration, international evidence is to the
contrary. | do not need to spend months
scouring through material in the Parliamen-
tary Library. This week, amongst material
that | was offered, | noticed an article by
David Hill entitled ‘ American voter turnout’.
Admittedly, this article deals with the con-
trast between states in the United States that
have difficult registration laws and those that
have very liberal registration laws.

Mr Baldwin interjecting—

Mr LAURIE FERGUSON—
‘Relevance,’ the member says. This article
deals with how people are enrolled and it
deals with the registration process in the
United Sates. The author says:

Not surprisingly, nations with compulsory voting
laws have high voting rates, with a mean turnout
of 87 percent. Nations with automatic registration
have a mean turnout of 76 percent, while the two
voluntary registration countries, France and the
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United States, have substantially lower rates of 65
percent and 55 percent respectively.

That is about compulsory voting as opposed
to non-compulsory voting. It is about regis-
tration needs as opposed to registration diffi-
culty, but it is the same fundamental point.
He goes on:

Because voluntary registration is a relatively bur-
densome task that must be fulfilled in most cases
at atime prior to the dection (in most states thirty
days) and thus takes place before the campaign
peaks, individuals who are not engaged with the
political world are less likely to register than
those who are engaged.

He further states:
Thefirst pattern of notein the table—
that is, in the article—

is that across al three forms of registration indi-
viduals with higher socioeconomic status (educa-
tion and income), older Americans, and whites
register in greater proportions than individuals of
lower status, younger Americans, and ra
cial/ethnic minorities.

A final quote from that article:

Given that the pool of registered voters is always
skewed toward privileged groups and that regis-
tered individuals from privileged groups vote at
higher rates than individuals from non-privileged
groups, the voting population in the United States
tends to be substantially skewed toward higher
SES groups, older Americans, whites, and those
who do not change residence frequently.

The redlity is that people who are less likely
to enrol are those with NESB backgrounds,
those with lower educational accomplish-
ments and those who move more frequently;
and thus, fundamentally, are people who are
renters rather than owners. For al the insis-
tence of the member for Stirling about how
we have laws in this country and they should
be enforced and therefore we should now try
to stop people who have been too slack from
getting on the electoral roll—we should stop
them from voting and participating—we all
know that the movement of people in this

country and internationally is far greater than
it ever was. People have less job security and
people are forced to move more often for
employment and other reasons. As | said,
that article, as do many other articles, points
out that younger people are amongst those
disenfranchised.

| noticed that the member for Macquarie
in his tirade spoke of his sadness or his anger
that, on éection day, 17-year-old provisional
voters were given ballot papers and that
some people were given ballot papers for the
wrong electorates. What the hell has that got
to do with these proposals? Nothing whatso-
ever. It has also been interesting to hear from
government members that they are con-
cerned that during the week of the election
the AEC workers have too much to do and
cannot properly scrutinise the avalanche of
new applications. | am afraid to say that, his-
torically, the AEC has not had the same con-
cern. As an independent authority of public
servants, respected by most people in this
country and seen as far more professional
and neutral than authorities in other coun-
tries, it has not made the same complaint.
These complaints have come from a number
of political partiesin this country who have a
passing interest in denigrating the system,
driving it down and using this as justification
to disenfranchise and marginalise people's
participation in the political system.

They say that people are overworked, that
the workers cannot manage this huge ava-
lanche—the AEC has systematically denied
that over decades; they say they can do it
because they hire more people during that
period to deal with those numbers that are
expected and do occur—but in this legida
tion, they bring in new demands upon the
workers with regard to how many people are
going to sign papers and that type of thing.
There are a number of other similar provi-
sions that go towards increasing their work-
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load. This measure is driven by partisan con-
siderations.

| would like to cite another very recent ar-
ticle. As | said, | have not had to go back
through 5,000 articles on this matter; there
are very few people in the world who follow
these issues—professionals, academics, poli-
ticians—who have the hide to push the line
put here today that there is no connection
between who is likely and who is unlikdy to
vote as aresult of these changes. Thereis no-
one internationally who would argue that
there is no connection between who is being
marginalised and voting intention. | refer to
an article—once again it is a very recent one;
we do not have to go back very far through
the avalanche of articles on this matter—
titled ‘ The effect of socioeconomic factors
on voter turnout in Finland: a register-based
study of 2.9 million voters by Pekka Marti-
kainen, Tuomo Martikainen and Hanna Wass
published in the European Journal of Politi-
cal Research in 2005. Their conclusions
from that very thorough survey were:
The results show that income and housing tenure
are more important determinants of turnout
among older voters than among younger voters,
whereas education has a dominant role in deter-
mining young peopl€'s turnout. Moreover, class
has maintained its discriminatory power in deter-
mining turnout in all age groups even though
working-class under-representation in participa-
tion can be partly attributable to previously ob-
tained educational attainment. Furthermore, the
lower turnout of younger voters remains unex-
plained even if socioeconomic factors are held
constant. Lower turnout among lower social
classes and among the young will affect the le-
gitimacy of the prevalent model of party democ-
racy.
What they are saying is what everyone else
in the world knows, including a multitude of
US researchers and academics: there is a
clear relationship between the ease of par-
ticipation in the system, the degree to which
people are encouraged, the degree to which

people have opportunities to participate in it
and certain socioeconomic factors. It is
clearly related to racial minorities—

Mr Baldwin—Where's the Australian re-
search?

Mr LAURIE FERGUSON—Where is
the Australian research? All Australian re-
search says the same thing. As | said, | am
citing these two articles only because they
are so recent.

Mr Baldwin interjecting—

Mr LAURIE FERGUSON—It is pa-
thetic. The article further says:
Income and housing tenure derive primarily from
paid employment. Income provides individuals
and families with necessary material resources
and determines their purchasing power.

In effect, demobilisation of young voters seems to
have developed over time into a general pattern,
which is to a large extent independent from the
social backgrounds of these youth.

So not only do we have the fact that there are
clear connections with socioeconomic cir-
cumstances—employment, housing tenure et
cetera—but we have a paralld development
of youth disinterest. This legislation is going
to worsen that reality, because a very high
proportion of those people who are not en-
rolled are those in the younger group.

On the issue of false enrolment, it is pre-
posterous to say that either major palitical
party in this country has the time or the re-
sources to run around trying to double vote
in large numbers on election day. For al of
the citation of instances of this, it usually
involves people who are cheating social se-
curity, people who are trying to get drivers
licences and that type of thing. Members
opposite have quite rightly also cited in-
stances in the Queensland branch of the La-
bor Party, where it occurs for internal Labor
Party reasons. No-one is denying it can oc-
cur, but to defeat this marginal problem—
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and the government has said there is very
little evidence to show it has any impact on
any €electorates whatsoever—should we mar-
ginalise and try to deny 300,000-plus people
a vote every dection day? There are a few
exceptions that will allow enrolment for 17-
year-olds who become digible to vote during
the election period and for people who be-
come citizens in that week, but they are a
minor part of it. Essentialy, 300,000-plus
people are going to have difficulties voting.

Should we go down that road because of
innuendo, anecdotal evidence or allegations
by a defeated candidate in his own seat, and |
can think of one case where, quite frankly,
the Labor Party would suspect the complain-
ant. It is very interesting that one of the
things that emerged in the Macquarie elec-
torate was that a particular religious group,
which was very attached to the coalition
member at that time and which had religious
reasons as to how and when it voted, voted
via other people. It is very interesting that
one of the main things that came out of this
investigation was that the members of a
group that one would largely see as being
attached to the coalition, because of their
religious motivation and their religious rea-
sons as to when they vote, were the ones
who seemed to have voted. One must suspect
who it was that actually might have done any
voting on their behalf.

Should we use such a draconian rule to
deprive people and make it difficult for them
to vote, marginalise them from the system,
have them become less involved, make them
more cynical et cetera? One of therealitiesis
that the average person down at the hotel or
at the soccer game on the weekend whinges
and whines about having to go and vote. B,
at the end of the day, having done that, peo-
ple fee they have some involvement, that
they have some responsibility for the out-
come. They might not have been that inter-
ested, they might not have voted for the gov-

ernment, but at least they were part of the
process. The aternative is to have a political
system that has a large number of people
further disenfranchised, further disillusioned.
Even if, for a moment, we give one-tenth of
a degree of credibility to the claims of those
opposite, to go down this road is to go one
step too far.

| do not deny for one moment that there
are instances of this. In fact, | am one of the
few members to have written to the AEC
about specific cases, including one involving
the Regents Park branch of the Labor Party
in my electorate some years ago. If the Lib-
eral Party wanted to really do something
worthwhile to destroy genuine fraud in this
system, they would look at the difficultiesin
relation to sections 101.5 and 131.6 of the
Criminal Code. We have a situation where, if
a person enrols at an address and it appears
that they failed to change their address—but
that it was not really malevolent or deliber-
ate—then they have to be prosecuted within
ayear of that action. Large numbers of peo-
ple, because of the interaction of the Com-
monwealth Electoral Act and the Criminal
Code, cannot be prosecuted because of time
limits. So if those opposite want to do some-
thing practical about the very real fraud that
occurs to a very minor degree in this system,
they should do something about that.

Another issue in this legidation is the
guestion of political donations. Once again,
this is just driven by crude politics. For all
the concern they have expressed for little old
ladies sending them $10, and the material of
that kind that has been dished up in previous
debate, the truth is that this is essentialy to
facilitate a cover-up of where donations
come from.

The average Australian will think it is
quite reasonable that, if people are giving
large amounts of money, they should know
whether that affects political decisions.
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Whilst there might be many people in this
country who are civic-minded and just like
supporting political parties, anyone who has
half a brain, quite frankly, knows that a large
number of political donations, the vast pre-
ponderance of them, are given by corporate
interests and others—trade unions et cet-
era—who have a vested interest in political
outcomes.

When you consider issues like privatisa-
tion and the controversy over the Smartcard
in the last few days, people would like to
know whether a particular political decision
of a party was motivated by the $20,000 or
$5,000 donation that it got or whether par-
ticular companies in particular industries
seem at a particular election to be more in-
terested in funding one political party than
another.

Mr Baldwin—The trade unions would
have no vested interest in your decisions?

Mr LAURIE FERGUSON—I have just
said that it is quite right and proper that do-
nations from the trade union movement
should be out there in the public arena. | am
not resiling from that. Of course they should.
| have never had a complaint about that.

The truth is that this measure is aimed, es-
sentially, at making sure the Australian pub-
lic has less knowledge of who is donating
and why. Tax deductibility, we all know,
once again, is more likely. | can only speak
from my own experience and probably that
of the adjacent electorate of Parramatta,
looking at the campaigns of the previous
member for Parramatta, and at my campaign
and my opponents'. The Labor Party is less
likely to get donations over $1,500 at a local
level, particularly, than the coalition. So to
change the tax deductibility of donations is
also, quite simply, quite cruddy, quite obvi-
oudly, related to trying to advantage the cur-
rent government.

The other issue | want to talk about is the
guestion of prisoners and their voting rights.
| think the comments of Chief Justice
McLachlin in the Canadian Supreme Court
in Sauve v Canada are very telling:

... denying penitentiary inmates the right to vote
is more likely to send messages that undermine
respect for the law and democracy than messages
that enhance those values.

That isthe truth.

People are in jail for a variety of reasons.
We know that Indigenous Australians—who,
coincidentally, live 17 years less on average
than other Australians—are severely over-
represented in the system. Are they profes-
sional heroin dealers and murderers? No.
They are usually in jail for street offences,
alcoholism and issues related to their pov-
erty. Now we will have a situation where
they will be denied a say in the political sys-
tem.

| am not saying that the Liberal Party is
going to go down this road, but we could
look at the situation in Belarus. All of Europe
has been campaigning over the jailing of
Alexander Milinkevich in recent weeks be-
cause of the sham dections in Belarus. If we
look at the United Kingdom, there was a
huge political issue about the poll tax. Many
people were jailed—for a political reason.
And now, under this system, the government
would be saying that people who disagree
with them could possibly be denied the fran-
chise. | do not want to say that they are going
that far, but this is a Pandora’s box that has
been opened. If you start saying that anyone
who is serving a sentence cannot vote in the
Australian system then obviously there is the
possibility that in a crisis, particularly with a
dramatic political event in the country, peo-
ple who object to the policies of the day—
whether about the Vietnam war or whatever
it was—could be denied their say in the po-
litical processes and their right to participate
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in changing that system. You could go
around the world and find such examples—
famous writers or people who were very
wealthy in later life. A particular senator of
this parliament served a term in Sydney dur-
ing the famous IWW cases of the early part
of the 20th century. A senator of this parlia-
ment had actually been convicted, as had
another member in South Australia. These
people, the government is saying, should not
have theright to vote.

As | say, this is only the thin edge of the
wedge. If we want to look at international
comparisons, it is quite interesting to look at
Europe. If we look at the countries that we
would most associate ourselves with—the
Western democracies—very few if any of
them have these kinds of restrictions. Where
do we find anything like this? We find simi-
lar restrictions in Hungary, Estonia, the
Czech Republic et cetera—hangovers from
the Soviet period, and maybe a reaction
there.

So we have a situation where those that
we would most like to emulate—progressive
Western countries—do not have such restric-
tions. Where they do have these restrictions
is in the United States. We have seen the
situation in Florida where the President’'s
brother actually disobeyed Florida state law
which says that people who have been jailed
in Florida can never vote again—not just
cannot vote while they are in jail but can
never vote again. They basically got a private
corporation, not an electoral commission like
in our country, to scour the Florida electoral
roll and they tossed off the roll people who
had served sentences in any other American
state. Those people could not get access to
the legal system to get themselves back on
the roll. And we all know that Florida was
won by avery small vote. So that isthe long-
term outcome of these possibilities. (Time

expired)

Dr LAWRENCE (Fremantle) (1.28
pm)—The bill before us, the Electoral and
Referendum Amendment (Electoral Integrity
and Other Measures) Bill 2005 does, as the
previous speaker was suggesting, pose a full-
frontal assault on core democratic principles,
particularly that very important principle of
palitical equality in exercising control over
decision making. Democracy is after all
based on the principle of government by the
people—and that means all of them. The hill
isavivid illustration to me of one of the con-
sequences of unfettered government control
of both houses of parliament, because less
ambitious proposals than these failed in 2004
in the face of Senate opposition. And | think
the bill should raise questions about the role
of political parties in the Australian political
system and the adequacy of the existing sys-
tem of palitical finance in Australia, as well
as the specific provisions of this hill, and |
intend to address both those questions.

As former speakers have indicated, the
key provisions raise disclosure thresholds for
private donations to parties and candidates
from $1,500 to $10,000 and increase tax de-
ductibility. Below the level of disclosure,
people will not be required to specify the
amount or the source—name, address and so
on. There are aso provisions for early clo-
sure of the roll. The legidation will make
enrolment more difficult, allegedly to protect
the integrity of the roll despite the AEC's
repeated assurances of its continuing integ-
rity. It will also amend the definitions of as-
sociated entities and third parties to encom-
pass groups such as trade unions and envi-
ronment groups. It will disenfranchise pris-
oners. It will prescribe a scheme for deregis-
tration and re-registration of parties. And it
will remove requirements for publishers and
broadcasters to furnish returns—curiously,
and with no justification that | have been
ableto discern.
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Today | am going to speak principally on
the question of disclosure requirements. The
minimum requirement of any representative
democracy is that the government be el ected.
But it isimportant that all adults should have
an equal right to vote and that votes should
be of equal value. In broad terms, this has
been achieved in Australia, with universal
suffrage, electorates of roughly equal size
and independent electoral commissions to
determine electoral boundaries and prevent
gerrymandering—unlike in  the United
States, | might say.

This bill will make it much harder for
some people to exercise their rights. As we
have heard, there are estimates that over
300,000 people will be disenfranchised by
early closure of the roll and removal of pris-
oners' rights to vote. In that case, what we
are doing—what this government will do; |
certainly do not endorse it—is further mar-
gindising the aready marginalised. We
should be doing everything we can to keep
people in touch with citizenship.

But it is important to recognise that the
promise of democracy goes further than
equal voting rights. Each citizen should share
equally in political power. That is much
harder to achieve. Already many Australians
are suspicious that not all of them are equally
able to influence their representatives. This
breeds cynicism and the belief that the ordi-
nary voters needs and views are ignored
while preference is given to the interests of
the wealthy, big business and political cro-
nies.

Some features of our political system al-
ready contribute to these attitudes. Substan-
tial campaign donations to the major parties
by corporations and large organisations such
as unions and business foundations inevita-
bly foster the perception—and perhaps the
reality—that it is possible to buy privileged
access to MPs and ministers and that this

influence is in proportion to the amount of
money that is donated.

The disclosure that business leaders pay
$10,000 a head for dinner at The Lodge indi-
cates that not even the Prime Minister’s of-
ficeisfree of the practice. And reports on the
extraordinary level of what was at the time
secret access to the Prime Minister afforded
to the CEO of the Manildra Group, Dick Ho-
nan, and the favourable treatment of his
ethanol producing company—over $20 mil-
lion in taxpayer funded subsidies at last
count—quite understandably sparked con-
troversy. People saw the purchase of influ-
ence going on.

Like many Australians, | am perturbed at
these tendencies, wherever they are. We run
the risk of becoming a corporate democracy
run by money politics—a ‘donocracy’, as it
has been called in other places—in which the
number of shares you have purchased in the
party of your choice determines your effec-
tive voting power. While there has been ex-
tensive debate about big money politics in
the United States, for example, thereis till a
conspi cuous silence on the issue among a lot
of Australian politicians.

Public funding of eections was supposed
to reduce the parties’ reliance on private cor-
porations and union donations, but all that
has happened is a blow-out in both public
and private funding as parties engage in an
increasingly expensive bidding war at elec-
tion time. Corporate contributions have be-
come an accepted part of the eection land-
scape. We are unlike our New Zealand and
Canadian cousins, who have placed wide-
ranging legal restrictions on such contribu-
tions, with the explicit aim of limiting the
political influence of the wealthy.

The substantive problem is the possibility
that such donations can actually purchase
influence. Controversy surrounding the exer-
cise of ministerial discretion on the issue of

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 10 May 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 63

visas some time ago gave credence to this
concern.

| do not know of any comparable Austra-
lian data, but there are surveys of major cor-
porate donors in the United States. Some of
those companies are the same ones that do-
nate in Australia. The surveys show that they
do not donate out of a charitable impulse or a
sense of civic duty; they expect a return for
their money. A Business Week-Harris pall,
for instance, surveyed 400 senior executives
from large public corporations to explore
their reasons for donating to palitical parties.
Over half nominated securing access to law
makers to ensure consideration of matters
affecting their businesses as the main reason.
A further 27 per cent indicated that gaining
access was at least part of ther rationale,
while 58 per cent nominated | osing influence
to the unions or to environmental organisa-
tions as relevant considerations. In addition
to those not very honourable reasons, a wor-
rying 41 per cent said that at least part of the
reason that they made political donations
was the hope of receiving ‘ preferential con-
sideration on regulations and legidation
benefiting our businesses'. That is precisaly
the reason for my concern.

As retired US senator Paul Simon said in
speaking on this issue, anyone who has been
a candidate for major public office and says
that campaign contributions do not affect
them is simply not telling the truth. He went
on to say that ‘the financially articulate’, as
he calls them, ‘ have inordinate access to pol-
icy makers'. By way of example, he cited his
own responses, which | think are probably
pretty typical. He said:
| have never promised anyone a thing for a cam-
paign contribution. But, when | was still in the
Senate, if | arrived at a hotel in Chicago at mid-
night there might be twenty phone calls waiting
for me. Nineteen of them are perhaps from people
whose names | did not recognize, and the twenti-
eth is someone who gave me a ... campaign con-

tribution. At midnight | am not going to make
twenty phone calls. | might make one. Which one
do you think I am going to make?

As| say, thereis no reason to believe that the
same observations do not apply to Australian
MPs. Reliance on donations may also create
a strong inducement for political parties gen-
erally to bias their policies toward business
and high-income earners who provide the
bulk of funding, thus conspicuously under-
mining that very important promise of de-
mocracy that we all share equally in palitical
power.

A few years ago, during the debate on na-
tive title, some people may have noticed the
threat by the mining industry that they would
withdraw campaign contributions altogether
from both major parties unless they made
changes to native title and other policies.
That they should say so publicly shows just
how blatant the exercise of such influence
had become.

Donations to political parties and candi-
dates are often controversial, and rightly so.
They have the potential to corrode democ-
racy and in some cases may amount to out-
right corruption. Transparency and account-
ability are fundamental; we should be doing
everything we can to improve them, not to
undermine them as this bill does.

A key question for democracy was high-
lighted in a recent Democratic Audit of Aus-
tralia conference. It is a simple question:
how democratic is the way palitical parties
are funded in Australia? It is not enough that
we call ourselves a democracy. How do we
fund our parties?

It is reasonable to say that parties need
funding. Funding is necessary to enable par-
ties to perform their functions in democracy.
Parties are central. They have a privileged
position. There are the functions of represen-
tation, agenda setting, participation and en-
gaging as many people as possible. There is

CHAMBER



64 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 10 May 2006

the function of governance. We do after all
form governments in every state and territory
in the Commonwealth. At the same time we
must ensure equality in participation and
freedom of political association. They are
reasonable objectives.

The truth is that any reasonable examina-
tion will show that the existing system falls
well short of these ideals. We should be seek-
ing to improve, not further undermine, the
quality of our democracy. The risk that we
face with the sort of funding we have, under-
pinned in this bill, is that funding as we have
it favours existing parties and incumbents. It
denies electoral choice and reduces the com-
petition of ideas. It is possible that funding
and other electoral laws entrench the inter-
ests of the magjor parties. | am a member of
one of them, so in some senses | am speak-
ing against my own self-interest; but | do not
think it is good for democracy—what the
Democratic Audit of Australia called ‘cor-
ruption as partisan abuse' . Some people sim-
ply cannot get the money to run campaigns.

The second risk with the current way we
fund our eections and our parties is that
funds are misused for personal benefit or for
the benefit of partisan allies, and | have
touched on this. Some people will have fol-
lowed the recent furore over the nomination
to the House of Lords of big donors to the
British Labour Party. We are all aware of the
appointment to the Reserve Bank here of a
Liberal Party benefactor.

A third risk is that political donations
might be made to favour donors—that is the
“corruption as undue influence’ described by
the Democratic Audit. That violates the key
principle | was speaking of earlier, equality
of voters. We should have equal concern for
the interests of all citizens, regardless of
whether they have given us or our parties
funding. They should all have a capacity to
influence the outcomes of political decisions,

which should not be distorted in favour of
party financiers. Australian Election Studies
data shows that almost half the votersin this
country actually believe that it is the prefer-
ences of big interests that determine policy
and not the preferences of the voters. So
people out there clearly believe it already.

Transparency is fundamental to prevent-
ing abuse. We need to know who is donating
and how much. We need to hold parties and
members of parliament responsible. We need
adequate disclosure of the sources of funds,
as wdl as the uses to which funds are put,
and we also need the media to play its part in
bringing information to public attention. This
legidation is going to make it harder to iden-
tify sources and does nothing to improve the
already inadequate provisions relating to use.
We do not know the uses to which many of
these funds are put.

We need to remember, too, that all parties
now rely heavily on private funding—for the
major partiesit is approximately 80 per cent.
Most of it appears to be used for advertising
and €electioneering, and those other functions
I mentioned do not get a look in. We do not
know how much is actually used for other
political participation, policy development,
research, increasing membership and so on,
but | would hazard a guess that it is not
much.

The existing provisions fall short of desir-
able standards. Firstly, there is inadequate
information regarding the donations. It is not
required under the existing law to accurately
categorise receipts as donations or otherwise,
and it is actualy very difficult to track
sources right now. The sale of political ac-
cess is a worrying trend and an increasing
source of funds for which there is no disclo-
sure. Some receipts which most would pre-
sume are donations are not so declared. They
involve the direct purchase of political ac-
cess. Parties will access directly or through
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third parties seats at the table, for instance, of
a minister or the Prime Minister. An exam-
ple—and examples are on our side as well—
isthe ALP‘It'stime dinner; $10,000 atable.
The Prime Minister’s table is worth a bit
more—3$11,000 at the last € ection.

Through fundraising organisations like the
Millennium Foundation, companies can be
sponsors and the cost need not be publicly
specified. For their sponsorship, they get a
variety of entitlements that are not available
to ordinary citizens, including access to min-
isters, briefings and so on. There is no public
information about who is contributing and
how much. It is precisely these payments, in
my view, where disclosure is vital, because
of concerns about undue influence. It is also
more readily available, with these big price
tags, to the already well-off; and there is an
unfair advantage to the incumbents, who are
able to put ministers and the Prime Minister
at their tables rather than shadow ministers
from the opposition, who are not nearly so
politically attractive.

Under the existing legidation, disclosure
is not timely. We need to know before an
election, not after, whose promises are being
funded. There is right now a lack of compli-
ance. Democratic Audit and the AEC have
both expressed concern on a number of occa-
sions about a culture of evasion, that the par-
ties are not according sufficient priority to
disclosure and that they are siphoning large
sums through associated entities that make
up between half and 80 per cent, depending
on the year. This compromises transparency
and makes funding less visible to the media
and more resistant to a disclosure regime,
and bodies like the Greenfields Foundation
areincluded in this criticism.

Democratic Audit of Australia researcher
Joo Cheong Tham concluded that disclosure
schemes are limited by the inadequate dis-
closure of the nature of contributions and

delaysin disclosure. There also seemsto bea
culture of noncompliance. The inevitable
attempt by parties to exploit loopholes ap-
pears not to be sufficiently counteracted by
robust enforcement and regulation. In short,
such schemes are leaky sieves that permit
evasion of adequate disclosure. That is the
current system.

Lack of transparency will be compounded
when this legidation passes. Members will
be aware that the Parliamentary Library es-
timates that, allowing for some lack of preci-
sion in the definitions of ‘donations’ versus
‘other receipts’, current disclosure require-
ments mean that details of funding were
available in approximately 82 per cent of the
144 million receipts in 2004-05. Of this, 118
million, or 28 per cent, were donations. Lift-
ing the threshold would mean that details
would be disclosed for only 70 per cent, with
25 per cent classified as donations, or just 17
per cent of total declared receipts. Averaging
over the last seven financial years, it is clear
that the proportion of receipts for which the
coalition and the ALP would be required to
disclose details will drop from three-quarters
of their declared receipts to about two-
thirds—a clear loss of transparency and ac-
countability. When account is taken of the
fact that multiple donations can be made to
separate branches of the parties, changes
proposed in these bills could allow a dona-
tion of as much as $90,000 a year, depending
on the party, without triggering disclosure.
Partnersin arelationship could each give this
amount, so you could end up with $180,000
without disclosure.

Disclosure legislation should be crafted to
reveal reationships between paliticians and
donors, not hide them; to enable scrutiny of
their subsequent relationship; and to prevent
graft, which our law does but only indirectly.
It cannot establish causal links between do-
nations and subsequent actions, but it should
at least allow for the public testing of rela-
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tionships, as we saw with Minister Rud-
dock’s ‘cash for visas controversy—at least
it did see the light of day. Generous support
of the Liberal Party by an appointment to the
Reserve Bank board did eventually become
public.

A fundamental principle is that everyone
should have the same chance to influence
government decision making. Corporate in-
terests and trade unions make up approxi-
mately 40 per cent of donations to the major
parties—probably more, in fact. Even for the
ALPR, business interests are more substantial
contributors. Unions, in theory at least, are
democratically constituted; corporations are
not. So we do not have democracy in these
bodies. Such dependence on these big donors
is likely to facilitate special treatment and
access for such bodies over ordinary citizens.

Institutional dependence on this ‘inter-
ested money’, as it is called, means that we
do not have the necessary accountability,
particularly because those institutions them-
selves are not accountable. Companies are
not required to consult shareholders. Even in
democratically elected union committees, the
danger is that officials will contribute to fur-
ther their own careers rather than to protect
their members' interests. Therisk isthat MPs
and party officials will not form independent
judgments of public interest but shape their
positions according to the interests of finan-
ciers. This gives advantage to the already
established and well-heeled parties in our
democracies.

We should have fair competition. If we
measure how private funding compares with
electoral support, for instance, it shows that
the current system is unfair. The ALP gets
roughly $22 a vote; the Liberals, $18 a vote;
The Nationals, $28 a vote; the Democrats, $6
a vote; and the Greens, $8.50 a vote. Thisis
a dramatic inequality, and it shows and en-
trenches the privileges of the two-party sys-

tem. It is very difficult for the minor parties
to be heard. When access is sold, as it is,
there is a very real possibility of corruption
and the exercise of undue influence. Without
scrutiny, that becomes worse. Of course the
costs are prohibitive for ordinary citizens.
They simply cannot get afoot in the door.

It is time we stopped tinkering and fol-
lowed the lead of many Western European
countries, as well as Canada and New Zea-
land. While | oppose this hill, our existing
system does not work very well either. | have
said elsewhere and | want to repeat today
that it is time to rein in the exponential
growth of corporate donations—union dona-
tions as well—and to curtail the proliferation
of content-free, coercive media advertising
that passes for policy debate during elec-
tions. That is what we are funding, after all.
Most of that rubbish comes from corporate
donations. The retention of public funding of
elections should be accompanied by meas
ures to limit the size of individual private
donations to $1,500 or thereabouts and to
proscribe—in other words, to stop—any do-
nations from corporations and large organi-
sations, as exists in parts of Europe. An ex-
tension of free-to-air radio and television
could accompany these changes so that po-
litical parties are able to compete in getting
their messages and policies across to the
Australian people, so that we have a genuine
democracy worthy of the name.

Ms PLIBERSEK (Sydney) (1.48 pm)—I
rise today to speak in opposition to the gov-
ernment’'s  Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005, because it weakens our
democracy in several ways. The member for
Fremantle has spoken eloquently about the
issue of donations to political parties. This
legidlation increases the alowable donation
threshold and raises the tax deductability
threshold. But there are two other things that
this legidation does that | believe also

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 10 May 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 67

weaken democracy considerably. Firstly, the
legidation makes it significantly harder for
people to vote, by closing the electoral roll at
the announcement of the eection. Secondly,
it makes it significantly harder for people to
vote, by requiring a drivers licence or some
other photo identification before they are
able to cast their vote. These measures will
significantly disenfranchise many hundreds
of thousands of young people particularly. |
oppose these measures wholeheartedly.

The argument that the government puts
forward is that these measures will ensure
the integrity of the eectoral roll. 1 do not
think this is about the integrity of the elec-
toral roll at all; I think it is about disenfran-
chising young people, who do not, by and
large, vote for the Howard government. The
solution to the electoral enrolment process,
according to the government, is to close the
electoral roll on the day the election is
called; not give people the ability to update
their correct enrolment details; not give peo-
ple—particularly young people—the chance
to enral in the days after an electionis called;
and, as | said earlier, have people provide a
drivers licence or other photo ID before they
can cast avote.

Why are they doing this? Is there enor-
mous proven fraud with regard to the elec-
toral roll? Certainly not. You would be for-
given for thinking that examples of fraud
must be widespread for the government to
initiate this bill and to put forward these ar-
guments for the bill. The arguments from the
government have been all about integrity. It
seems curious, then, to actually prevent peo-
ple from fixing up their electoral enrolment
once the dection has been called, to prevent
peopl e from correcting their wrong addresses
once the election has been called. How does
that contribute to integrity?

There have been severa significant par-
liamentary committee examinations of the

electoral roll and electoral fraud, and there is
not a single credible authority on electoral
matters that supports the government’s
changes in this area. Professor Brian Costar,
who is a researcher at the Swinburne Insti-
tute for Social Research and a well-known
academic and expert on electoral matters,
told the Senate Finance and Public Admini-
stration Legisation Committee that the no-
tion that there is widespread fraud is a ‘ con-
spiracy theory'. In his evidence to the com-
mittee he rgjected the notion:

... that there is out there a vast army of villains
who want to take advantage of every nook and
cranny of the law to sign up phantom voters ... to
rort the system ...

Indeed, a comprehensive review of therall in
2002 by the Australian National Audit Office
concluded:

... overal, the Australian electoral rall is one of
high integrity, and ... can berelied on for eectoral
pUrposes.

Even Minister Abetz is on the record saying
that there is little evidence of fraud of our
electoral roll. He said that as late as last Oc-
tober in a speech to the Sydney Institute. The
acknowledged experts are the Australian
Electoral Commission, the people that actu-
aly administer the roll and run our election
day voting. In their submission to the 2000
parliamentary inquiry into the integrity of the
electoral roll, the Australian Electoral Com-
mission said:

... early close of the rolls will not improve the
accuracy of the ralls for an election ... In fact, the
expectation is that the rolls for the election will be
less accurate, because less time will be available
for existing electors to correct their enrolments
and for new enrolments to be received.

In 2001 the Joint Standing Committee on
Electoral Matters conducted a thorough in-
vestigation into the integrity of the roll and
found that, in the five federal elections and
one referendum to the year 2001, there were
72 million ballot papers cast and just 71
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known cases of false enrolments. You really
can say that known fraud is one in a million.
These fraud rates seem even more ridiculous
when you consider that the Australian Elec-
toral Commission does not consider that any
of them were deliberate attempts to corrupt
or influence an electoral outcome. Professor
Costar, whom | quoted earlier, and Peter
Browne are both researchers at the Swin-
burne Institute for Social Research. They
said in the Age on 4 April 2006 that last year:
... when it made its first submission to the parlia-
mentary inquiry into the conduct of the 2004 fed-
eral election, the AEC expressed no concern
whatsoever about the workload it faces at each
election, when voters are given seven days' grace
to enrol or to update their enrolments. Nor did it
express its support for the argument that the last-
minute rush of enrolments creates opportunities
for electoral fraud. Although several members of
the committee repeatedly returned to the issue,
they failed to persuade the commission to support
the closure of the eectoral roll as soon as the
prime minister calls an election.

It is difficult to understand why the govern-
ment would persist in the face of opposition
from the people who are charged with ad-
ministering the eectoral roll and polling on
voting day. If they say that it is not too big a
workload for them, who is the government to
say that it is too big a workload for them?
The Electoral Commission is also quoted as
saying last year:

This expected outcome is in direct conflict with
the stated policy intention of the Government to
improve the accuracy of the ralls. Further, it will
undoubtedly have a negative impact on the fran-
chise, an outcome which the AEC cannot support.
| want to repeat that: the AEC say that they
cannot support this proposal.

| am advised that since 1940 the average
gap between the calling of an election and
the closing of the roll has been more than 19
days. Allowing people to enral or fix up their
enrolment in those 19 days has had no de-
monstrable ill impact on the quality of the

roll. Indeed, in our most recent election in
2004, we saw almost 1.7 million 18- to 25-
year-olds enrol to vote for the first time. In
the seven days after the writs were issued for
the 2004 e ection, 78,000 people enrolled to
vote for the first time. Under this proposal,
those 78,000 people would not have had the
chance to vote for the first time. Why would
you want to disenfranchise these 18-year-
olds? Why would you want to stop them vot-
ing for the first time? Another 345,000 peo-
ple updated their details in 2004 in the seven
days after the writs were issued. In fact, once
the roll actually closed after that seven-day
window, another 150,000 tried to enrol or fix
up their enrolment details. If this proposed
law goes ahead then those 78,000 kids en-
ralling for the first time would have been
excluded from voting, as would many of the
345,000 people who sought to update their
electoral enrolment details. Given that there
were 150,000 people still trying to enrol after
the closing of the roll, you could make a
pretty strong argument that in fact you
should extend the period rather than shorten
it.

If you look at the 1983 federal eection,
the only eection since the Second World
War where the roll was closed on the same
day that the election was called, you will see
that there were some 90,000 people who
found themselves unable to vote because
they had not been enrolled at the time of the
announcement of the election. The Electoral
Commission noted at the time that the effect
of this was seen on election day, when there
was much confusion, with many provisional
votes issued and major inconvenience to the
Electoral Commission polling booth work-
as. (Extension of time granted) These
changes both are unnecessary and will
weaken our democracy and the integrity of
our electoral system. They will disenfran-
chise young people and contribute to the roll
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that does not have the most recent addresses
and detailsfor voters.

The SPEAKER—Order! It being 2 pm,
the debate is interrupted in accordance with
standing order 97. The debate may be re-
sumed at a later hour and the member will
have leave to continue speaking when the
debate is resumed.

QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE
Budget 2006-07

Mr SWAN (2.00 pm)—My question is di-
rected to the Treasurer. Treasurer, did the
secretary of the Treasury brief the Reserve
Bank board on the contents of the budget

before the bank took its decision to raise in-
terest rates?

Mr COSTELLO—What the Treasury
secretary says to the Reserve Bank is a mat-
ter for the Reserve Bank; it is not a matter
for me. | am rather amused, as | always am,
by the member for Lilley, because his big
point has been that the government should
instruct the Treasury secretary what to say at
Reserve Bank board meetings. Leave aside
the fact that the board is independent. Thisis
the point that really gets me: the Australian
Labor Party’s policy up until a couple of
years ago was to take the Treasury secretary
off the board so that he could not actually
represent the government.

Mr Beazley—Mr Speaker, on a point of
order: the question was a very simple,
straightforward one. Did the secretary of the
Treasury brief the Reserve Bank governor on
the details of the budget prior to the decision
to increase interest rates?

The SPEAKER—The Leader of the Op-
position will resume his seat. The Treasurer
has only begun to answer the question. He is
in order.

Mr COSTELLO—Two years ago the
Labor Party said that the Treasury secretary
should not be on the board, but now he

should be going to meetings and he should
be telling what the government is intending
to do. There have been a lot of winners out
of this budget, but the biggest loser has been
the Leader of the Opposition.

Budget 2006-07

Mr RICHARDSON (2.02 pm)—My
question is addressed to the Treasurer. Would
the Treasurer inform the House of the eco-
nomic outlook contained in the budget? How
has the government been able to achieve this
outcome and what opportunities does this
afford?

Mr COSTELLO—This is a budget
whichinvests for the future of our country. It
is a budget which has additional investment
inroad, inrail andin water and it is a budget
which has significant reform of the taxation
system in respect of business taxation, per-
sonal income tax and, of course, superannua-
tion. In terms of the outlook the honourable
member for Kingston asked me about, the
government’s updated economic forecasts
are that the GDP will grow by 3% per cent in
2006-07. Robust commodity growth is lead-
ing to strong business investment, which is
expected to drive growth over 2006-07.
Business investment has grown 75 per cent
in the past four years and is expected to stay
high in 2006-07. Although household con-
sumption is expected to slow, some of that
will be taken up by business investment and
improvements in exports, as| said earlier.

The government’s management of the
economy has seen unemployment fall to a
30-year low. Since this government was
elected 1.7 million new jobs have been cre-
ated in the Australian economy, with unem-
ployment falling to five per cent. The gov-
ernment has put in place a budget which will
keep Australia growing in alow inflation rate
environment, which will balance the budget
and return a surplus for the ninth time in 10
years, which will be consistent with keeping
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people in work and which will be consistent
with giving Australians the opportunities that
they deserve in one of the stronger growing
economies of the world, which is now debt
free and which has great opportunities for the
future.
Budget 2006-07

Mr SWAN (2.04 pm)—My question is
also to the Treasurer. Is it a fact that the
budget is forecasting that the current account
deficit will increase by $6 billion to $62 hil-
lion by the end of next financial year and
push foreign debt beyond its current level of
half a trillion dollars? Won't this, as the
Treasurer warned with cold anger in 1995,
put ‘ pressure on interest rates, on home buy-
ers, on businesses, on those who have credit
card bills, on those who are trying to pay off
their cars and mortgages ?

Mr COSTEL L O—No, because—

Ms Macklin—It was al right in 95, was
it?

Mr COSTEL L O—I love the member for
Jagajaga—she just comes in at the critical
time. Can | say to members of the Labor
backbench: under no circumstances change
your deputy |eader.

Mr Griffin—You' re not planning to?

Mr COSTELLO—She asked me what
was different about 1995. Let me tell you.

Mr Griffin—You' re not planning to?

The SPEAK ER—Order! The member for
Bruce!

Mr Griffin interjecting—

The SPEAK ER—The member for Bruce
iswarned!

Mr COSTELLO—I will respond to the
member for Jagajaga’s interjection. In 1995
there were two critical differences. In 1995
the Australian government owed $96 hillion
and today the Australian government has no
net debt at all. The second thing, of course, is

that in 1995 under the Australian Labor Party
Australids credit rating had been down-
graded twice. Since this government was
eected not only has this government repaid
Labor debt but that credit rating has been
upgraded on two occasions back to AAA.
The Australian government’'s foreign cur-
rency bonds are now the highest rated pre-
mium bonds in the world. We went back-
wards under Labor. The coalition has taken
Australia back to where it ought to be.

Budget 2006-07

Mr BAKER (2.06 pm)—My question is
also addressed to the Treasurer. Can the
Treasurer inform the House about how the
government will responsibly reward hard-
working Australians with a tax cut? How can
the government afford this latest instalment
of tax cuts?

Mr COSTELLO—I thank the honour-
able member for Braddon for his question. |
can inform him that, as a consequence of last
night's budget, all Australians—people in
Braddon and people in other electorates
throughout Australia—will get a reduction in
income tax. As a consequence of last night’s
announcement, Australia will now have four
income tax rates: 15c¢, 30c, 40c and 45c. The
thresholds will be $25,000 for the 15c rate,
$75,000 for the 30c rate, $150,000 for the
40c rate and 45 per cent after that.

The conseguence of this is that the vast
bulk of Australians, who have incomes be-
tween $25,000 and $75,000, will face no
higher marginal tax rate than 30c in the dol-
lar. They will not be subject to bracket creep.
On 1 July, the top tax rate of 45c will apply
to only two per cent of Australian taxpayers.
When this government came to office, you
went onto the top tax rate of 40c in the dollar
at $50,000. If this government had indexed
the labour rate, that top rate would cut in
today at $64,000 but, as a result of last
night’s changes, that top rate will no longer
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cut in until you are earning above $150,000.
That applies to only two per cent of Austra-
lian taxpayers. In addition to that, the gov-
ernment has introduced a low-income tax
offset, which means that low-income earners
will not pay tax until their income goes
above $10,000. In addition to that, this gov-
ernment has introduced new family allow-
ances.

The reasons we have the opportunity to
cut taxation are that we can fund our invest-
ments in health and ageing and education,
we have had nine surplus budgets out of the
last 10 and we have now repaid Labor’s
debt—the debt that was |eft to this country in
1996 by none other than the current Leader
of the Opposition when he was Minister for
Finance. This is what opportunity is about
for all Australians, and tax reductions will
‘incentivise’ our tax systemin Australia.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS

The SPEAKER (2.09 pm)—I inform the
House that we have present in the galery
this afternoon members of a parliamentary
delegation from the Senate Parliamentary
Committee on Constitutional and Legal Af-
fairs of the Czech Republic, accompanied by
the Ambassador to the Czech Republic. On
behalf of the House | extend to them a very
warm welcome.

Honour able member s—Hear, hear!
QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE
Budget 2006-07

Mr BEAZLEY (2.10 pm)—My question
is to the Treasurer. Isn't it a fact that since
last night’s budget the bank bill futures mar-
ket has shifted to predicting with 100 per
cent certainty that interest rates will rise
again within the next year? Is the futures
market wrong? Will the Treasurer guarantee
that interest rates will not go up as the fu-
tures market predicts?

Mr COSTELLO—According to my in-
formation, the overnight interest rates swap
moved by one basis point, from 5.76 to 5.77.
That is one basis point. | will have the
Leader of the Opposition’s figures investi-
gated, but | always take his figures with a
grain of salt. This is the man who, back in
1996, said a $10 hillion budget deficit was a
surplus. But there is one question that we are
always happy to take from the Australian
Labor Party: a question on interest rates.
Those of us who have been in this place in
opposition well remember the then Leader of
the House and Minister for Finance presiding
over a government which had home mort-
gage interest rates at 17 per cent. Whilst he
was in office, through the whole period of
the Keating years, the average home mort-
gage interest rate was 12%; per cent, com-
pared with an interest rate today of 7% per
cent.

Mr Speaker, if you were paying the ‘Kim
Beazley average rat€ —not his highest rate
but his average rate—you would be paying
another $215 on a standard mortgage loan
today. So the evidence is there. This is the
government which has so run economic pol-
icy asto keep interest rates low. We will con-
tinue to manage the Australian economy so
as to keep interest rates low, and they will be
substantially lower than the Australian Labor
Party’s 12% per cent. If the Australian public
want to make an assessment of records in
relation to interest rates, we would invite
them to do so because there is one person
who would be coming down the bottom of
the list and he goes by the name of the
Leader of the Opposition.

Budget 2006-07
Mrs DRAPER (2.13 pm)—My question
is also addressed to the Treasurer. Would the
Treasurer inform the House of his plan to
introduce the most significant reform to the
superannuation system in decades? Who will
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benefit and how will this help provide for
future retirement needs, especialy for my
constituents of Makin?

Mr COSTELLO—I thank the honour-
able member for Makin for her question. |
can inform her that the constituents of
Makin, like other Australians, will benefit
from the largest superannuation reform in at
least two decades and, if you exclude bad
reforms like the big one two decades ago,
one of the best that has ever been made in
respect of superannuation in this country.
This is a plan to radically cut through the
complexity of the superannuation system. It
isaplan for no tax on end benefits: no tax on
end benefits for lump sums and no tax on
end benefits for pensions if you are in a
taxed superannuation fund and you take your
earnings after the age of 60.

As a consequence of that, we will now no
longer need different rates for pre 1983 and
post 1983, for pre 1994 and post 1994, for
capital gains exempt, for getting the rebate
and for a whole host of other complexities
currently in the system. We will now no
longer need reasonable benefits limits or age
based limits because we will have one stan-
dard, universal limit. This will make super-
annuation an attractive savings vehicle for all
Australians, and it will give people certainty
in their retirement as a consequence.

The reform of the Australian superannua-
tion system is broad-ranging reform and it is
being undertaken by this government as part
of its major tax reform in relation to income
tax and business tax. It is a reform that will
make retirement easier to understand. It will
boost standards of living in retirement and it
will boost Australia in a way in which we
want to build our country into the future.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS

The SPEAKER (2.15 pm)—I inform the
House that we have present in the gallery
this afternoon the Hon. Kathy Sullivan, a

former parliamentary secretary and member
for Moncrieff. On behalf of all members, |
extend to her avery warm welcome.

Honour able member s—Hear, hear!
QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE
Workplace Relations

Mr BEAZLEY (2.15 pm)—My question
is to the Prime Minister. Is the Prime Minis-
ter aware that, because of the government’s
industrial relations changes, Spotless Ser-
vices, contracted to clean army barracks in
Victoria, has offered its employees a new
agreement that will cut part-time loadings,
casual loadings and penalty rates? Isn't it the
case that a permanent, full-time shiftworker,
working an afternoon shift from 2 pm to 10
pm on less than $30,000 a year, stands to
lose $16.96 a week under the new agree-
ment? Prime Minister, how can any relief
this worker receives under your budget pos-
sibly make up for the triple whammy of pet-
rol price increases, interest rate increases and
lower wages caused by your industrial rela-
tions changes?

Mr HOWARD—I do not know the par-
ticular circumstances to which the Leader of
the Opposition is referring, but | do know
something about the way real wages have
moved under my government compared with
how they moved under the government of
which he was a member. As | have said fre-
quently in this House, when it comes to the
impact of industrial relations changes, my
guarantee about real wages is my record.
What the budget has done is to address in a
very real way the concerns of millions of
Australian families who are obviously fedl-
ing the impact of higher petrol prices.

| am interested that the Leader of the Op-
position mentions petrol prices, because |
seem to recall the Leader of the Opposition
doing an interview on 6PR, | think in Octo-
ber or November last year, when he was
asked whether it was a good idea to cut the
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petrol excise. He said: ‘No, it's not. The way
in which you help people with higher petrol
prices is to cut their tax.” And that is exactly
what this government has done.

| am fascinated with the Leader of the
Opposition, because | heard him this morn-
ing say that the tax cuts in the budget were
long overdue. That is very interesting. They
are long overdue in 2006, but who voted
against them in 2005? None other than the
person who asked me the question. | do not
think the Leader of the Opposition has a lot
of credibility in asking me about so-called
triple whammies.

Budget 2006-07

Mrs MARKUS (2.18 pm)—My question
is addressed to the Minister for Families,
Community Services and Indigenous Affairs.
Would the minister advise the House of steps
the government is taking to build on its re-
cord support for families using child care?

Mr BROUGH—I thank the member for
Greenway for her obvious passion for the
families in her éectorate. She is only too
well aware that, since 1996, the federal gov-
ernment—the Howard government—has
more than doubled the number of child-care
places and more than doubled expenditure on
child care in this country, providing more
opportunities for families. Last night the
Treasurer announced a further major invest-
ment in child care by the Howard govern-
ment. For the very first time, not only will
long day care be uncapped but family day
care will be totally uncapped and outside of
school hours care will be uncapped.

This means that, if a constituent in the
eectorate of Greenway, in the suburb of
Glenwood, for argument's sake, were to
come to the member for Greenway and say,
‘I need an after school care place in that sub-
urb,” she does not have to say, ‘| have to wait
for some bureaucratic round.” She can say,
‘Let'sdoit. Let's go and produceit,” because

the federal government will fund those
places as long as they meet the basic criteria
of safety. We will have uncapped family day
care. We will have uncapped outside of
schoal hours care and we will have uncapped
long day care.

With this government’s assistance, we will
see more people entering the workforce and
more women entering the workforce for the
first time. We are extending the support
through JET so that, when these people are
making that crucial decision to go from wel-
fare into work, not only will they get the
child-care rebate and the child-care benefit
but they will also be able to have most, if not
all, of that gap paid in some instances so that
they do not have to see child-care costs as a
barrier at all. That is the commitment that the
Howard government has to people re-
entering the workforce and to giving them
choicein child care.

We are spending nearly $10 hillion over
the next four years on child care, and we be-
lieve compliance is essential. So we will be
ensuring that not only every child-care place
is a quality, safe environment but every tax-
payer’'s dallar is spent on delivering a child-
care place. We will be doing that through a
maintenance program using new IT, rolling it
out across the country, supporting it with
compliance and uncapping the places. Thisis
fundamental reform which will give parents
choice in where they place their child and
which will ensure that they can have the
quality of child care that they deserve.

Budget 2006-07

Ms PLIBERSEK (2.21 pm)—My ques
tion is addressed to the Treasurer. | refer to
the Treasurer’s budget announcement that
the government will lift the cap on family
day care and out of school hours care places.
Doesn't the Treasurer redlise that there are
almost 100,000 after school care places and
family day care places announced in previ-
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ous budgets that are still unused, mainly be-
cause of the shortage of child-care workers?
How exactly will lifting the cap help if there
is no-oneto deliver the services?

Mr COSTELLO—I think the Minister
for Families, Community Services and In-
digenous Affairs just explained the answer to
that very well. What he said was that, aslong
as there is no cap on places and there is un-
fulfilled demand, any €ligible person who
can set up a facility is free to do so and to
attract child-care benefit. | know that in my
electorate there will be plenty of schools that
will want to set up outside school hours care.
Up until now, the problem has always been
that the places were limited. | do not know if
the member for Sydney is in contact with
schools in her electorate, but certainly the
ones that contact me say, ‘Can you lift the
limits? | am going to go back to them and
say: ‘There no longer are any limits. As a
consequence, if you have people who want
to use a service, set it up and get it going
they will get the child-care benefit and, in
addition—something the Australian Labor
Party never had the wit to introduce—a
child-care rebate which from 1 July this year
is going to give a 30 per cent rebate on out-
of-pocket costs up to $4,000 per child per
annum.” Let me put that in context. If you
have two kids in child care, that could be
$8,000. If you have three kids in child care,
that could be $12,000. These are great an-
nouncements that would be welcomed by
Australian families, and we look forward to
the Australian Labor Party supporting them.

Budget 2006-07

Mr HAASE (2.24 pm)—My question is
addressed to the Deputy Prime Minister.
Would the Deputy Prime Minister outline to
the House how last night’s budget will assist
our exporters to contribute to Australia’s
continued strong economic performance?

Mr VAILE—I thank the member for Kal-
goorlie for his question. Of course, the elec-
torate the member represents is a significant
contributor to the export effort and the
strength of the Australian economy at the
moment. The budget ddlivered by the Treas-
urer last night is strong and comprehensive.
It has been delivered through good govern-
ment, good economic management and, most
of all, through the discipline with which the
government has managed the Australian
economy over the last 10 years—a discipline
which had not been shown by previous gov-
ernments in Australia, particularly Labor
governments. | congratulate the Treasurer on
hisfiscal prowess in delivering this budget—
for striking the right balance for all Austra-
liansin this budget.

The budget forecasts that exports will rise
by seven per cent in volume terms in 2006-
07, and that is off a relatively high base, so
exports are going to continue to grow. The
budget announced an extra $2.3 hillion in-
vestment in much needed transport infra-
structure, which is going to be crucial in get-
ting exports to the ports and out of Australia.
The announced increase in the depreciation
allowance to 200 per cent for busi nesses will
encourage investment by Australia's export-
ing businesses. It will make them much more
competitive in the international marketplace.
Aswedll, the budget provides $23.3 million to
continue our TradeStart office network
across Australia to reach out, encourage and
help new exporters in particular to get into
export markets. It also contains $160 million
for the Export Market Development Grants
Scheme, which, particularly for new export-
ers, is a very valuable resource for getting
into new markets and supporting their efforts
in opening up new markets.

Importantly, the budget delivers another
surplus. A $10.8 billion surplusin the Austra-
lian economy is forecast. It is further proof
of the government’s stable and sound eco-
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nomic management of this country. We will
continue to maintain a strong and stable
economy, which is the most important thing
the business community needs to competein
the international marketplace. This is a re-
sponsible budget which invests in critical
infrastructure for the future. It also investsin
research and devel opment in technol ogy, and
it gives the private sector the opportunity to
invest in their future and be more competi-
tive on the world stage.

Exports

Mr RUDD (2.27 pm)—My question also
is to the Minister for Trade. As the minister
responsible for Australia’s export perform-
ance for the last six years, can the minister
explain to the House why it was that in 2001
he forecast five per cent export growth when
in fact exports fell by 0.8 per cent? In 2002
he forecast six per cent export growth when
exports in fact fell, again by 0.8 per cent. In
2003 he again forecast export growth of six
per cent while exports grew by barely more
than one per cent. In 2004 there was a heroic
forecast of eight per cent export growth
whereas exports in fact only grew by 2.5 per
cent. In 2005 there was a further heroic fore-
cast of seven per cent export growth whenin
fact exports grew by barely two per cent.
Minister, given that this track record is a to-
tal joke, on what basis should the Australian
people believe that, for the first time in six
years, the trade minister will actually fulfil
his export forecast of seven per cent growth
for 2006-077?

Mr Baldwin—Mr Speaker, on a point of
order: the graph the member showed was
upside down and it was very hard to see.

The SPEAKER—The member will re-
sume his seat. That is not a point of order.

Mr VAILE—It was interesting to look at
the prop the member for Griffith was holding
up. Hewas holding it upside down. In all the
years the member for Griffith referred to,

there has been in trend terms a continued
growth in exports out of Australia—apart
from one year. | point out to the member for
Griffith that in 2005-06 to date there has
been a 17 per cent growth in exports out of
Australia to $140.5 billion, and we are on
track to achieve the seven per cent growth
forecast in this budget in 2006-07.

Budget 2006-07

Mr VASTA (2.29 pm)—My question is
addressed to the Minister for Health and
Ageing. Would the minister advise the House
how this year’s budget will boost Australia’s
medical research effort?

Mr ABBOTT—I thank the member for
Bonner for his question. | can point out to
him and to other members that the Howard
government does not just talk about Medi-
care but invests the money necessary to
make a good system even better—$48 hillion
in the coming financial year, as the Treasurer
said last night with, | thought, a note of justi-
fiable pride in his voice. But it is not just the
quantity of the spending; it is the quality of
the outcomes which count. That is why
medical research is so important, because it
is today’'s research which produces tomor-
row’s medicines and technol ogies which will
keep millions of Australians happier and
healthier.

Australia has always punched above its
weight in health and medical research. We
have produced no fewer than six Nobe prize
winners in this area. Aspro, penicillin, the
heart pacemaker, the ultrasound scanner and
the bionic ear were all developed by Austra-
lians or in Australia. And last night's budget
reinforces this great tradition: there is $905
million in new money for medical research.
That means that national health and medical
research funding will increase fivefold, from
$127 million in 1996 to $700 million a year
at the end of this quadrennium. It means new
infrastructure for Australia’'s great medical
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research institutes like the Walter and Eliza
Hall, the Garvin, the Florey and the millen-
nium institute at Westmead Hospital. | want
to say that last night's budget substantially
ddlivered on the major recommendations of
the Grant and Wills review, and | want to
congratulate John Grant and Peter Wills on
their consistent vision and commitment in
thisarea.

Budget 2006-07

Ms MACKLIN (2.32 pm)—My question
is to the Minister for Vocational and Techni-
cal Education. Is the minister aware of the
Australian Industry Group’'s comment on last
night’s budget:

... it is disgppointing that more progress has not
been made on the big nation-building goals of
skills and innovation. ... investments in skills,
innovation and infrastructure these areas are re-
quired to build the competitiveness of Australian
business and to assist in rebalancing the economy
as the current minerals boom begins to fade.

Why has the Howard government ignored
the calls of Australian industry to invest in
Australia’s future and focus on skills devel-
opment and training as the primary drivers of
productivity and competitiveness on the
world stage?

Mr HARDGRAVE—The member for
Jagajaga is wrong again in her assertion and
her assumptions. Whilst those opposite spent
al of last year talking down and in fact try-
ing to deny Australians tax cuts, they took
their eye off the fact that we put a record $1
billion extra in last year’'s budget towards
skills and skills development—in fact, over
four years, over the current quadrennium,
$10.1 billion. And last night we continued it:
the Treasurer put $181.6 million into a range
of new programs to meet Australia’s continu-
ing change in skills demands—that is, an
extra $106 million over four years for new
apprenticeships centres, an extra $6 million
to fund the coordination of national skills
shortages strategies, and on and on and on it

goes. What the Labor Party has not focused
onisthe effort of last year which produced a
record amount, a record investment and the
challenge to Australian businesses to take
full advantage of those circumstances.

Budget 2006-07

Mr SCHULTZ (2.34 pm)—My question
is addressed to the Minister for Foreign Af-
fairs. What plan does the government havein
the budget to continue the battle against ter-
rorism and protect Australians?

Mr DOWNER—Firstly, can | thank the
honourable member for Hume for his ques-
tion and for his interest. The government has
given a very high priority to not just protect-
ing Australia against terrorists but making
sure we work with our regional neighbours
in order to enhance the capacities of the re-
gion as a whole to deal with the problem of
terrorism. Under this budget, the government
will provide an additional $92.6 million to
boost the capacity of countries in our region
to fight terrorism. South-East Asian countries
are front-line countries in the fight against
terrorism and we have been collaborating
with our neighbours to a very substantial
extent. Counter-terrorism initiatives in the
region are now worth something like $400
million since 2004. The fact is that our ro-
bust approach to counter-terrorism in the
region is saving lives and is helping our re-
gional neighbours to deal with the problem
of terrorism. Terrorist networks have been
disrupted and over 300 terrorists in South-
East Asia have been tracked down and
brought to justice. For example, as recently
as 29 April the Indonesian police raided a
house in Central Java, arresting two associ-
ates of Noordin Top and killing two other
terrorists and seizing explosives. A number
of terrorist trials are under way in Indonesia,
including four which commenced yesterday,
relating to the October 2005 Bali bombings.
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The fact is that a number of Australian
agencies are helping particularly Indonesia
but also other countries in the region to fight
terrorism. In the budget, the AFP and the
intelligence agencies will get $34 million to
continue this work; Customs, $7 million; the
Department of Immigration and Multicul-
tural Affairs, $10.9 million; nuclear safety
agencies, $5 million; and the Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade, $35 million. |
think that, apart from the United States, there
is no other country that makes a greater con-
tribution to the counter-terrorism effort in the
region. It is an important theme of and com-
ponent of our budget that, in the task of se-
curing Australia and continuing to deal with
the international security threats we face, we
give such a high priority to assisting our re-
gional neighbours to counter terrorism.

Oil for Food Program

Mr RUDD (2.37 pm—My question is
again to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. |
refer to his evidence to the Cole inquiry that
he did not have a ‘specific recollection’ of
receiving or reading the critical warning ca-
ble of 13 January 2000, and further that he
did not ‘have a recallection six years back of
precisely that’. Why did the minister claimin
parliament on 28 February to in fact have
had very specific knowledge that of course
he would have read this cable? And he then
went on to say:

Obviously, this happened six years ago, but | have
had the opportunity during the last few weeks to
examine all of this material again very carefully,
which is why | know so much about it today, 28
February 2006. These are cables from early 2000,
but | do know alot about them and | have exam-
ined this material very carefully.

Isn't it the case that in February, before he
was hauled before the Cole inquiry, the min-
ister was happy to boast to parliament about
his detailed knowledge of this cabled warn-
ing but then suddenly developed an acute

case of amnesia when he was required to
repeat the same on oath to the Cole inquiry?

Mr DOWNER—I make two points about
this. First of all, it is | think unprecedented
for an opposition the day after a budget to
run out of questions on the budget after six
guestions. | have sat in this parliament for 21
years and | have never seen an opposition
give up on questions on the budget after just
six questions. May | congratulate the Treas-
urer on a great job and a well-done job. Sec-
ondly, there are two completely different
propositions here. Would | have seen the
cables? | told the House that | am sure |
would have. Did | specifically remember the
details of the cables? Of course | did not—it
was six years ago—but | explained to the
Cole inquiry that | would have seen some of
the cables. If the honourable member looks
at the evidence given before the Cole inquiry
and reads the transcripts, he will see that the
two statements were entirely consistent.

National Security

Mr TICEHURST (2.40 pm)—My ques-
tion is addressed to the Attorney-General.
Would the Attorney-General inform the
House what the government is doing to im-
prove domestic security arrangements?

Mr RUDDOCK —I thank the honourable
member for Dobell for returning to the
budget, because, since the tragedy of the
twin towers attacks of 2001, the Australian
government has reviewed and improved
every aspect of our national security ar-
rangements. But we must never become
complacent or assume that the task is com-
plete. In other words, we should not allow
ourselves to be lulled into a false sense of
security. Last night's budget continues to
build upon our comprehensive record in this
regard. The key initiatives funded in the
budget include a fulfilment of our five-year
strategic plan for ASIO, building the organi-
sation to an unprecedented level of staffing
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and enabling it to explore unexpected and
emerging sources of threat as well as existing
sources of concern. It also includes boosting
the Australian Customs Service, as part of
our determination to protect Australia’s
northern borders for security and fisheries
purposes. It increases the intelligence and
surveillance capability of the Australian Fed-
eral Police. It continues our commitment to
hosting a safe and secure APEC meeting in
2007, and there is also the roll-out of the Na-
tional Document Verification Service and the
establishment of three new ID security strike
teams to further protect the identity of Aus-
tralian citizens.

These and other budget measures are a
further reinforcement of the government's
first priority, which is keeping Australia safe.
It is a measure of our commitment to the
safety and the security of the Australian peo-
ple, which is one of our primary human
rights obligations.

Oil for Food Program

Mr BEAZLEY (2.42 pm)—My question
is to the Prime Minister. | refer the Prime
Minister to his statement of 20 March 2006
on the ‘wheat for weapons' scandal.

Government members interjecting—

Mr BEAZLEY—We have to examine
your deceptions on all fronts. That is our job,
you see. That is what oppositions do, holding
outfits like you accountable. You think you
can dip your lies under the counter when
something elseis on.

Government members interjecting—

The SPEAKER—Order! The level of in-
terjection on my right is far too high. The
Leader of the Opposition will begin his ques-
tion again.

Mr BEAZLEY—My question is to the
Prime Minister. | refer the Prime Minister to
his statement of 20 March 2006 on the wheat
for weapons scandal, when he said—

Mr Abbott—Mr Speaker, | raise a point
of order. The Leader of the Opposition made
an offensive remark about dipping lies in
and | think he should be required to with-
draw.

The SPEAK ER—The Leader of the Op-
position will withdraw.

Mr BEAZLEY—I will withdraw, Mr
Speaker, and start again. | refer the Prime
Minister to his statement of 20 March 2006
on the wheat for weapons scandal .

A government member—So it's not
about our budget?

Mr BEAZLEY—No, it is about Sad-
dam’'s budget. You know, the one you sup-
ported. | refer to the statement in which the
Prime Minister said that it was not until Feb-
ruary 2005 that ‘this issue really came onto
the radar screen for me'. That was your
guote. | also refer to this email, just released
by the Cole inquiry, between the head of the
Iraq task force in Canberra and Ambassador
Thawley in Washington, from before the
2004 Australian election. This communica-
tion refers specifically to ‘ guidance we have
from the Prime Minister and our ministers on
AWB and the Volcker inquiry’. Prime Minis-
ter, doesn’t this email prove that you were
fully aware of the dimensions of this scandal
prior to the last election?

Mr HOWARD—I thank the Leader of the
Opposition for the question and | ask him to
listen carefully to the response. It does not
prove anything of the kind, and the reason
that it does not prove anything of the kind is
that the emails which form the basis of the
Leader of the Opposition's question, and
which form the basis of an erroneous report
in the Australian newspaper this morning,
were in fact exchanged in February 2005, not
in September or October 2004. They were
exchanged a week after | had recelved a
memorandum from my department drawing
my attention to the displeasure of the Volcker
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inquiry with the lack of cooperation from
AWB and a week after | had given clear
written instructions that there had to be total
cooperation and disclosure. Everything |
have said on this has been totally truthful and
consistent, and once again the Leader of the
Opposition has been caught out misrepre-
senting the truth.

Budget 2006-07

Mr FAWCETT (2.45 pm)—My question
is addressed to the Minister for Defence.
Would the minister inform the House how
last night's budget will enhance Australia’s
Defence Force capability?

Dr NELSON—I thank the member for
Wakefield for his question. He spent much of
his pre-parliamentary working life in Austra-
lia's Defence Force. Last night the Treasurer
announced on behalf of the government an
unprecedented long-term commitment to
Australia’s defence. The government in last
night's budget announced in total a $15.9
billion increase in investment in Australia’s
Defence Force over the next 10 years. That
comprises $5.2 billion to add to programs
that are already in place and to bring in new
ones, such as the acquisition of four C17
Globemaster heavy airlift aircraft and $1%
billion to strengthen and improve the size of
the Australian Army. It also involves $560
million to support important initiatives in
Australia’s reserves. But in addition to that,
$10.7 billion has been committed by increas-
inginreal terms every year by three per cent,
above and beyond inflation, the amount of
money the Australian government will invest
in the Australian Defence Force from years
2011-12 through to 2015-16.

What this means in plain language for
many Australians is that we will be able to
build three air warfare destroyers here in
Australia, in South Australia. We will aso be
building two amphibious ships which will
carry up to 1,000 troops and six helicopters.

We will be acquiring, at a cost of around $15
billion, a Joint Strike Fighter. We will also be
replacing, at a cost of around $2¥2 hillion, the
Army’s trucks, trailers and land fleet. It also
means that we will spend more than half a
billion dollars more on improving the naval
surface air warfare capacity.

What this means for Australians and for
the next generation of Australians is that,
notwithstanding the uncertainty that we face,
the Australian government and the Australian
Defence Force will be well prepared for the
future. We al need to appreciate that what is
going to most influence and threaten our se-
cure future is not always the things we know
but the things we do not, and this govern-
ment is determined that we will be prepared.

Fuel Prices

Mr KATTER (248 pm)—My question

without notice is to the Treasurer. Assuming
the government is intending to address the
skyrocketing price of petrol, is the Treasurer
aware of the Sate of the Union address by
President Bush? | quote:
America is addicted to ail, which is often im-
ported from unstable parts of the world ... We
must also change how we power our automobiles.
Referring to ethanol, eectricity and hydro-
gen, he said, ‘Our goal is to replace more
than 75 per cent of our oil imports from the
Middle East.” In light of the government's
own published draft, showing Australia is
sdlf-sufficient to date in oil but will have to
import 60 per cent of its requirements in
2012, could the Treasurer designate some
Treasury officials to look at following Amer-
ica’'s mandated five per cent ethanol and de-
vise an action plan to deliver Brazilian
prices, currently 68c a litre, in contrast to
Australia’'s, now $1.33c a litre—up from
only 89c two years ago?

Mr COSTELLO—I thank the honour-
able member for Kennedy for his question.
Australia is not sdlf-sufficient in oil. We im+
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port oil. We import the majority of our ail,
which iswhy we are a price taker on interna-
tional markets. If we were self-sufficient, it
might be different, but we in fact are in the
same position, more or less, as the Ameri-
cans are, which is that we are price takers.
Our oil predominantly comes from the Mid-
die East, although it can usually be refined in
Australia or, most likely, in Singapore.

In relation to alternative fuels, the very
high price of oil and petrol is making alterna-
tive fuels more commercial all the time. One
of the things that this government has put in
place as part of its long-term energy white
paper is a preferential arrangement for excise
on biodiesel, on LPG and on other alterna-
tive fuels. Can | also say that the government
has in place grants to people for biodiesel
and ethanol projects. | believe it is about $50
million which has been given out and ex-
pended compl etely to people who have those
projects. | aso indicate that the government
has recently taken steps to reassure the mar-
ket in reation to ethanol blends. Ethanol
blends were taken off the market some time
ago as a result of scare tactics principally
coming out of the Labor opposition, but the
government has put in place measures to
reassure people in relation to blends. | be-
lieve that high ail prices will in a market
sense make alternative fuels more commer-
cial and that, particularly with preferential
taxation, we will see the development of this
industry, and that in fact will be a good thing.

Mr Katter—I seek leave of the House to
table the documents to which | referred.
Leave granted.
Budget 2006-07
Mr NEVILLE (252 pm)—My question
is addressed to the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services. Would the minister advise

the House how budget measures will boost
transport infrastructure?

Mr TRUSS—I thank the member for
Hinkler. This budget makes an enormous
boost to Australia’'s infrastructure. It is a fan-
tastic additional investment in roads and rail
in Australia and will help us to achieve some
of those important national objectives to im-
prove communications around our country.
Perhaps at the head of that list is the $800
million extra being provided to the Hume
Highway. So now we are within sight of
achieving one of those great national dreams
of having a four-lane highway between our
two biggest cities. Surely after al these years
that is an important objective and one that
only a government with the proper levels of
fiscal responsibility has been able to achieve.

But it is not just the Hume Highway that
has benefited from this infusion of additional
funds. There is $160 million more for the
Pacific Highway. That brings to $1.3 billion
the commitment by this government and the
New South Wales government to upgrading
the Pacific Highway. | commend the mem-
bers from the Northern Rivers areas of New
South Wales and northern New South Wales
for their continuing efforts to ensure that this
very significant piece of New South Wales
state road infrastructure is appropriately
funded. It is ill a significant task to conm+
plete that upgrade, but it is wonderful that
there is an additional contribution now to
speed up that activity.

There is another $268 million to improve
the road between Townsville and Cairns—a
really significant investment in flood immu-
nity in that region. | notice that the member
for Kennedy, like the opposition, when ask-
ing a question the day after the budget could
not even bring himself to ask about that most
important piece of infrastructure develop-
ment, most of which isin his electorate and
will certainly benefit everyone travelling on
the Bruce Highway in Northern Queensland.
There is $323 million to upgrade roads in
Western Australia, $100 million for the road
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between Gawler and Nuriootpa in South
Australia, $30 million for flood upgrading in
the Northern Territory and $270 million for
the Augtralian Rail Track Corporation to im-
prove the rail track network around Austra-
lia. All of those projects are very significant
investments. It is al new money available
immediately. It is on top of the $12.7 billion
in AusLink network investments and will
certainly make significant improvementsin a
whole range of our key regional road areas.

Mr Showdon interjecting—

Mr TRUSS—Someone opposite inter-
jects, ‘What about regional areas? What
about the Roads to Recovery program, with
$307 million? Every local authority in Aus-
tralia has now got more money to spend on
local roads and local streets in projects of
their choice, and this will make a very sig-
nificant difference aswell.

Naturally, this infusion of additional fund-
ing for roads has been widely welcomed
around the country. Almost every commenta-
tor has spoken with enthusiasm—the
NRMA, the Tourism and Transport Forum
and Commerce Queensland. Even the South
Australian Labor Treasurer said that this was
a balanced budget and a budget that recog-
nises the need for road upgrades and invest-
ment in our defence forces and the Murray
River. So all sorts of people have been giving
endorsement to what is really an outstanding
budget.

| can only find one critic of this invest-
ment and that is Senator Kerry O’Brien. He
does not want money to be spent on road
infrastructure. He wants it instead to be spent
on creating a bureaucracy called ‘Infrastruc-
ture Australia’ to do yet another audit of road
needs. We know the problems. We are get-
ting on with fixing them.

Mr Howar d—Mr Speaker, | ask that fur-
ther questions be placed on the Notice Paper.

QUESTIONSWITHOUT NOTICE:
ADDITIONAL ANSWERS

Budget 2006-07

Mr COSTELLO (Higgins—Treasurer)
(2.56 pm)—Mr Speaker, | seek the indul-
gence of the chair to add to an answer.

The SPEAKER—The minister may pro-
ceed.

Mr COSTELL O—I was asked a question
by the Leader of the Opposition about the
futures yield. | inform the Leader of the Op-
position that the 90-day futures yield for a
September 2006 contract was 6.01 per cent
yesterday, before | brought down the budget,
and this morning at 10 o'clock, after the
budget was brought down, it was 6.01 per
cent still. Any suggestion that the budget
moved the futures yield is completely and
utterly false.

Mr Beazley interjecting—
The SPEAK ER—The Leader of the Op-
position does not have the call.
PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS

Mr KATTER (Kennedy) (2.57 pm)—Mr
Speaker, | wish to make a personal explana-
tion.

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

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

Mr KATTER—The Minister for Trans
port and Regional Services said that | was
not aware of the road funding that was com-
ing through in the budget. | should be well
aware of it because he has made the same
announcement four times and the govern-
ment madeit in the last election campaign.

DOCUMENTS
Mr McGAURAN (Gippsland—Deputy
Leader of the House) (257 pm)—

Documents are tabled as listed in the sched-
ule circulated to honourable members. De-
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tails of the documents will be recorded in the
\otes and Proceedingsand | move:

That the House take note of the following
documents:

Migration Act 1958—Section 4860—Assessment
of detention arrangements—

Government response to the Commonweslth
Ombudsman’s  statements—Personal  identifiers
049/06 to 055/06.

Reports by the Commonwealth Ombudsman—
Personal identifiers 049/06 to 055/06.

Sydney Airport Demand Management Act—
Quarterly reports on movement cap for Sydney
airport for periods—

1 April to 30 June 2005 and 1 July to 30 Septem-
ber 2005.

1 October to 31 December 2005.

Debate (on motion by Ms Gillard) ad-
journed.

BUSINESS

Mr McGAURAN (Gippsland—Deputy
Leader of the House) (2.58 pm)—by leave—
| move:

That standing order 31 (automatic adjournment
of the House) be suspended for the sitting on
Thursday, 11 May 2006.

Question agreed to.
MATTERSOF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Budget 2006-07

The SPEAKER—I have received a letter
from the honourable member for Lilley pro-
posing that a definite matter of public impor-
tance be submitted to the House for discus-
sion, namely:

The Government putting at risk the living
standards of middle Australia by its failure to
invest adequately in the reforms to build the ca-
pacity of the Australian economy.
| 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 SWAN (Lilley) (2.59 pm)—The test
of any budget is the degree to which it builds
for the future. This Treasurer has splashed a
lot of money around. It is always popular to
do that, and it is easy to do that in very good
times when there is a 21st century gold rush
on. He has been splashing money around like
confetti. But doing that is not building for the
future. At the Press Club today the Treasurer
said that this budget contained far-sighted
reform, that it was all about the future. There
is an old saying: if you think education is
expensive, try ignorance. What the Treasurer
hastried in this budget isignorance.

The absence in this budget of any far-
sighted initiatives when it comes to training
and education means that we have prejudiced
our future—we have not put forward the ini-
tiatives required to invest in productivity, to
lift our growth and to maintain prosperity
well into the future. So it is the failure of the
government particularly to invest in educa
tion and training as well as the failure of the
government to put forward a national infra-
structure plan that mean that this Treasurer
has turned his back on the future. He did not
fairly face the future; he turned his back on
the future.

This budget is more directed at the gov-
ernment’s short-term political needs than the
long-term needs of the country. This Treas-
urer has turned his back on far-sighted, seri-
ous, broad based reform that is absolutely
essential to lift productivity and to ease the
speed limits on the Australian economy. In
doing that, the Treasurer has turned his back
on all of the expert advice that is coming to
this government about the need to lift pro-
ductivity to ensure that we can create wealth
for the future. Let me quote the Business
Council, an organisation that is close to the
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Treasurer and the government. The Business
Council had thisto say:

Serious constraints and imbalances are emerging
within the economy that, in the absence of reform
in key areas, will slow growth, limit opportunities
and undermine the economy’s capacity to deal
with longer-term challenges ...

Or why don’'t we quote the OECD:

... reform efforts have slackened off, despite new
challenges.

Perhaps most significantly, particularly for
al those Australian families paying higher
interest rates, the Treasurer has ignored the
concerns of the Reserve Bank in their Sate-
ment on Monetary Policy published only last
week. So Australians have had two interest
rate rises in the last 14 months from this
Treasurer, who promised record low interest
rates at the last election. They have had two
interest rate rises since that time, which is
putting families in this country under consid-
erable financial pressure. This is what the
Reserve Bank board had to say last week,
after they raised interest rates for the second
time:

... the economy has been operating with limited
spare capacity, and underlying inflation has been
forecast to increase gradualy ... the Board had
taken the view that the next move in interest rates
was more likely to be up than down ...

So what does the Treasurer do in the face of
this challenge, clearly outlined by the Re-
serve Bank board in their Satement on
Monetary Policy? Despite the fact that we
have a 21st century gold rush, he does not
include in this budget a national plan for in-
frastructure. We get a bit of National Party
pork-barrelling and a bit more, but no overall
national plan for infrastructure, which is so
essential to lift our productivity.

And we most certainly get no action when
it comes to the skills of our people to address
the skills crisis and the government’s negl ect
of education. We are the only country in the
OECD that has gone backwards in our in-

vestment when it comes to the education of
our people. Investment in all the other coun-
triesis going up, particularly countriesin our
region. It is absolutely critical that we be
more competitive because we have escalat-
ing foreign debt.

The Treasurer in this House has never be-
fore conceded that foreign debt—or our cur-
rent account deficit—is a problem. Indeed,
he did not concede that in the budget. You
could not find very much in the budget about
the Treasurer's concern about the current
account deficit. But we did get it at the Press
Club today. He did admit that it was a prob-
lem. The truth is that the Treasurer is fore-
casting a recovery in exports in the budget.
He has done so in every one of the last six
budgets, and it has failed to materialise. It is
our escalating current account deficit that is
leading to an explosion in our foreign debt—
up 2% times from $193 billion to $500 bil-
lion. So this Treasurer here is the half-trillion
dollar man! He has a foreign debt of $500
billion.

Mr Crean—He was gonna get it down!

Mr SWAN—He was. Then we had the ri-
diculous situation a week or so ago where he
said it was zero debt day. All this Treasurer
has done is shift the burden to households.
He has sold assets, he has put up his taxes,
he has taken the lazy way out and Australian
households are now indebted to a great ex-
tent. It goes right back to the policy prescrip-
tions of this Treasurer. Households have
racked up $1 trillion of debt and foreign debt
has blown out to half a trillion dollars. As
Peter Costello knows, as foreign debt rises so
too does therisk to interest rates.

| should quote here the Treasurer’s own
words from 1995. He was there in front of
the debt truck. It had the numbers on it—
$180 hillion. He expressed his cold anger at
a foreign debt of $180 hillion. Where is the
cold anger now, Treasurer? Where is the cold

CHAMBER



84 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 10 May 2006

anger now that it has hit $500 billion? The
half-trillion dollar man. Do you know what
he said in 1995, when it was at $180 billion?
Hereferred to:

... pressure on interest rates, on home buyers, on
businesses, on those who have credit card bills,
on those who are trying to pay off their cars and
their mortgages.

That is what is happening out in the suburbs
and the great towns and regional areas of this
country, Treasurer. And you know very well,
as the IMF has warned, that this does pose a
threat to our interest rates. | will quote from
the IMF:

. sustained current account deficits and the

build-up of external debt ... could leave Australia
potentially vulnerable to shifts in market senti-
ment ...
So, Treasurer, you are fairly blase about this
problem. It is little wonder that you re-
marked on radio in Melbourne during the
week that a rise in interest rates was not a
problem for people with small mortgages.
That was what our Treasurer said. The prob-
lem is there are no cheap houses and no
small mortgages. This is a Treasurer who is
completely out of touch. Who can forget
when last year this Treasurer went on one of
the current affairs programs and said, ‘Any
interest rate with a single digit is okay.” Does
that mean that this Treasurer thinks an inter-
est rate of 9.5 per cent is okay? Is that where
he really thinks interest rates are heading? Is
that why he is so blase about our leve of
foreign debt and the risk that it poses to in-
terest rates in this country and the risk that it
poses to sustainable prosperity in this coun-
try?

Of course, the Treasurer would claim that
he has put forward a far-reaching tax reform
package in the budget. | think if we look at
that, we could call it a modest reform pack-
age. ‘Modesty’ is where he delivers a small
amount of money to those in Middle Austra-
lia and on low incomes, but, of course, he is

giving them back less than he has taken dur-
ing the period that he has been in govern-
ment. These people are currently facing the
triple whammy. We have had two interest
rate rises, we have record petrol prices and
we have his industrial relations legislation
which is eating away at the wages and work-
ing conditions of Australians. For those who
lose their penalty rates that can mean over
$200 a month. Someone receiving $10, $20
or even $30 from the Treasurer in this tax
package can easily have that eaten up by
rises in petrol prices, by the attack on their
wages and working conditions and, of
course, by rising interest rates, which he is
very blase about.

But let us go back to the tax package. By
next year, without any changes, average
wage earners would have paid $13.40 per
week more tax than the burden they faced in
1996. In the budget, he gives them less than
$10 back. As | have said before, that is just
$10 a week for someone on an average in-
come and that is going to have to stretch a
long way because the cost of servicing an
average mortgage has increased by almost
$13 a week since the last election. That is
before you come to increases in the price of
petrol. Let us have a look at the fairness of
the tax package. This is a Treasurer who
brought a tax package in here last year that
absolutely ignored and treated with contempt
low- and middle-income earners in this
community. When we stood up and fought
for them, all we got was the smirk and the
ridicule because, once again, the Treasurer
demonstrated last year just how out of touch
heiswith average Australians.

Labor is satisfied that this year’s tax pro-
posals are fairer than those proposed last
year. While last year's tax cuts delivered
only a third of the total relief on offer to
those earning under $50,000 and two-thirds
to those on incomes above, at least this year
it delivers half and half. At least this year,
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half the tax cuts go to those below $50,000
and half go to those above $50,000. But the
Treasurer says, ‘It'sareform package.” Itisa
bit of a reform package, but it has a way to
go. Certainly, when we look at measures like
the new $600 tax offset—a direct copy of
what we put forward last year—which lifts
the tax-free threshold to $10,000, that will
certainly deliver for people moving from
welfare to work and parents returning to
work. But thereis one problem in here and it
shows you how sneaky this Treasurer is.
Unlike Labor’s proposal at the last budget,
the Treasurer’s proposal will not be available
in the fortnightly pay packet when it is
needed most. These are some of the lowest
income earners in our community, but he has
not been round crowing about that.

Similarly, the decision to lift the 30c
threshold from $21,000 to $25,000 and re-
duce the Medicare levy shade-in will im-
prove incentives for low-income earners.
Notwithstanding these improvements, the tax
measures announced last night fall short of
systematically addressing punishingly high
effective marginal tax rates. They are till in
the system punishing, particularly, second-
income earners who are predominantly
women—so much for this Treasurer’s lofty
rhetoric about being female friendly. He has
constructed one of the most unfriendly tax
systems in the world when it comes to
women and he continues to do it. Middle-
income families will face a tax grab on extra
earnings of 51.5c in the dollar because the
increase in the family tax benefit A threshold
just shifts taper zones; it does not actually
reduce them. Similarly, second-income earn-
erswill still routinely face marginal tax rates
of up to 60c in the dollar on personal income
between $10,000 and $20,000 per year. So it
is not a perfect package, but it is certainly an
improvement.

But what does all this add up to? What
this adds up to is that the government only

have one long-term plan to produce eco-
nomic growth and lift productivity. That
long-term plan is to slash wages. That long-
term plan is to take the Australian workforce
down the food chain, down the low-skilled,
low-wage road. That is the plan they have to
be more competitive—to compete against
China and India, to compete in our region.
That is their plan. But we have a different
plan. We have a long-term plan. We have a
belief in the Australian workforce. We be-
lieve we must train the Australian workforce.
We believe we must educate the Australian
workforce. We believe we must go forward
for the long term in bold new initiatives
when it comes to education and training, not
back to the Dark Ages where this Treasurer
wants to take Australian working conditions.

So there is a very clear and stark differ-
ence and it jumps out of the budget. You
could see it in the budget speech. You open it
up and, on the last page, there is a heading
‘Education’” with about five or six lines and
that isit. In 4,000 words, the Treasurer could
barely manage 100 words, or even 50. When
it comes to the most critical element of
boosting productivity in this society, of
maintaining prosperity for the future, the
Treasurer turned his back on the future; he
went back to the past. He wants to go back to
the industrial relations Dark Ages. He does
not want to skill this workforce, he does not
want to train this workforce and he does not
want to invest in the future. That is why this
budget does not provide for the long term. It
is merely a short-term political document
from someone who is not a serious Treasurer
when it comes to reform—just a pretend PM.
(Time expired)

Mr COSTELLO (Higgins—Treasurer)
(3.14 pm)—This matter of public importance
is supposedly about the living standards of
Middle Australia and the government's fail-
ure to invest adequately in reforms to build
the capacity of the Australian economy. |
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listened very carefully to 15 minutes of a
speech from the shadow Treasurer and he
named not one single area of infrastructure
which he thinks the government should have
invested in last night but failed to do so.
There was not one road—

Ms George—What about the Princes
Highway on the South Coast?

Mr COSTELLO—He did not mention
the Princes Highway. The member for
Throsby interjects, asking about the Princes
Highway. There is one problem—the shadow
Treasurer did not mention the Princes High-
way. The Labor Party have an MPI on the
failure to invest in infrastructure, they men-
tion not one policy or area of infrastructure
and it takes the backbench to interject on
their own spokesman to say what he should
have said—the Princes Highway. But he did
not say it. He had 15 minutes in which to
name the projects that we have failed to in-
vest in. He just did not get around to men-
tioning one—not one road, not one rail, not
one tax cut, not one superannuation change
and not one IR change. We heard 15 minutes
on an MPI which is allegedly about the fail-
ure to invest in infrastructure and not one
policy was mentioned.

| think it was Gary Gray who said that he
thought Labor’s problem was that they were
getting white dliced bread politicians—
people who come through their organisation,
go to Labor Party training schools and come
into parliament with no real business experi-
ence or no real life experience and no com-
mitment to anything. And when he was talk-
ing about it who was he referring to? The
member for Perth and the member for Lilley.
What they learned at the ALP training school
isto get up and complain about everything in
the world but to never have a policy.

| invite those people who are sitting in the
gallery to think about this: last night for 30
minutes | presented a detailed plan on how

this government would invest in the Austra-
lian economy with $800 million for the
Hume Highway, $220 million for the Bruce
Highway, $45 million to do flood works in
Tully, $323 million for the Great Northern
Highway, money for the East Tamar High-
way, $500 million for the Murray-Darling
Basin and $220 million for the Australian
Rail Track Corporation. | stood here and |
enumerated them one by one in relation to
rail, road and transport. Then | went on to
tax—tax thresholds and tax rates. Then |
went on to superannuation, business tax and
depreciation. Then | went on to small busi-
ness changes. | went through them one by
one.

You would think that if the Labor Party
had a complaint that there were not enough
projects they would have come in here at the
first opportunity to reply to the budget and
say, ‘ You were wrong about the Great North-
ern Highway. That money should have gone
to the Princes Highway; it has a higher busi-
ness case.’ But he did not say that, did he?
He could have said, ‘ You were wrong about
the Murray-Darling Basin Commission be-
cause what we ought to be doing is working
on rivers up in northern Queensland,” but he
did not. He could have said, ‘You were
wrong oOn superannuation because you
should not have changed end benefits; you
should have addressed contributions tax,” but
he did not. He could have said, ‘You were
wrong about the income tax rate because you
moved thresholds too much at the top when
you should have moved them down the bot-
tom,” or, ‘You are wrong about the rate,” but
he never actually had a policy. This is what
you get from a white-bread politician—
whatever the government has done it is the
wrong thing, but what he would do he cannot
ever say. Whatever you do, never announce a
palicy, because if you announce a policy you
might be held accountable and that is the one
thing to be avoided at all costs by the roost-
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ers of the Labor Party. Never be held ac-
countable. If you put a policy out there, peo-
ple can assess it. They can work out distribu-
tionally whether it is better or worse. They
can work out who would be the winners and
who would be the | osers.

In the lead up to this budget, the shadow
Treasurer was out there saying what | should
do in relation to tax. Somebody put this
guestion to him: what do you think the rate
should be? It was not a bad question. He
said, ‘| am not putting any rates out there
because then Peter Costello would cost them
and he would come into the parliament and
debate them.” Fancy actually discussing a
policy. He cannot put out a policy. Why?
Because | would debate a policy. So he
comes in here and engages in 15 minutes of
diatribe, allegedly on the failure to invest,
without naming any particular project.

| have to say that the Minister for Foreign
Affairs was pretty good in question time to-
day. He observed that he has been here for
21 years. | have not been here for that long,
but | do not think | have ever seen an opposi-
tion run out of questions on the budget at No.
5 the day after. Normally, they try to keep
going for 10 questions. Some of you have
not been here long enough to know that it did
not used to be like this. During budget
week—and some of you are newer menm+
bers—

Mr Downer—When | was the shadow
Treasurer—

Mr COSTELLO—'When | was the
shadow Treasurer,” the Minister for Foreign
Affairs has interjected.

Mr Downer—we savaged the govern-
ment.

Mr COSTELLO—During budget week
the parliament would debate the budget,
guestions would be asked of the Treasurer
and alternatives would be put. The opposi-
tion would not come in here the day after,

ask three or four questions, put up a pretence
and move on to the Cole royal commission.
The opposition might as well come in here
and wave a white flag as to go on to the Cole
royal commission after five questions. | have
never seen a worse response. | must say to
the Labor backbench that | have now seen a
lot of Labor shadow Treasurers. We had the
member for Holt, Mr Gareth Evans. After
that, we had the member for Hotham, Mr
Crean. After that we had the member for Fra-
ser, Mr McMullan.

Mr Downer—He was hopeless.

Mr COSTELL O—After that we had the
member for Werriwa, Mr Latham.

Mr Downer—He was excellent!

Mr COSTELLO—Then we had the
member for Hotham again, and now we have
the member for Lilley. It is a big call as to
who was the worst.

Mr Downer—The member for Lilley, |
think.

Mr COSTELLO—It is a big call as to
who is the worst, but | have never heard a
weaker response to a budget—and | have
done a few of them now—than | have heard
inthisMPI.

It is hard for me to address the areas
where alegedly we failed to invest in infra-
structure because | have not heard them, but
I will remind the House what we did in rela-
tion to infrastructure: $2.3 hillion, a 20 per
cent increase, for our national infrastructure
plan. | think it was said by the member for
Lilley that there was no national infrastruc-
ture plan. We have AusLink—a five-year
program. It was $12 billion; we increased it
by 20 per cent last night. It is the biggest
investment in road and rail transport in Aus-
tralian history. It has never been done before.
Last night we added to it the Hume Highway,
the Bruce Highway, the Tully works, the
Great Northern Highway, the Sturt Highway,
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the East Tamar Highway and the Victoria
Highway.

We outlined all of the projects, including a
national infrastructure plan of a dimension
never seen before. The Murray-Darling Ba-
sin received the biggest injection of funds.
The Darling is our biggest river catchment
area. The Darling comes out of Queensland
and joins the Murray, which divides New
South Wales and Victoria. It flows to South
Australia and provides the drinking water for
Adelaide. We outlined an investment in dams
and irrigation, an investment which has
never been made before. That was the in-
vestment of last night.

Let us go to medical research—an area
where Australia leads, as you heard during
guestion time. We invented the bionic ear,
penicillin and treatment for stomach ulcers
and melanomas. Do | hear someone say one
of those machines—

Mr Pyne—The pacemaker.

Mr COSTELLO—Australian scientists
have led the world. We announced an in-
vestment last night to increase health and
medical research, which was $125 million
per annum, to $700 million—a fivefold in-
crease—for 65 new felowships and $235
million for laboratories and facilities and
investment programs. But did he say, for
example, that we had given it to the wrong
institutes or that it should not have been done
or that it should have gone through the ARC
rather than the NHMRC? This is what poli-
tics and political debate used to be before the
roosters debased parliamentary debate in this
place with the kind of snippety little
speeches that they give where everything is
wrong but a policy never appears. That is
what political debate used to be in this
chamber. | think one of the problems for the
Labor backbench is that they have not seen
anything different. You think this is norma-
tive; it is not. You did not used to be that bad

as an opposition. Thisis what has been hap-
pening under the Leader of the Opposition
and the opposition policy—debasement with
the kinds of shenanigans that we have been
seeing of recent times.

Let me come to foreign debt. | knew that

we would have a little bit of foreign debt,
because Michelle Grattan told us that the
Labor strategy group had recently had a
meeting in Sydney with PowerPoint dlides.
The first of their dides was headed ‘What is
our purpose? That is a good question. | am
not sure what the answer was. The leadership
group was there. One of the things that they
decided they had to do was identify a mgjor
national problem. This is what the research
focus group had told them: you have to find
a major national problem and give a whole-
of-opposition political focus to it. Labor be-
lieved that they could find an issue in the
foreign debt ‘crisis'. The article stated:
... Labor believes it can build its economic cre-
dentials by teasing out the problem foreign debt
Hereit is; it came out of a focus group and a
PowerPoint slide. It is faithfully brought in
here by the rooster, as he does all the time
and as he runs through here, as a conse-
gquence of the focus group. Wouldn't you
think, by the way, if he were really con-
cerned about foreign debt that he would have
announced the policy which would deal with
it? But you did not hear a policy on this mat-
ter either, because the at all costs Labor strat-
egy isto never give a policy. ‘Never let them
know where you stand, never alow yourself
to be pinned down and never get into a pol-
icy debate,’ is what they are told coming out
of the focus groups, ‘otherwise you can't
keep up the criticism.’

Let me make a point about foreign debt.
No foreign debt is owed by the Australian
government because the Australian govern-
ment owes no debt—no domestic debt and
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no foreign debt in net terms. Yes, it is true
that Australian corporations borrow overseas,
and principally they are the banks—Westpac,
Com Bank, the National and the ANZ. The
principal borrowers overseas in this country
are those companies. Would we be concerned
if we thought they could not service their
debt? Yes, we would. That is why we do
stress tests on them, that is why we have
APRA go through them and that is why we
have the Reserve Bank. Are we worried that
they cannot meet their debts? No, we are not,
because al of our stress tests and the IMF
stress test show that these banks—and every
Australian knows it—are enormously profit-
able and very well capitalised.

That is who owes foreign debt in this
country. Would foreign debt affect Austra-
lia's interest rates? It would if it led to a
downgrading of our credit, which it did un-
der the Labor Party when it was downgraded
on two occasions. But since we were elected
we have taken that credit rating back up to
AAA. You cannot get a higher credit rating
than the Australian government has for for-
eign currency bonds, and that becomes the
benchmark for private bonds operating in the
market. | think we can push that one to one
sideaswsll.

In relation to our tax changes, the com-
plaint seemed to be—and this is what he
said—'Last year we voted against tax
changes and all we got was ridicule.” You
deserved it. That is what you deserve for vot-
ing against the tax changes this year. Labor
have been so burned by that experience that
he says, ‘We're going to vote for it this year.’
In fact, he even seemed to suggest it was all
his idea anyway. But it could not have been
his idea, because he never expresses a palicy
and he certainly did not express this one.

Mr Deputy Speaker, if you want any evi-
dence as to how rooster logic works in poli-
tics, you found it at the last election when

Labor decided they were going to take a
$600 payment off people. What was the rea-
son why people were not worse off when you
took $600 away from them? Remember what
the member for Lilley said: ‘It wasn't real
money.” Isn't that funny? It went into bank
accounts, it was exchanged for goods and
services, but it was not real money. As Mr
Latham said in his book, the night before the
policy release he asked the member for
Lilley what he should say about the abalition
of the $600 annual payment. He replied,
‘Just say that it's not real money.” In other
words, deny reality, contradict the obvious,
assert against what actually is and try to
skate through. It will not work, it is not com-
prehensive, it is not at all persuasiveand it is
one of the reasons why this has been the
weakest opposition response to a budget in
the last 11 years.

Ms MACKLIN (Jagajaga) (3.29 pm)—It
is extraordinary, isn't it? We have seen the
most amazing display of arrogance from this
Treasurer—arrogance that we expect over
and over again. He is doing it again here
while he sits at the table—making silly
noises like a silly little boy. Actually, Treas-
urer, what can happen in the workplace now
is that if you smirk like you are smirking
now you can actually get the sack. That is
what happened to a constituent of mine re-
cently. He got the sack for smirking in the
workplace, like you have just smirked all the
way through question time and through your
response to this matter of public importance.
All this Treasurer knows is how to smirk.
One thing we have got to expect from this
Treasurer is he knows how to smirk.

In his reply on this MPI the Treasurer
asked us to describe what it was that he got
wrong in the budget. Of course, he pointedly
refused to go to the critical issue that Labor
has raised, which is his failure to invest in
the skills of this nation. That did not get a
mention in his response in this matter of pub-
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lic importance debate, because this budget
does absolutely nothing to invest in the skills
of our nation. We know and the people of
Australia know that this Treasurer has failed
to invest in the young people of our country.
He has refused to invest in the skills of our
nation. He has refused to invest in building
prosperity for our future.

He did not mention the word ‘education’
once in his 30-minute speech yesterday—not
once. There was no mention of education.
We have a budget that has a massive amount
of extra spending—about $11 hillion in this
coming year alone. How much extra on ap-
prenticeships? You might think that out of
$11 hillion, if you were serious, there would
be something. The Treasurer wants to know
what he got wrong. | will tell him what he
got wrong: all they are spending extrais $40
million on apprenticeships. This is the area
that the Reserve Bank of Australia saysisthe
No. 1 capacity constraint on the Australian
economy that is putting upward pressure on
interest rates. What has this Treasurer done
when it comes to addressing this No. 1 ca-
pacity constraint? He has done next to noth-
ing—

Mr K eenan—Technical colleges.

Ms MACKLIN—Did he mention techni-
cal colleges?

MsGillard—Yes, hedid.

MsMACKLIN—I am glad he mentioned
technical colleges, because this government
has completely failed to deliver on these
technical colleges. There are in fact fewer
than 100 extra people enrolled in these tech-
nical colleges.

Mr Barres—Stop talking down the
trades. You are always talking down the
trades.

MsMACKLIN—The Australian Industry

Group says we need 100,000 extra people. |
am not sure who was the dope over there that

mentioned the technical colleges, but thank
you very much for mentioning them, because
so far they have been a complete and total
failure. 1 think it might have been the mem-
ber for La Trobe by the way he is looking.
The member for La Trobe should go back to
the drawing board—

Mr Barres—He s not even in the cham-
ber.

Ms MACKLIN—Obvioudly it is some-
body | do not even recognise; he has made
such a little contribution. Thank you very
much for mentioning the technical colleges,
because so far not even 100 extra people
have been enrolled in them. The government
promised that we would have 25 of them. So
far they have managed to get four open and
at the most only 100 extra people. The Aus-
tralian Industry Group says we need 100,000
extra trained tradespeople. We had the Aus-
tralian Industry Group last night coming out
saying how incredibly disappointed it was
with last night’s budget.

The Treasurer might come in here and ar-
rogantly say: ‘I didn't get anything wrong. |
am absolutely perfect. | can smirk my way
through anything.” One thing he has got ter-
ribly wrong when it comes to the future of
the Australian economy is the need to invest
in skills. The Treasurer this morning on the
radio tried to say the reason we have such a
terrible skills shortage is that we do not have
a pool of unemployed people that are under-
utilised. That just shows how incredibly out
of touch heis.

M s Geor ge—Come to the lllawarra.

Ms MACKLIN—Go to the lllawarra.
That would be one place. Go to Ballarat, go
to Western Sydney, go to the Northern Riv-
ers. There are so many places around Austra-
lia where there are, in particular, young peo-
ple desperate to work who cannot find work.
In fact, there are 500,000 officially unem-
ployed people. Add to that the 600,000 peo-
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ple who are working part time who actually
want to do some more work. Add to them the
1.2 million jobless Australians who want to
work but who do not show up in the monthly
unemployment figures. That is 2.3 million
Australians who want to work or who want
more work. But the Treasurer, of course, just
wipes them off. Those unemployed people,
those people who want more work, are not
relevant to him. These people want to work.
What they need is assistance to get the train-
ing that they need to get the jobs that are out
there.

The skills crisis in this country is the di-
rect result of this Treasurer’s poor economic
management. There is nobody else to blame
but this Treasurer. He knows that this coun-
try is the only developed country in the
world that has actually cut public funding to
universities and TAFE. No wonder we have
seen since this Treasurer has been in charge
300,000 young Australians turned away from
TAFE. He does not think he got that wrong.
No doubt he blames somebody else for that.
There have been 300,000 young Australians
turned away from TAFE. This is what the
Treasurer has got wrong. There has been no
investment in skills—and the Treasurer has
now come back into the chamber—and the
government’s only answer to the skills crisis
is to bring in more skilled migrants from
overseas. We have seen 270,000 extra mi-
grants brought in from overseas since this
government has been in power. At the same
time it has turned away 300,000 Australians
from TAFE. There was no new money in this
budget for TAFE. There was a reductionin a
whole lot of different programs. The Treas-
urer did not even bother to highlight it in his
reply today as the major capacity constraint
identified by the Reserve Bank. It has been
one of the big criticisms that the government
has received from the Australian Industry
Group.

The Treasurer wanted us to highlight some
of the policies that we have put forward. |
am sure he does not really want to hear about
them because, if he were prepared to take
any notice, he might have implemented some
of them in last night's budget. One of the
major problems with apprenticeships in this
country is that 40 per cent of young people
do not complete their apprenticeships. Labor
has proposed a very straightforward policy
whereby a trade completion bonus would be
paid to young people to encourage them to
complete.

We have aso proposed skills accounts for
every traditional trade apprentice, but the
Treasurer is not really interested in new poli-
ciesin this area. He said he was—he made a
big song and dance about it in his reply—but
he is now studiously avoiding taking any
notice of the changes that Labor has pro-
posed. Labor has proposed a skills account
for every traditional trade apprentice, which
will make sure that apprentices do not face
any TAFE fees. We do not want anything
getting in the way of young people undertak-
ing a traditional trade apprenticeship. We
want to encourage them to do so. We have
also proposed that 4,000 extra school based
apprenti ceships be funded. We have said that
the government should have a trade TAFE
program in schools. How many more initia-
tives would the Treasurer like Labor to put
forward?

Thereis one proposal that | am glad to say
the government did pick up last night, and it
did not cost very much money. Labor and the
Australian Industry Group have put forward
a proposal to extend employer incentives to
higher leve technical skills at the diploma
and advanced diploma levels. | am glad that
the Treasurer picked up that initiative. It is
not very much money, but it is very impor-
tant. Unfortunately, there are many other
initiatives that Labor has put forward that the
Treasurer has not picked up. We will con-
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tinue to do the hard policy work and we hope
that, one day, the Treasurer might take some
notice. (Time expired)

Mr BARRESI (Deskin) (3.39 pm)—This
matter of public importance, which says that
the government is risking the living stan-
dards of Middle Australia by its failure to
adequately address reforms to build our ca-
pacity, is plainly a wrong assertion. It is ab-
solutely hypocritical that the member for
Jagajaga has been chosen to be one of the
speakers today on this very MPI. How many
times did we hear the former Minister for
Education, Science and Training plead with
the member for the Jagajaga to ask questions
about trade and vocational education and
training? Yet the member for Jaggjaga has
the hide to come here today and criticise the
Treasurer for paying scant regard to the
whole concept of education and trades in the
budget speech yesterday. This is a shadow
minister who could not bring herself to actu-
aly utter the words ‘vocational education
and training’. She could not bring herself to
even talk about it. Instead she wanted to talk
about university places and, through her very
actions, denigrate and belittle the wishes of a
lot of young kids who want to move into the
trade areas.

The Labor Party does not have good form
on this issue. When the Leader of the Oppo-
sition was the Minister for Employment,
Education and Training, apprenticeship
numbers were driven down. The number of
apprenticeships under the minister for em-
ployment and education—who is the present
Leader of the Opposition, Mr Kim Beazley,
the member for Brand—went down by
122,600. Under the coalition government,
more than 400,000 apprentices arein training
today, which is a far cry from the Australian
Labor Party’s position. Labor has a real
cheek to come in here today to talk about the
government’s failure to build the capacity of
the Australian economy.

Of course, we are used to the ALP doing
this. The member for Lilley and the member
for Jagajaga used the MPI to make points
that have no substance. The member for
Lilley came in and said that our plan,
through the budget, is to take people down a
low-wage path. The best indication of where
we are taking the Australian people and the
economy is to look at what we have donein
the last 10 years. We are now debt free. The
budget that was brought down yesterday by
the Hon. Treasurer indicates that no debt is
owed by this government. Member for Jaga-
jaga, how many times has that happened in
the history of the Commonwealth? Go away
and look at how many times that has been
done by Australian governments over the last
100 years. The answer is twice. The last oc-
casion was followed by the disastrous Whit-
lam government eraiin the early 1970s.

Far from being a low-wage economy, we
have seen a 14 per cent increase in real
wages under this Prime Minister and through
the Treasurer’s stewardship of the economy.
The member for Jagajaga should not comein
here and criticise the government’s ability to
build the capacity of the Australian economy
aswell as our record on vocational education
and training.

The Treasurer has aready outlined in his
contribution on the MPI the government’s
infrastructure contributions to rail and road.
The superannuation changes will provide an
incentive to people to further their contribu-
tions to superannuation, knowing that they
will receive their contributions tax free. That
will build national savings. What are national
savings used for? National savings are used
by banks and investment houses to further
invest in our economy and in infrastructure.

Yesterday we also had the wonderful
news, which this opposition has failed to
mention, that as a skills-building policy ini-
tiative the government is putting funding into
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medical research. These bright Australian
people will be making a contribution to the
Australian economy and, through their con-
tribution, there will be a flow-on effect to
other occupations, skills and trades.

The member for Jagajaga has no form on
this. In fact, it is the member for Jagajaga
who has turned her back on the young kids
who want to get into vocational education
and training. These kids are basicaly told
that it is a university degree or nothing else.
We have had ministers coming into this place
and saying over and over again, ‘We need to
develop an Australian psyche which values
vocational education and training and which
places it at the same level as a university
degree.” The opposition has failed to do that.

The member for Jagajaga outlined some
recent announcements by the ALP on TAFE
and further education. It has been long over-
due, but they have finally announced a pol-
icy on it. She talked about the assistance that
the opposition will give to young kids to en-
able them to enter TAFE colleges and pay for
the charges. But has the member for Jagajaga
ever picked up the telephone and called
Steve Bracks or Morris lemma or written a
letter to them to ask why they have increased
the charges for TAFE courses? Member for
Jagajaga, have you ever picked up the phone
and spoken to your colleagues, the premiers
of Victoria and New South Wales, and asked
them, ‘Why are you creating a disincentive
for these young kids' —who often come from
households with income levels that would
struggle to pay some of the TAFE fees—'by
increasing the charges? No, she has not
done that at al. Yet she comes in here and
criticises the government’s initiatives on vo-
cational education and training. She criticises
the fact that the government has increased
apprenticeship numbers from the low of mi-
nus 122,000 under the Labor Party to over
400,000. But of course she will not attack
members of her own party in the states—

who do, after al, have the principal respon-
sibility for our TAFE systems—for what they
have done to drive people away from the
TAFE ingtitutions.

The member for Jagajaga ridiculed the in-
tervention about Australian technical col-
leges made by one of my colleagues. She
said that she was glad about the intervention
and laughed it off. Member for Jagajaga, my
understanding is that your colleague in the
Victorian parliament, Premier Steve Bracks,
announced only a few weeks ago a model for
introducing technical colleges into the Victo-
rian education system that is modelled on the
federal system. It has not got all the good
parts about it; there are deficiencies in the
Bracks government model. But at least the
Premier has looked at our model and taken
our lead. Yet you ridicule this government’s
attempt at introducing Australian technical
colleges throughout Australian el ectorates.

| am pleased that we have allocated
around $343 million over five years to these
25 colleges. They are not all up and running;
there are about four that are up and running.
| am pleased that one of them, the Ringwood
Secondary College, isin my éectorate. This
technical college has been overwhelmingly
hailed by the schools in the area, the parents
and the kids. They recognise that this is a
very positive contribution. 1 am very proud
of that initiative by the Minister for Educa-
tion, Science and Training, and | am particu-
larly proud of the fact that thereis onein my
eectorate. The thing about the Australian
technical colleges that the member for Jaga-
jaga has failed to recognise is that it is a
model which brings in local industry. This
model 1ooks at what industry wants and says,
‘Thisis the type of education we are after.’

This budget does build capacity. There is
over $181 million for a range of collabora-
tive vocational and technical education ini-
tiatives to build a better future for all Austra-
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lians. Each year, more than 1.7 million Aus-
tralians enral in publicly funded vocational
and technical training. That increase in the
number of enrolments has been brought
about by this government. | have a graph
here—the ALP is very good at showing
graphs—which shows Australian govern-
ment expenditure on VTE. Members do not
need to see the numbers but they can see that
there is an upward trend here: there is in-
creasing expenditure, not decreasing expen-
diture. The budget that we brought down
yesterday indicates that even more money
has been allocated for apprenticeships and
employers. | denounce this MPI. (Time ex-
pired)

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. IR
Caudley)—Order! The discussion is now
concluded.

BUSINESS
Rearrangement
Mr ANDREWS (Menzies—Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations and

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the
Public Service) (3.49 pm)—I move:

That notice No. 4, government business, be
postponed until the next sitting.

Question agreed to.
EXPORT MARKET DEVELOPMENT

GRANTSLEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2006

Referred to Main Committee

Mr BARTLETT (Macquarie)
pm)—Dby leave—I move:

That the bill be referred to the Main Commit-
tee for further consideration.

Question agreed to.

(3.50

AUSTRALIAN BROADCASTING
CORPORATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2006
First Reading

Bill received from the Senate, and read a
first time.

Ordered that the second reading be made
an order of the day for the next sitting.

NATIONAL HEALTH AND MEDICAL
RESEARCH COUNCIL AMENDMENT
BILL 2006
First Reading

Bill received from the Senate, and read a
first time.

Ordered that the second reading be made
an order of the day for the next sitting.

PROTECTION OF THE SEA (POWERS
OF INTERVENTION) AMENDMENT
BILL 2006

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that this bill be considered imme-
diately.
Bill agreed to.
Third Reading

Mr ANDREWS (Menzies—Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations and
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the
Public Service) (3.52 pm)—by leave—I
move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question agreed to.

Bill read athird time.
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AGE DISCRIMINATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2006

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with
an amendment; certified copy of the bill and
schedule of amendment presented.

Ordered that this bill be considered imme-
diately.

Main committee's amendment—
(1) Schedulel, item 15, page 7 (cel at table

item 11, 3rd column), omit the cdl, substi-
tute:

regulations 8.10, 9.1, 9.5and 9.20
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. IR

Causley)—The question is that the amend-
ment be agreed to.

Question agreed to.
Bill, as amended, agreed to.
Third Reading

Mr ANDREWS (Menzies—Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations and
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the
Public Service) (3.53 pm)—by leave—I
move:

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

DEFENCE HOUSING AUTHORITY
AMENDMENT BILL 2006

Report from Main Committee

Bill returned from Main Committee with-
out amendment; certified copy of the bill
presented.

Ordered that this bill be considered imme-
diately.

Bill agreed to.
Third Reading

Mr ANDREWS (Menzies—Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations and
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the

Public Service) (3.54 pm)—by leave—I
move:

That this bill be now read athird time.

Question agreed to.

Bill read athird time.

COMMITTEES
Selection Committee
Report

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. IR
Caudey) (3.54 pm)—I present the report of
the selection committee relating to the con-
sideration of committee and delegation re-
ports and private members business on
Monday, 22 May 2006. The report will be
printed in today's Hansard and the items
accorded priority for debate will be pub-
lished in the Notice Paper for the next sit-
ting.

The report read as follows—
Report relating to the consideration of com-
mittee and delegation reports and private
M embers’ business on M onday, 22 M ay 2006
Pursuant to standing order 222, the Selection
Committee has determined the order of prece-
dence and times to be allotted for consideration of
committee and delegation reports and private
Members' business on Monday, 22 May 2006.
The order of precedence and the allotments of
time determined by the Committee are as follows:

COMMITTEE AND DELEGATION
REPORTS

Presentation and statements

1 AUSTRALIAN PARLIAMENTARY
DELEGATION VIST TO THE 14TH
ANNUAL MEETING OF THE ASIA PACIFIC
PARLIAMENTARY FORUM, JAKARTA,
AND PAPUA NEW GUINEA

Report of the Parliamentary Delegation to the
Fourteenth Annual Mesting of the Asia Pacific
Parliamentary Forum, Jakarta and to Papua New
Guinesa, January 2006

The Committee determined that statements on the
report may be made —all statements to conclude
by 12:40pm
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Foeech time limits—

Each Member —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing =2 x5 ming]

2 AUSTRALIAN PARLIAMENTARY
DELEGATION VISIT TO AUSTRALIAN
DEFENCE FORCES DEPLOYED TO
SUPPORT THE REHABILITATION OF
IRAQ

Visit to Australian Defence Forces Deployed to
Support the Rehabilitation of Irag

Report of the Delegation, 22 to 28 October 2005

The Committee determined that statements on the
report may be made —all statements to conclude
by 12:50pm

Foeech time limits—

Each Member —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing =2 x5 ming]

3 JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, DEFENCE AND
TRADE

Australia's Defence Redations with the United
States

The Committee determined that statements on the
report may be made —all statements to conclude
by 1:00pm

Foeech time limits—

Each Member —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing =2 x5ming]

4 JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, DEFENCE AND
TRADE

Expanding Australia’s Trade and Investment Re-
lations with North Africa

The Committee determined that statements on the
report may be made —all statements to conclude
by 1:10pm

Foeech time limits—

Each Member —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing =2 x5 ming]

5 PARLIAMENTARY JOINT
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE AND
SECURITY

Review of the listing of the Kurdistan Workers
Party (PKK)

The Committee determined that statements on the
report may be made —all statements to conclude
by 1:20pm

Foeech time limits—

Each Member —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing =2 x5 ming]

6 JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE
ON ELECTORAL MATTERS

Funding and Disclosure; Inquiry into disclosure
of donations to political parties and candidates

The Committee determined that statements on the
report may be made —all statements to conclude
by 1:30pm

Foeech time limits—

Each Member —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing =2 x5 ming]

PRIVATE MEMBERS BUS NESS

Order of precedence

Notices

1 Mr Albanese to present a Bill for an Act
to ratify the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change.
(Avoiding Dangerous Climate Change (Kyoto
Protocol Ratification) Bill 2006) (Notice given
27 February 2006)

Presenter may speak for a period not exceeding 5
minutes —pur suant to standing order 41.

2 Mr Baird to move:
That this House:
(1) notewith concern:
(8 the increasing use of the death penalty
asacriminal sanction in our region;
(b) the execution of Mr Van Tuong Nguyen
in the Republic of Singapore; and
(c) theplight of al Australians who are cur-
rently on death row;
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(2) congratulate the Governor-General, the
Prime Minister and the Australian Govern-
ment and Opposition for their recent efforts
on behalf of Australians on death row; and

(3) call ontheAustralian Government to:

() advocate with our regional neighbours
the abolition of the death penalty or, as
an interim measure, the establishment of
amoratorium on executions; and

(b) encourage our regional neighbours to
ratify the United Nations International
Convention on Civil and Poalitical Rights
and the Second Optional Protocol. (No-
tice given 27 February 2006.)

Time allotted —remaining private Members
business time prior to 1.45 p.m.

Foeech time limits—

Mover of motion —5 minutes.

First Opposition Member speaking —5 minutes.
[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing=2x5ming|

The Committee determined that consideration of
this matter should continue on a future day.

3 Mr Bartlett to move:

That this House:

(1) recognises Taiwan's:

(& world class hedlth care system,

(b) strong commitment to improved interna-
tional health standards and international
health security; and

(c) proud record of medical assistance to
developing countries;

(2) notesthat:

(8 as emphasised by Dr Jong-wook Lee,
Director-General of the World Health
Organisation (WHO), the experience of
SARS in 2003, and the ongoing threat of
Avian Influenza, show the imperative of
an internationally coordinated approach
to international health emergencies;

(b) in the same way that Taiwan’s contain-
ment and management efforts during the
SARS epidemic in 2003 were hampered
by its inability to access the expertise of
the WHO, its capacity to meet the chal-

lenges of a global Avian Influenza epi-
demic would be similarly constrained if
it continues to be denied the right to par-
ticipate in the operation of the WHO;

(c) the World Health Assembly’s (WHA)
Rules of Procedure formally alow for
the participation of observers in the ac-
tivities of the organisation, without ref-
erence to questions of sovereignty;

(d) the participation of observers in WHO
activities is consistent with the principle
of ‘universal application’, given expres-
sion in the WHO's constitutional man-
date to “advance the health of all peo-
ples’;

(e) there are currently six semi-permanent
WHA observers, including a sovereign
state (the Holy See), a quasi-state (Pal-
estine), a political entity (the Order of
Malta), and three international organisa-
tions, and thus the granting to Taiwan of
observer status should not be construed
asaform of political recognition;

(f) private Members' bills in support of
Taiwan's bid for observer status with the
WHO were tabled in this House in both
2003 and 2004;

(g) support for Taiwan's previous bids has
also come from many other govern-
ments, including the US Government,
the EU, Japan and Canada at the May
2003 and 2004 Summits of the World
Health Assembly in Geneva; and

(h) there is considerable public support for
Taiwan's participation in the WHO from
professional medical organisations; and

(3) supports the participation of Taiwan in the
WHA as an observer, given that such partici-
pation would allow Taiwan to more effec-
tively contribute to international health coor-
dination, and to better protect its 23 million
people from possible trans-national health
emergencies, including Avian Influenza. (No-
tice given 9 May 2006.)

Time allotted —30 minutes.
Foeech time limits—
Mover of motion —5 minutes.
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First Opposition Member speaking —5 minutes.
[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-
ing= 6x5ming

The Committee determined that consideration of

this matter should continue on a future day.

4 Mr Windsor to move:

That this House:

(1) recognises the hardship faced by families
who face significant losses with the with-
drawal of water rights;

(2) acknowledges that a similar problem con-
fronts those whose livelihood is threatened
by government imposed changes in the use
of forest resources;

(3) acknowledges that compensation is being
made in recognition of the loss of property
rights caused by such policies;

(4) recognises that any benefit such compensa-
tion confers will be substantially negated
unless the government changes its stated pol-
icy of treating such compensation as income
and taxing it accordingly; and

(5) callsfor theintroduction and passage without
delay of amendments to the Income Tax As-
sessment Act to correct this anomaly. (Notice
given 28 March 2006.)

Time allotted —remaining private Members

business time.

Soeech time limits —

Mover of motion —5 minutes.

First Government Member speaking —5 minutes.

[Minimum number of proposed Members speak-

ing=6x5ming|

The Committee determined that consideration of

this matter should continue on a future day.

SOCIAL SECURITY AND VETERANS
ENTITLEMENTSLEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (ONE-OFF PAYMENTS
TO INCREASE ASSISTANCE FOR
OLDER AUSTRALIANSAND CARERS
AND OTHER MEASURES) BILL 2006

First Reading

Bill and explanatory memorandum pre-
sented by Mr Brough.

Bill read afirst time.
Second Reading

Mr BROUGH (Longman—Minister for
Families, Community Services and Indige-
nous Affairs and Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister for Indigenous Affairs) (3.55
pm)—I move:

That this bill be now read a second time.

The measures in this bill are a further dem-
onstration of the government’s appreciation
and acknowledgment of the contribution
older Australians and carers have made, and
continue to make, to our society.

As with past bonus payments, these new
payments will be paid in the mgjority of
cases before the end of this financial year
and are possible because of the government’s
careful economic management. This has de-
livered the capacity to give extra support to
these members of the Australian community
and acknowl edge their valuable work.

The first bonus payment provided by this
bill will go to older Australians. The 2006
one-off payment will be equa to the annual
rate of utilities allowance, which is an exist-
ing entitlement to help older income support
customers to pay regular household hills
such as gas and electricity, and currently set
at $102.80. This one-off payment will be
made to people of age pension age, or veter-
ans of qualifying age, who are receiving on 9
May 2006 a social security or veterans enti-
tlements income support payment. Recipi-
ents at that date of mature age allowance,
partner allowance or widow allowance will
also attract the one-off payment.

The one-off payment of $102.80 will be
shared between two members of a couple
living together, if they both qualify for it.
Otherwise, the whole payment will go to
every qualified person in his or her own
right. No household with at least one quali-
fied person will receive less than $102.80.
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Older Australians not actually receiving
the stipulated payment on budget night will
still get the bonus if they had claimed it by
that date and subsequently have their pay-
ment backdated to cover that date.

Sdlf-funded retirees will not miss out on
the bonus payment—they will receive
$102.80 per person if they are, on that same
date, qualified or eligible for seniors conces-
sion allowance.

Carers are the second group targeted by
thisbill for bonus payments.

Carers receiving carer income support on
9 May 2006 in the form of a social security
carer payment or carer service pension under
the Veterans' Entitlements Act will be paid a
$1,000 one-off payment. Carers who receive
the non-means tested social security income
supplement known as carer allowance in ad-
dition to either wife pension or a partner ser-
vice pension under the Veterans' Entitle-
ments Act will also be paid a $1,000 one-off
payment. Any carer receiving carer allow-
ance will be paid a separate $600 one-off
payment for each digible care receiver. Car-
ers who have claimed the targeted payments
on or shortly before 9 May 2006 and are sub-
sequently granted with effect from 9 May
2006 or earlier will receive the payments.

Carers whose children qualify for a carer
allowance health care card only will not be
digible for the bonus payment of $600. Car-
ers who claim carer allowance after 9 May
2006 and whose payment is backdated due to
the application of the carer allowance back-
dating provisions will not be eligible for the
bonus payment, even though the backdated
period will have included payment for 9 May
2006.

Neither of the special one-off payments
provided by this bill will be subject to in-
come tax, nor will either count asincome for

social security, veterans entitlements or fam-
ily assistance purposes.
| commend the bill to the House.

Leave granted for second reading debate
to continue immediately.

Ms PLIBERSEK (Sydney) (3.59 pm)—I
rise today to speak about the Social Security
and Veterans Entitlements Legidation
Amendment (One-off Payments to Increase
Assistance for Older Australians and Carers
and Other Measures) Bill 2006. The bill
seeks to provide a one-off payment to certain
older Australians, as the Minister for Fami-
lies, Community Services and Indigenous
Affairs has said. Those dligible for the pay-
ment include: firstly, people who have
reached pension age by 9 May 2006 and are
receiving income support under the Social
Security Act 1991; secondly, people who are
qualified for the seniors concession allow-
ance on 9 May 2006, or who would qualify
because they had lodged a claim for the sen-
iors health card by 9 May and would be €li-
gible for that card on 9 May; and, thirdly,
people who are receiving widow allowance,
mature age allowance or partner allowance
for a period that includes 9 May by virtue of
a claim made prior to that date. Fourthly, the
legidation also provides for one-off pay-
ments to certain veterans and carers.

The payment rate for a single, a member
of a temporarily separated couple, a respite
care couple, an illness-separated couple or a
member of a couple whose partner does not
qualify for the payment will be $102.80.
People receiving the widow allowance, ma-
ture age allowance, mature age partner al-
lowance or partner allowance, in similar cir-
cumstances, will also receive that same
amount. For people who are members of a
couple, each of whom is eligible for the pay-
ment, $51.40 will be paid to each person.
The amount for a person who is qualified or
becomes dligible for a seniors concession
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allowance is also $102.80. Most of these
payments will be made in June of this year.

Labor supports the payment of this one-
off bonus to older Australians. Many older
Australians, particularly those entirdy de-
pendent on income support, survive on very
low incomes, and any additional financial
assistance is very welcome to help them
make ends meet, particularly in an environ-
ment where many of them are paying more
for their petrol than they ever have.

| note that those seniors who are entirely
dependent on income support have seen the
smallest growth in disposable income of any
household type listed in appendix A to the
government’s budget overview. Despite the
economic growth of the last decade, senior
singles and senior couples entirely dependent
on income support have seen a disposable
income growth of only 17.1 per cent and
17.5 per cent respectively. This is the lowest
rate, as | said, listed in appendix A to the
government’s budget overview. This is the
lowest level of disposable income growth of
any of the household types listed by the gov-
ernment, and it does not reflect well on the
government’s treatment of older Australians
without independent resources.

With regard to payments to seniors in
couples, Labor fails to understand why pen-
sioner couples are getting only half the assis-
tance that is being provided to self-funded
retirees. Whereas a pensioner couple will
receive the equivalent of only one payment
of $102.80, self-funded retiree couples will
be entitled to two payments, one for each
member of the couple. | am sure that pen-
sioner couples who are listening today will
be interested to know and will be pressing
their members of parliament, if they are gov-
ernment members, to explain why they are
being provided with only half the assistance
that is being provided to self-funded retirees.
In an environment where their cost of living

is increasing exponentially day by day, it
seems like a cruel hoax to provide these
older Australians with less assistance than
will be provided to sdf-funded retirees who
are of the same age and in very similar cir-
cumstances.

Mr LINDSAY (Herbert) (4.04 pm)—I
suppose my electorate office would be typi-
cal of dectorate offices across the country,
and it certainly was very clear to me in the
run-up to the budget that carers were looking
to have this particular bonus extended to
them by indicating to the government how
important it was to them. Last night, the
government delivered on the provision of the
carers bonus package. There is no doubt that
we should be looking after this segment of
our community who look after others. That is
what the one-off payments are about: they
are there to look after people who look after
othersin difficult circumstances.

Carers Australia is the peak body for over
2.6 million people of all ages providing care
for family members or friends with a disabil-
ity, mental illness or chronic condition or
who are frail aged. Carers Australia provides
services and support to Australian carers
through a network of carer associations in
each state. Its national president said over-
night that Carers Australia applauds the gov-
ernment’s recognition of carers in our com-
munity and that Carers Austraia is again
pleased that carers had been acknowledged
by the Australian government. The govern-
ment appreciates that recognition, and |
know that our carers will also appreciate that
recognition.

The Minister for Families, Community
Services and Indigenous Affairs has outlined
the technical detail in the Social Security and
Veterans' Entitlements Legislation Amend-
ment (One-off Payments to Increase Assis-
tance for Older Australians and Carers and
Other Measures) Bill 2006. It is quite
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straightforward—it is smilar to what has
been ddivered in previous years—but the
key isthat thislegislation will make sure that
these promised one-off lump sum payments
will be paid before 1 July. That is just fantas-
tic news for our carers. So many government
decisions that have been announced over the
years have been implemented quite some
time after the announcement. The govern-
ment is moving extraordinarily quickly to
make sure that money for these and other
measures announced last night will be avail-
able basically immediately.

There has certainly been a very favourable
reaction to the announcement that was made
last night, which is now covered in this hill
before the House. It has been made possible
by the government’s ability to run a strong
economy and its wherewithal to make these
payments back into the community. The
Treasurer and the minister have been very
clear that, where we can, where we are able
to, we will return resources to the commu-
nity that provided theminthe first place.

| also note in last night’s budget the very
strong financial performance the government
has been able to achieve. We have heard all
the reasons why that is, but carersin Austra-
lia should also recognise that they are the
beneficiaries. Because of that, | support the
legidation and | am pleased that the opposi-
tion is supporting the legislation. | commend
the bill to the House.

Mr GRIFFIN (Bruce) (4.08 pm)—I am
pleased today to stand to support the speedy
passing of the Social Security and Veterans
Entitlements Legidation Amendment (One-
off Payments to Increase Assistance for
Older Australians and Carers and Other
Measures) Bill 2006. | want to make sure
that it is clearly understood that the opposi-
tion has facilitated this legislation going for-
ward as quickly as possible. | have no doubt
that other members would have liked to have

spoken on the issue. | will make some brief
comments today, but if | had had a bit more
time to prepare | can assure you that | would
have had more to say about the circum-
stances around the issue of carers in our
community.

Carers in our community perform an
amazingly important job and it is right that,
on this occasion, the government have rec-
ognised that with the payments they have
provided. It is good to see a situation where
that has been recognised in the community.
We know that in two previous budgets pay-
ments have been made to some carers on that
basis. One of the good things about this leg-
idation is that it recognises the fact that
many Australians who care for veterans have
in the past been excluded from receiving
those payments and that is going to be reme-
died. | welcome that; | think it is long over-
due. | think it is something that the govern-
ment ought to be commended for, but |
would remind the government that in previ-
ous years payments have been made but
many carers of veterans missed out on those
occasions.

The circumstances of caring and being a
carer are difficult. Many carers are, in fact,
elderly and in a situation where they are car-
ing for people who are aso ederly and with
disabilities. In those circumstances the sorts
of struggles they deal with are absolutely
phenomenal. It is not often that we hear a lot
about what actually occurs. In my travels as
shadow minister for veterans affairs, on
many occasions the issue of carers has been
raised with me and the sorts of circumstances
faced by particular carers.

| would not want to say that it is harder in
the veterans community than in the general
community, but a lot of people who are car-
ers of veterans deal with multiple problems
and the circumstances can be difficult, even
before you start going to the question of the
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general problems that occur as we get older.
Some months ago | was at a meeting of the
Extremely Disabled War Veterans Associa-
tion at their annual conference in Hervey
Bay in Queensland and this issue was raised
with me at the time. Subsequent to that, | got
some correspondence from one of the people
who was there, because, in order to make a
case for why relief was needed, | had asked
for examples of the circumstances people
were being faced with. | would like to read
from a letter from someone who was in-
volved to give you an idea of the sorts of
circumstances that people are dealing with,
particularly with respect to veterans. He said:

Dear Mr. Griffin,

| had the pleasure of meeting you at the National
Conference of the Extremely Disabled War Veter-
ans Assoc., held at Hervey Bay Queensland 2™
Oct., 2005.

At that meeting you asked for as many reasons as
possible as to why E.D.A. pensions and carers
conditions should be improved. That we should
all go back to our individual associations and
come up with the real issues that will help. | have
already written one letter and sent it to our Na-
tional President, but concern for my members has
forced me to write another. Mr Griffin | am not
only the President of our Newcastle Association
but also Welfare Officer. | have during the month
of November and December been most busy vis-
iting the sick and helping where | can. | have just
returned home from visiting two people in hospi-
tal, a husband and wife. This is just one of the
reasons, | write to you with a great feeling of
urgency.

The husband is an E.D.A., member he is ex-army
and 92 years of age, his wife has been his carer
for nearly 60 years. She was admitted to hospital
for atriple by-pass to the heart. The husband who
is unable to take care of himself was also admit-
ted to the same hospital (luckily) with kidney
problems. | have no doubt that his wife's condi-
tion has in some way been caused by the extra
work and stress of the years as carer.

Another member last year was admitted to hospi-
tal with fluid on the lungs, he has since been sent

home with oxygen equipment so that his wife
who is his carer can administer oxygen when
required, and she has also been his carer for many
years.

Another member who is at risk of losing his right
arm after 4 years and still being treated with trips
between hospital and home, his wife is his carer
and she is on the verge of a nervous breakdown.

Another member with heart problems, whose
wife has been his carer al these years, has just
entered hospital for a knee operation which
probably was bought on by extra work caring for
her husband.

Another member | visited is aimost deaf and un-
able to walk very far is being cared for by his
wife, who alsoisin alot of pain but will not give
up caring for her husband.

I myself have to watch my wife do the heavy
work around the house, listen to my complaints
about my aches and pains, but she is a carer and
continues knowing things will only get worse not
better.

Sadly | have to say over the last few months we
have had deceased members. Mr Griffin, if we
were to stop and think about what it takes to be a
carer the extra pressure the extra work. what it
does to the carers own health, the many nights of
lost sleep and the saddest part of al not being
able to enjoy the last few years together the way
we should.

All E.D.A. members suffer war caused injuries
and those that care for them should also be cared
for by the Government, by providing free health
care, free transport, a card that recognisers them
asacaref.

Our many years of caring, the deterioration of the
health of veterans carers should also be classed as
war caused problems. It is a fact that several of
our members are so sick, that the wife's are suf-
fering by being abused by their sick husbands
causing more stress on the wife. The wife puts up
with the abuse because they know their husbands
are sick. The wife wants her husband kept at
home with her and tolerates the situation even
though it does affect her health.

That is just a selection of some of the con-
cerns raised by veterans, which will give you
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an idea of the sorts of circumstances faced
by many carers in the community. Particu-
larly in the veterans community, there are
heightened problems. It is good to see that,
on this occasion, the government has recog-
nised that and been able to come forth with a
payment that takes into account the circum-
stances of those individuals. However, |
would also urge the government to look at
the fact that, on the previous two occasions
when this payment was made, many people
in those circumstances missed out and | do
not think that was fair. | understand that this
area is complex and, therefore, certain issues
exist that must be dealt with. However, |
would also say to the government that these
are some of the most deserving peoplein our
society. They are part of a group that does a
tremendous job in dealing with the needs of
many of our frail and disabled, which group
includes those who care for veterans, who
also have done a very great job for our coun-
try.

| urge that the bill be given a speedy pas-
sage. | am sure the government notes that
this legislation is going forward with our
blessing and our support. However, | assure
the government that many members would
have liked to have had the opportunity to
speak on this bill or to speak on it for longer.
I myself would have liked more time to pre-
pare my remarks—not that | think my con-
tribution has not been quite good!

Opposition member interjecting—

Mr GRIFFIN—I have to say that | am
the only one who has ever judged it that way.
Rather than being flippant for too long, |
would say that this is an important initiative
and | wish it a speedy journey to the other
place.

Mr BROUGH (Longman—Minister for
Families, Community Services and Indige-
nous Affairs and Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister for Indigenous Affairs) (4.17

pm)—in reply—I thank the opposition whips
for their courtesy and cooperation in passing
through this place and sending off to the
other place today the Social Security and
Veterans' Entitlements Legidation Amend-
ment (One-off Payments to Increase Assis-
tance for Older Australians and Carers and
Other Measures) Bill 2006. Two issues were
raised by the shadow minister. The first was
that, in looking at the government’s budget
papers, she stated correctly that the dispos-
able income of seniors had increased by 17.1
per cent in real terms—I think they were her
words. It is good news to think that, rather
than having gone backwards or staying the
same, their position has improved. In fact,
this improvement results from indexing pen-
sions twice yearly to either CPI or wage in-
creases. If we had not taken such a step, that
17.1 per cent increase in disposable income
would not have occurred and seniors would
be far worse off today.

The second issue she raised relates to why
sdlf-funded retirees receive $102.80 per per-
son and pensioners receive $102.80 per cou-
ple. This goes back to an election commit-
ment. For a number of years now, the How-
ard coalition government has been saying to
the states, ‘We will provide you with direct
cash so that the benefits that are enjoyed by
pensioners in the form of travel, rates and a
number of other subsidies can apply to self-
funded retirees.” Unfortunately, the state La-
bor governments have not agreed to our as-
sistance there. Finally we gave up in exas-
peration and, instead, paid the money di-
rectly to the sdf-funded retirees. So the
money was put there in place of what they
would have been receiving if the states had
accepted the federal government’s contribu-
tion, added their own contribution and pro-
vided that range of services. | hope that
clears the matter up for the member for Syd-

ney.
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| welcome the words of the honourable
member for Bruce, who has just spoken, par-
ticularly his reference to a Mr Carter. | be-
lieve we should all acknowledge that thereis
not a more hardworking group in our society
than that of carers. The heartfelt conditions
and circumstances he spoke of are only too
real and quite often it is the spouse whose
health ultimately breaks down through giv-
ing to their partner so much in love, time and
effort. We are so pleased that we are in a po-
sition to be able to give this recognition. It is
not a fix-all, but it is a clear recognition from
the Howard government—three years in a
row now—that, because of our good eco-
nomic position, we have been able to ac-
knowledge that effort, thank people and
show them they are cared for in a very prac-
tical way. With those words, | thank the
members opposite for their cooperation and |
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 BROUGH (Longman—Minister for
Families, Community Services and Indige-
nous Affairs and Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister for Indigenous Affairs) (4.20
pm)—Dby leave—I move:

That this bill be now read a third time.

Question agreed to.

Bill read athird time.

COMMITTEES
Public Wor ks Committee
Report

Mr BRENDAN O’'CONNOR (Gorton)
(4.21 pm)—On behalf of the Parliamentary
Sanding Committee on Public Works | pre-

sent the sixth and seventh reports of the
committee for 2006 relating to fit-out of new

leased premises for the Department of Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Forestry in Civic,
ACT, and fit-out of new leased premises for
the Australian Taxation Office at the site
known as section 84, precincts B and C,
Canberra City. | am making this statement on
behalf of the chair of the committee, who is
absent today, and all other members of the
committee.

Ordered that the reports be made parlia-
mentary papers.

Mr BRENDAN O’'CONNOR—by
leave—The sixth report of 2006 addresses
the fit-out of new leased premises for the
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry in Civic, ACT, at an estimated cost
of $36 million. The department anticipates
that the fit-out will provide a modern, effi-
cient work environment which will meet the
department’s needs for the next 15 years. The
new building will meet Commonwesalth
building, environmental and security stan-
dards and will take account of the occupa
tional health and safety needs of the staff.

The committee investigated all aspects of
the work, paying particular attention to lease
arrangements, workflow considerations and
building facilities.

To accommodate the department at its
new premises, overflow office space in the
adjacent building has been included in the
lease arrangements. The department assured
the committee that tenancy of both buildings
would be cost effective and beneficial for
staff amenity. Furthermore, the lease will
provide flexibility should not all the space in
the adjacent building be required.

The committee was particularly interested
in the department's project cost control
committee, which was established to oversee
all aspects of the relocation project, includ-
ing strategic direction, goals and priority
setting. The committee commends the de-
partment on the cost control committee's
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management of the project and hopes that
other agencies will undertake similar initia-
tives.

The department submitted that the on-site
provision of a cafe, gymnasium and child-
care facilities was being considered against
the availability of those facilitiesinthe vicin-
ity of the new premises. The committee rec-
ommends that the department advise it when
a decision has been reached regarding the
provision of on-site child care.

Following consultation with the Depart-
ment of Finance and Administration, the
committee was satisfied that the lease incen-
tive obtained by the department represents
standard commercial practice and recom-
mends that the project proceed at the esti-
mated cost of $36 million, noting that this
figure may be reduced by the lease incentive.

The committee's seventh report of 2006
presents findings in relation to the proposed
fit-out of new leased premises for the Austra-
lian Taxation Office at the site known as sec-
tion 84, precincts B and C, Canberra City,
ACT.

The purpose of the proposed work is to
consolidate ATO national headquarters at one
location. The ATO currently occupies seven
buildings in central Canberra, which has led
to administrative and operational inefficien-
cies. Consolidation of the national headquar-
ters into a single complex will allow for the
implementation of more collaborative work
practices, uniformity of workspace and in-
creased efficiency.

During the hearing into the proposed
work, the ATO amended the project cost es-
timate to $76.879 million, including GST.
The committee inquired into the reason for
the increase and was satisfied by the infor-
mation provided by the ATO. The committee
was also satisfied with the information pro-
vided on the proposed lease incentive ar-
rangements for the project.

Given that the ATO proposes to relocate
from seven different buildings, the commit-
tee was interested to know what contingency
arrangements would be exercised should the
fit-out of the new premises be delayed. The
ATO assured the committee that it had al-
ready extended two of its leases and added
that its seven existing leases each have dif-
ferent expiry dates, which provides some
flexibility in the event of construction delays.

Having given detailed consideration to the
proposal, the committee recommends that
the proposed fit-out of new leased premises
for the Australian Taxation Office proceed at
the estimated cost of $76.879 million, noting
that any money saved through the lease in-
centive will be returned to consolidated
revenue.

| wish to thank my committee colleagues
and all those in the secretariat—Margaret,
Vivienne, Raymond and Penny—who as-
sisted with the public hearings. | commend
the reports to the House.

Treaties Committee
Report

Dr SOUTHCOTT (Boothby) (4.25
pm)—On behalf of the Joint Standing Com-
mittee on Treaties | present the committee’s
report entitled Report 73: Treaties tabled in
February 2006.

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

Dr SOUTHCOTT—by leave—Report 73
contains the findings and recommendations
of the committee’s review of six treaty ac-
tions tabled in parliament on 7 and
8 February 2006. | will comment on all the
treaties reviewed.

The amendments to the Convention on the
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild
Animals newly lists numerous endangered
migratory species. This includes the basking
shark, which was jointly nominated by the
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United Kingdom and Australia. As a range
state for the basking shark, Australia is
obliged to protect the migratory species and
already meets its responsibilities in this re-
gard through the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The
committee supports the joint nomination of
the basking shark by Australia and the
United Kingdom as a continuation of Austra-
lia's efforts to protect sharks as well as a
continuation of its broader efforts to protect
migratory species.

The bilateral aviation safety agreement
and the implementation procedures for air-
worthiness with the United States of America
are effectively two treaties on which the
committee has provided combined comment.
The bilateral aviation safety agreement is an
umbrella agreement that provides for coop-
eration with the United States of America in
the areas of aircraft and environmental certi-
fication, maintenance and flight operation.
The second treaty, relating to the develop-
ment of implementation procedures for air-
worthiness under the agreement, details the
technical processes that Australia’'s Civil
Aviation Safety Authority and America's
Federal Aviation Administration will under-
take in certifying, approving and overseeing
a range of airworthiness activities, including
the design and production of aeronautical
products.

The protocol of amendments to the Con-
vention on the International Hydrographic
Organisation will improve the efficiency of
the organisation by creating new structures
and processes to improve corporate govern-
ance. This includes the establishment of an
assembly, council, and finance committee. In
addition, the amendments introduce voting
procedures that will apply where consensus
between member states cannot be reached
and will make it easier for new statesto join
the International Hydrographic Organisation.
Established in 1921, the International Hy-

drographic Organisation is an intergovern-
mental consultative and technical organisa-
tion that supports safety in navigation and
the protection of the marine environment.
Australia exercises its obligations under the
convention through the Australian Hydro-
graphic Service, which is part of the Royal
Australian Navy.

The protocol amending the agreement
with New Zealand for the avoidance of dou-
ble taxation and the prevention of fiscal eva-
sion with respect to taxes on income revises
the exchange of information article of the
existing agreement in line with the new
OECD standard. In addition, the protocol
inserts two new articles. assistance in the
collection of taxes, and a most favoured na-
tion article covering withholding taxes. The
revision of the agreement with New Zealand
will enhance Australia's competitive and
modern tax agreement network, ensure it
remains relevant for emerging issues and
improve the level of cooperation between the
two jurisdictions.

The agreement with the government of
Bermuda on the exchange of information
with respect to taxes provides for the full
exchange of information on criminal and
civil tax matters between Australia and Ber-
muda. The agreement will help Australia to
protect its revenue base, by allowing access
to necessary offshore information, and to
improve the integrity of the tax system by
discouraging tax evasion, especially through
tax havens. The agreement is modelled on
the OECD’'s tax information exchange
agreement framework, which was formulated
in response to eradicating harmful tax com-
petition. The committee heard that around
$A5 hillion is moved out of Australia annu-
aly to tax havens. To help combat the prob-
lems associated with tax havens, the Austra-
lian Taxation Office, the Australian Crime
Commission and the Australian Federal Po-
lice have commenced a major investigation
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into the use of offshore tax havens for al-
leged money laundering and tax evasion. The
agreement is the first of its kind for Australia
and the third such agreement to be signed in
the world; it will aid investigators in the col-
lection of evidence and in determining the
extent and nature of tax evaded.

In conclusion, the committee believes that
the treaties reviewed in Report 73 arein Aus-
tralids interest and should be ratified. |
commend the report to the House.

Mr WILKIE (Swan) (4.31 pm)—by
leave—The report of the Joint Standing
Committee on Treaties entitled Report 73:
Treaties tabled in February 2006 contains a
review of the following treaty actions:
amendments to appendices | and Il of the
Convention on the Conservation of Migra-
tory Species of Wild Animals, the bilateral
aviation safety agreement and the implemen-
tation procedures for airworthiness with the
United States of America, the protocol of
amendments to the Convention on the Inter-
national Hydrographic Organisation, the pro-
tocol amending the agreement with New
Zealand for the avoidance of double taxation
and the prevention of fiscal evasion with
respect to taxes on income and the agreement
with the government of Bermuda on the ex-
change of information with respect to taxes.
Amendments to appendices | and Il of the
Convention on the Conservation of Migra-
tory Species will, as it has been stated, allow
Australia to extend its conservation of migra-
tory species to those species added to appen-
dices | and Il of the convention. In this case
the basking shark will be listed on both ap-
pendi ces to the convention, which will oblige
Australia to ensure its protection in Austra-
lian waters.

The bilateral aviation safety agreement
will reduce barriers for Australian aviation
industry entry to the United States of Amer-
ica. In addition, the agreement will reduce

costs imposed on the aviation industry by
technical inspections, evaluations and testing
and will serve to promote aviation safety.
The implementation procedures for airwor-
thiness under the agreement provide for co-
operation between the US and Australia in
areas such as design approval activities, ex-
port airworthiness approval activities and
technical assistance between authorities.
They are the first technical implementation
procedures to be developed under the agree-
ment. Whilst there was a concern that aircraft
may be flown to America to be serviced,
rather than that operation being done in Aus-
tralia, we were assured that would not be the
outcome of this agreement.

The protocol of amendments to the Con-
vention on the International Hydrographic
Organisation will serve to improve corporate
governance within the organisation. In turn,
Australia will benefit from the expected effi-
ciency improvement through a subsequent
improvement in internationally accepted
nautical charting products beneficial to mari-
time trade and defence activity in Australia's
area of maritime interest. The protocol
amending the agreement with New Zealand
for the avoidance of double taxation and the
prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to
taxes on income, as with Australid's other
such tax agreements, will alocate taxing
rights between parties so that Australian tax-
payers investing offshore will not be subject
to double taxation. In addition to the Austra-
lia=New Zealand Closer Economic Relations
Trade Agreement, this agreement will serve
to signify the importance Australia places on
closer economic and administrative relations
with New Zealand. Under the protocol, Aus-
traliais obliged to:

» exchange information relevant for ad-
ministration or enforcement of domestic
law concerning all federal tax laws ad-
ministered by the Commissioner of
Taxation;

CHAMBER



108

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, 10 May 2006

e treat information received through ex-
change as secret in the same manner as
information obtained under its own do-
mestic law;

e collect information if requested by New
Zealand even where it is not needed for
Australia's own taxation purposes;

e assist New Zedland in the collection of
revenue claims where amounts owed in
respect of taxes of every kind and de-
scription are imposed under New Zea-
land law;

» where requested by New Zealand, col-
lect a revenue claim owed to New Zea-
land as if it were an Australian revenue
clam.

Either party, in line with OECD mode
guidelines, may not supply information
where a trade or business secret may be dis-
closed or disclosure of information is con-
trary to public policy, such as a breach of
human rights policy. The agreement paves
the way for entering into similar agreements
with other jurisdictions that have committed
to work with OECD member countries under
the auspices of the Global Forum on Taxa-
tion. The information exchange mode
agreement creates a process for establishing
a global level playing field with a high stan-
dard of transparency in the equitable infor-
mation exchange on tax matters between
OECD member and non-member countries.
In relation to the agreement with the gov-
ernment of Bermuda on the exchange of in-
formation with respect to taxes, it is a wel-
come addition that this move will help to
clamp down on tax evasion havens. We sup-
port this particular agreement. As with the
committee chair's comments, | commend the
report to the House and thank the secretariat
for their ongoing work for the committee.

Dr SOUTHCOTT (Boothby) (4.35
pm)—Dby leave—I move:

That the House take note of the report.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Jen-
kins)—The debate is adjourned and the re-
sumption of the debate will be made an order
of the day for the next sitting.

Intelligence and Security Committee
M ember ship

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Jenkins)
(4.36 pm)—The Speaker has received a mes-
sage from the Senate informing the House
that Senator Nash has been appointed a
member of the Parliamentary Joint Commit-
tee on Intelligence and Securrity.

ELECTORAL AND REFERENDUM
AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
INTEGRITY AND OTHER MEASUREYS)
BILL 2005

Second Reading
Debate resumed.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Jen-
kins)—The original question was that this
bill be now read a second time. To this the
honourable member for Bruce 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.

Ms PLIBERSEK (Sydney) (4.36 pm)—
As | was saying before question time, the
measures in the Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 will disenfranchise
many people, particularly young people such
as those up in the gallery today. The reason
young people will be disenfranchised is that,
as | said before question time, if their names
are not on the roll when the election is called
their names will not be on the roll for that
election. They will not have the period of
grace they have now.

The government has claimed it is doing
this because it wants to strengthen the integ-
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rity of the roll and the electoral system. This
bill does not do that; it merely disenfran-
chises people. As it is, the Australian Elec-
toral Commission has very strong protocols
to ensure the integrity of the roll. Through
doorknocking and through direct mail they
are able to ascertain whether people continue
to live at the address where they are enralled,
and if the people they are surveying do not
respond they are removed from the el ectoral
roll after all efforts have been made to ensure
that they are no longer at their enrolled ad-
dress.

It is curious that the requirement to come
up with a photo ID will also be very trouble-
some for a number of people. Obviously
people who do not drive do not have a driv-
ers licence to rely on. People who are from
non-English-speaking backgrounds will find
the increased complexity of the system diffi-
cult to comprehend. People in rural and re-
gional Australia, and in remote Aboriginal
communities in particular, will face a higher
risk of exclusion from our political proc-
esses. But, as| said earlier, it is young people
whom | particularly want to focus on today.
Antony Green, who is a noted expert in this
area, said in his submission to the Joint
Sanding Committee into Electoral Matters
inquiry in 2004:

If suddenly the election is called two or three
months early, people will not have regularised
their enrolment. You will cut young people off, as
the numbers show ...

Professor Costar, whom | spoke of earlier,
told the same committee inquiry:

Good reasons would need to be adduced to justify
the denial of the vote to such a large cohort of
citizens; especially the new enrolees, most of
whom would be young people ...

You will recall, Mr Deputy Speaker, that |
mentioned earlier that 75,000 new enrollees
were enrolled in the period of grace at the
time of the last eection. Those 75,000 new
enrollees would miss out entirely under the

system that the government is proposing. If
the government were serious about strength-
ening democracy and improving the integrity
of the electoral system there are many things
it could do. For a start it could address the
very high rate of informal votes. We know
that in the last election 639,851 people voted
informally. Surely with better voter educa-
tion we could bring that figure down. It
seems shocking that over 600,000 people
wasted their votesin the last federal election.

The other thing the government could do
if it were serious about strengthening democ-
racy and improving the integrity of the elec-
toral system would be to improve voter turn-
out. Almost three-quarters of a million peo-
ple who were enrolled to vote did not turn
out to vote in 2004. The exact figure was
743,478—that is, almost three-quarters of a
million people did not turn out to vote in the
last election.

The government also has the opportunity
to pre-enrol more 17-year-olds. At the mo-
ment, as you would know, Mr Deputy
Speaker, a 17-year-old can fill out the pa
perwork with the Australian Electoral Com-
mission and lodge that paperwork before
they turn 18, and their enrolment becomes
effective on their 18th birthday. The day
these young people turn 18 they go onto the
electoral roll. This is a provision that the
Australian Electoral Commission offers, but
it is certainly not something that this gov-
ernment has promoted. If we are serious
about the integrity of the dectoral roll—
getting people registered and getting them
registered in their right names and at their
right addresses—surely provisional enrol-
ment of 17-year-olds is something the gov-
ernment should be supporting and throwing
some resources into. I nstead, we have a piece
of legidation that will disenfranchise, on the
count of the last election, probably over
75,000 young people enralling to vote for the
first time and over 300,000 people who have
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changed their address since the previous
election. You are looking at hundreds of
thousands of people who want to vote, who
are desperate to vote, who are desperate to
send the Howard government a message,
missing out on their chanceto vote.

It is extraordinary that people speak of
young people as somehow not being inter-
ested in palitics. That is not my experience
of young people at all. | am lucky enough to
engage with young people in my own elec-
torate and in the schools that | visit, and
through Labor’s youth consultations | have
been able to meet young people around Aus-
tralia. They are passionate about this country.
They are passionate about international poli-
tics—issues of poverty, the Iraq war, refu-
gees, global warming and the rights of work-
ers in developing countries. All sorts of is-
sues are raised with me as | travel around
during my youth consultations. | tell you: it
is not that young people are not interested in
palitics and not interested in how the world
isrun; it is that they have received a consis-
tent message from this government that their
voice does not matter. They are being told
now that it does not matter whether they get
avote, even if they are entitled to one. In fact
this legidation will make it harder for them
to vote.

This legislation comes on top of 10 years
of discouraging young people from speaking
out. It comes on top of junking the Australian
Youth Palicy and Action Coalition after dec-
ades of bipartisan support for this peak body.
It comes after reducing young peopl€'s enti-
tlement to youth allowance and other income
support. It comes after ignoring the plight of
thousands of young students who are home-
less every night in Australia. We believe that
up to 26,000 young people under the age of
24 are homeless on any given night in Aus-
tralia. These are the issues that young people
care about, and to rob them of their vote and

their ability to vote by introducing this re-
gressive legidationis a disgrace.

Mr GAVAN O'CONNOR (Corio) (4.44
pm)—I rise to oppose the Howard govern-
ment's Electoral and Referendum Amend-
ment (Electoral Integrity and Other Meas
ures) Bill 2005 simply because this is quite a
deceptive and sinister attempt by a failing
government to eke out a partisan political
advantage by manipulating the provisions of
the Electoral Act and Australia’s electoral
processes. Quite dishonestly, | believe, the
government attempts to portray this bill as
introducing greater integrity to Australia’s
eectoral processes. In fact it does the oppo-
site, and therein lies the deception of a gov-
ernment that arrogantly believes it can pros-
titute our electoral processes for partisan po-
litical advantage—and, what is worse, it ex-
pects to get away with it.

This is a government that has abandoned
any standards of propriety inrelation to min-
isterial and government behaviour. This is a
government led by a Prime Minister who
gave Australians the non-core promise, the
never ever GST, the children overboard
scandal and the deceit over weapons of mass
destruction in Irag and who now denies any
knowledge of the AWB scandal over which
he and his ministers have presided. And now
we have a cynical and quite ddiberate at-
tempt to undermine our great democracy by
a range of measures in this bill dressed up as
enhancing democratic processes in this coun-
try.

Mr Deputy Speaker, | recently participated
in a parliamentary delegation, led by your
Speaker, which visited Malaysia and Japan.
By the way, Mr Deputy Speaker, it was a
very successful delegation, well led by the
Speaker—and of course by the deputy
speaker, me, if | can be so humble asto give
all the members of that delegation a pat on
the back. | think we did this country proud.
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The more | travel and visit other countries,
the more | have come to realise just how pre-
cious our Australian democracy is. | think
that would be a view that is shared by all
members of this place. | am not casting any
aspersions on the countries that | visited re-
cently, because this is a view that | have de-
veloped over a long period of time visiting
other countries. | merely make the observa-
tion that we ought to be proud of our history,
our democratic institutions, processes and
practices and, above all, guard them against
those who seek to compromise our great de-
mocratic traditions.

| have been around politics for along time
and | make this observation: the worst of-
fenders when it comes to attempting to rort
and compromise democratic practice in this
country are the conservative Liberal and Na-
tional parties. We have seen this at the state
level in Victoria under the last Liberal Pre-
mier, Jeff Kennett, and we have seen the ero-
sion of individual rights and the assault on
civil liberties that has been conducted under
the guise of the war on terror by this gov-
ernment. The worst offenders when it comes
to awholesale assault on the rights and liber-
ties of Australians are indeed the Liberal and
National parties, and here in this legisation
today they are at it again.

This bill drips with deceit and hypocrisy.
It is not hard to see when you cast your eye
over the mgjor provisions in this bill. In an
age where apathy often rules the political
landscape, where public cynicism casts a
deep shadow over that political landscape,
we have in this bill athinly veiled attempt by
the government parties to disenfranchise
thousands of Australians under the quite spu-
rious justification of restoring integrity to
electoral processes. This is clearly demon-
strated by the changes proposed by this gov-
ernment to voter enrolment practices and by
the new proof of identity requirements.

With regard to the early closure of therall,
the proposal in this bill to close the roll on
the third working day after the issue of the
writs will have one important consequence:
it will effectively disenfranchise, at a conser-
vative estimate, around 280,000 Australians
and exclude them from the national vote.
That will be a source of national shame to
any country that calls itself a democracy. At
present the roll closes seven days after the
election writs are issued. The government
has made two minor exceptions to its new
provisions, but as it stands this measure is
ddiberately being pursued because of the
partisan eectoral advantage all commenta-
tors consider will flow to the incumbent con-
servative government as a result of these
changes.

Dispossession cannot be justified on any

available evidence. Indeed, the Australian
Electoral Commission had this to say in a
2002 submission to the Joint Sanding
Committee on Electoral Matters:
7.3 The AEC is on record repeatedly ex-
pressing its concern at suggestions to abolish or
shorten the period between the issue of the writs
and the close of the rolls. That period clearly
serves a useful purpose for many eectors,
whether to permit them to enrol for the first time
(tens of thousands of electors), or to correct their
enrolment to their current address so that they can
vote in the appropriate eectoral contest (hundreds
of thousands of electors). The AEC considers it
would be a backward step to repeal the provision
which guarantees dectors this seven day period in
which to correct their enrolment.

So the experts in the trade, the independent
peopl e that we charge with the responsibility
to keep our dections fair, have made the
strongest statement that this measure will
curb the democratic rights of hundreds of
thousands of Australians, and that is a source
of shame and disgrace for any government
that calls itself a liberal government. In put-
ting this on the legidative table, members
opposite ought to hang their heads in shame.
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Moving on to other provisions of the hill,
of particular concern to the opposition is the
proposal to amend the Electoral Act to in-
crease the declarable limit for the disclosure
of all political donations from $1,500 to
above $10,000 and indexing this to the CPI.
Quite frankly—Iet’'s not pull any punches on
the floor of this House—this is a licence to
rort. That is what it is: it is a licence to rort
the electoral process and for people in the
community to disguise the fact that they are
attempting to purchase influence by the do-
nations that they make to political parties.

One of the great strengths of our democ-
ratic process has been the transparency we
have been able to achieve under the current
law in this area. The system may be imper-
fect—and nobody is claiming that it has per-
fection—but low limits ensure as best we can
that there is a level of transparency and ac-
countability in this very important area. This
proposal is a recipe for massive amounts of
money going into party coffers without the
public being aware of it. The dangers of this
for democracy and our political system ought
to be apparent to even the most cynical op-
erators on the other side of the House.

Let me outline in some detail for members
opposite what might be in store for commu-
nities across Australia if these provisions are
enacted. In my own community in Geglong
we are in the middle of unravelling an unsa-
voury affair involving the secret donations
by Liberal businessmen in Geelong to local
government councillors and candidates, in-
cluding some from my own party, | regret to
say. So | bring impartiality to this debate,
because what has happened in my commu-
nity involves both my party and the Liberal
Party. The affair has been dubbed ‘ Costagate’
and the matter is currently being investigated
by a municipal inspector, Merv Whelan, ap-
pointed by the Bracks government to exam-
ine the affair. It demonstrates the corrosive
impact that large, undisclosed campaign do-

nations can have on democratic practice and
good governance at any level of government
inthis country.

Members should keep in mind that we are
debating in this bill a provision to increase
the threshold for undisclosed donations from
$1,500 to 10,000. In November 2004, the
conservative Geelong Business News ran a
very interesting article on the forthcoming
municipal elections which belled the cat on
an unholy alliance between the Liberal
dominated Costa Group, led by prominent
Gedlong businessman Frank Costa, and the
right wing of the Labor Party, led by none
other than ACTU Assistant Secretary Rich-
ard Marles and state AL P member John Eren.
As history now reveals, the alliance had a
financial basis in substantial sums of money
being channelled by Mr Costa and other Lib-
eral businessmen to Labor and other candi-
dates. Mr Costa has publicly admitted that he
took the hat around to at least five of his
Liberal mates and asked them for $10,000
each, which was paid over to his assistant in
cash and cash cheque form and then doled
out to Labor and other intermediaries to pay
for the campaign costs of Labor councillors
and others.

The Geelong community was justifiably
outraged when this matter came to public
attention, but it was blissfully unaware of the
“cash for councillors saga until the media
took a deep interest in the matter. When Mr
Costa was approached about these undis-
closed campaign donations, which had hith-
erto been a secret, well kept from Geelong
ratepayers, he disclosed that three Geelong
councillors and other candidates had re-
ceived undiscl osed campaign donations.

But then the real problem started—and
this is the point we are making about this
bill: if you seek to lift the disclosure limits to
$10,000, you will create the sort of problem
that my community has faced in Geelong.
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Prominent Geelong businessman Robert
Riordan first denied ever handing over the
cash and then later disclosed that it was
handed over to a small committee to disburse
it to councillors and candidates. Councillor
Saunderson, Labor councillor, Labor unity
operative and confidant of Mr Marles, who
recently contested the seat of Corio, first de-
nied receiving the money and later admitted
that he had, but has steadfastly refused to
disclose whom he received it from or
whether he was part of a small committee
that Mr Riordan claimed doled out the
dough. Councillor Tom O’ Connor—no rela-
tion—who has no political affiliation, first
denied he had received the money, then said
he had and then again denied hereceived it.

Councillor Brazier, another Marles confi-
dante and supporter, had the good sense not
to deny she received the funds, but, in an
extraordinary loss of memory, could not re-
member who donated over $6,000 to her
municipal campaign. There is not one mem-
ber on either side of this House who, having
received $6,000 from a campaign source,
would not remember who fronted with the
money. Yet here, in the bill before us today,
this government wants to increase the limit
of disclosures from $1,500 to $10,000.

The lessons are quite clear: a failure to
demand the disclosure of donations of up to
$10,000 by local government candidates in
Geedlong has led to a web of decelt that has
done enormous damage to the credibility of
the City of Greater Gedlong and to good
governance in the Geelong region. The
community lives in hope that Mr Whelan's
investigation will shed some more light on
this saga. We hope that Mr Whelan can shed
some light on the fourth councillor who re-
ceived funds, the fifth donor and the names
of those on the small committee who doled
out the slush fund to these councillors. This
is the problem that you are potentially going
to create here. We certainly hope Mr Whelan

can shed some light on the crisis meeting
held at Mr Costa’s office and attended by Mr
Marles and others, before Mr Whedan's
meeting with council, to hammer out how
they were going to handle his investiga-
tion—not an open approach to making dona-
tions to the political process but ‘ how we are
al going to cover it up'. This is what your
bill isgoing to create.

The Gedlong community is also hoping
that Mr Whelan can shed some light on even
more disturbing information that council
candidates recommended by Mr Costa were
interviewed by Mr Eren, a Labor member in
Gedlong, and his electorate officer, Council-
lor Saunderson, at Mr Eren’s eectorate of-
fice in Gedong for their suitability to stand
at these council elections. This is an extraor-
dinary saga that clearly demonstrates what
will happen when you lift this $1,500 limit to
$10,000 and give enormous scope for people
to go via the back door in making palitical
donations.

We cannot afford to damage public confi-
dence in our democratic procedures and
processes as a result of these sorts of provi-
sions. Under this government's proposals,
even if disclosure laws were in place in the
Gedlong instance, upping the limit to
$10,000 would have permitted the sort of
behaviour that has transpired in this affair to
remain undisclosed. For those interested in
good governance and keeping our €ectoral
system honest and free from corruption,
mandatory disclosure of donations with low
limits is essential to the transparency and
accountability required to preserve good de-
mocratic practice.

The AEC, in its annual disclosure returns
for 2004-05, indicated that over $143 million
was received by the major parties in funding.
That is the Labor Party and the Liberal Party.
Eighty per cent of those donations were do-
nations of under $10,000. If these changes
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proceed then those 80 per cent of donations
will be undisclosed. That is very unhealthy
for transparency in electoral processes and
for accountability of candidates and donors
and it is a danger to democratic practice in
this country.

The final matter of substance in this bill
that | want to refer to is the onerous proof of
identity requirement that the government will
now demand. Good democratic process
should be about encouraging the widest le-
gitimate public participation in our electoral
process in national elections, indeed in state
and local government eections. Only this
afternoon | spoke to students from Clonard
College who were visiting Canberra, the na-
tional capital, about the importance of these
matters and of making sure that the great
democracy we hand on to them is in the best
shape possible and that they defend it—they
defend the individual rights that are guaran-
teed in our community and they defend the
democratic processes that at the end of the
day ensure that they have freedoms to enjoy.

The greater identification requirements for
enrolment and for provisional voters in this
legidation will makeit harder for Australians
to enrol and will make it harder for them to
cast their votes on election day as well as
increasing the bureaucratic burden on the
Australian Electoral Commission.

These are serious matters. There are some
measures in this bill that, reading through it,
| could support and that | am sure other
members on this side of the House could
support as well. But when you get to the
fundamental provisionsin this bill, and when
you read the detail carefully, you see what a
threat to democratic practice this legidation
really is. The worst feature of it is that, under
the guise of restoring integrity to democratic
processes in this country, this government is
seeking partisan political advantage. That is
regrettable.

The mark of good governance in this
country, and the mark of a government of
substance, is when it goes to extraordinary
lengths to make sure that what it introduces
in these particular areas does not give itself
partisan advantage. That is the great measure
of whether a bill reaches particular standards
in democratic practice. | warn members op-
posite: if you do not want across Australia
the sort of thing that has happened in my
community, by increasing the limits from
$1,500 to $10,000, then do not let this par-
ticular measure go through in your legisla-
tion. If you want to enfranchise many, many
Australians, hundreds of thousands of young
voters, and get them into the political proc-
ess, you should abandon the measures in this
bill. Ultimately, that will be the best defence
that we have as an Australian democracy
with these people who are taking an interest
inand voting in the palitical process.

| oppose this legidation. | do so on the ba-
sis of experience in my own community. | do
so on the basis that | know that the young
people | spoke to today from Clonard Col-
lege want to be a part of the political process.
They do not want to be disenfranchised by
measures that are contained in this piece of
legidation.

Ms OWENS (Parramatta) (5.04 pm)—I
rise, like my colleagues, to oppose the Elec-
toral and Referendum Amendment (Electoral
Integrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005. |
am surprised and saddened that in 2006 in
Australia we are discussing a bill that acts so
strongly to weaken what is a great electoral
system in this country. This hill is without
any doubt entirely about political power. It is
about weakening the power of voters and
about strengthening the power of political
donors in this country, all for the absolute
good—and only the good—of the Liberal
Party.
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| have believed in the power of the vote
ever since | was a child—the power of asin-
gle vote in this country. That was years be-
fore | discovered what that really meant in a
marginal seat. In a seat like mine, which |
hold by 0.7 per cent, the numbers that
change the course of government are very
small. In a community of 3,000, 10 people
changing their mind gives a swing of 0.7 per
cent. In the local soccer club of 100 people,
one person changing their mind and voting
the other way gives a swing of 0.7 per cent.
In those circumstances, one person who is
informed, engaged and active in a commu-
nity can dramatically change the course of an
election.

But this is not just true in marginal seats.
Unfortunately, we cannot lock all of our
electors in the one electorate—they cross
borders, they go into safe seats and they
work in other seats, they play sport in other
seats, they get their information from across
the community. So even people in safe seats,
who sometimes fed quite powerless, have
extraordinary power to influence the votes of
the very small number of people who ulti-
mately affect the direction of an election.
Individuals in our society have extraordinary
power—and so they should. When | was
campaigning | discovered the many people
in my electorate who no longer believe in the
power of their vote, who believe that it is not
particularly useful to engage in the palitical
process at all. By opting out, they make that
lack of power areality.

| believe that this parliament, all of our
parliaments and all members of this House
have a fundamental responsibility, as custo-
dians of the important positions that we oc-
cupy temporarily, to leave our democracy in
a better state of health than we found it in.
That means more empowered voters—more
informed, more engaged, more active. We
should be judged not just by what we
achieve in government or in opposition but

by the state of the palitical process and the
reputation of the positions that we hold when
our terms are over and we pass those posi-
tions to the next person.

We do that, unfortunately, in Australia at
the moment in the context that the average
person is becoming less and less sure of the
political process. Many bdieve that politi-
cians do not listen any more to the peoplein
the street but that we do listen to unnamed
voices of wealth, big business and power.
Our job is to improve the integrity of the
democratic process in our local areas and
federally and to leave our €electorates more
engaged, more empowered and more in-
formed. That does not mean only empower-
ing the voter but ensuring that the real power
is with voters and that it is not unduly influ-
enced by the flow of money through the
dectoral system. The power is with voters
and not with donors. That means that dona-
tions to political parties need to be open.
People need to fed that their vote is impor-
tant and they need to engage and participate.
Business needs to know that policy cannot be
bought with campaign donations. The struc-
ture of our systems must allow broad partici-
pation as candidates, not based on wealth
alone. We must not follow the American path
where winning and losing becomes more a
matter of money and advertising than the
characteristics of our candidates. How this
government will be judged at the end of its
term will depend greatly on the support for
the bill that it has put before us today.

This hill fails the test of lifting the integ-
rity of our democratic system by fundamen-
tally undermining the value of the voter and
profoundly increasing the value of poalitical
donations. It is ironic that this bill hasin its
titlte the words ‘electoral integrity’. When
you see that, you might think that it does
actually improve the integrity of the system.
You would be foolish to think that, of course,
because we have seen in the last couple of
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months many bills with names that make a
lie of the content of the bill. We have seen
Work Choices legidation that offers no
choices to workers. We have seen Welfare to
Work legidlation that traps people into wel-
fare. This dectoral integrity bill undermines
the electoral integrity of our great system.

Let us start looking at the ways in which
our system is weakened by this bill. There
are quite a few. They are al significant
changes. Some make it easier to have politi-
cal influence and to participate in the paliti-
cal process, and some make it harder but,
ironically, it makes it easier to participate in
the political processes in areas where the
general public would find that a negative. It
makes it easier for people to donate secretly
to political organisations—to donate behind
closed doors by raising the disclosure
threshold from $1,500 to $10,000—and eas-
ier to donate by increasing the threshold for
tax-deductible donations; in other words,
asking taxpayers to subsidise political, be-
hind closed doors donations. This is a
movement towards donocracy, not democ-
racy. It makes it harder in areas where the
Australian public would fed it should be
easier. It makes it harder to vote. It does this
by closing the roll essentially on the day that
an election is called and by making it more
difficult to enral inthefirst place. It makes it
more difficult for ordinary people to vote. It
makes it harder for community groups to
comment on government policy by introduc-
ing new disclosure regulations for organisa-
tions, but it makes it much easier for people
and businesses with extra cash to donate to
political parties secretly. When they do do-
nate, it asks taxpayers to subsidise the dona-
tions but then will not give you a list of
whom exactly you subsidised.

Thereisalot of concern about the chang-
ing power in our society. | hear about it at the
mobile offices when | am out there and when
| am doorknocking. There is a growing fed-

ing that there is very little that an individual
can do in the political process. They are los-
ing their power and that power is gradually
being transferred to big lobby groups, big
business and big money. This hill is all about
encouraging that shift in power. It goes a
long way to making that perception a reality
in a very strong way. People are worried
about that transfer of power. It has been go-
ing on sowly and surely with election costs
going up every election in a dramatic way,
gradually following the path of the US. But
this bill is overt. This bill puts the agenda
absolutely out there in the open. This hill is
about nothing else but transferring the power
away from the voter and giving that power to
money.

Interestingly, it makes two groups disap-
pear. It makes a number of voters disappear.
About 300,000 voters will disappear from
our roll in the next election because of these
changes, and when those voters disappear
they lose their power altogether. On the other
side, it makes a whole stack of palitical do-
nors disappear aswell. But when you make a
donor disappear you increase their power;
you make it possible for them to feel conm+
fortable in making a political donation with-
out scrutiny by the public or the media.

Labor is strongly opposed to the provi-
sions of this bill which make it more difficult
for people to vote. The first change is the
closing of theroll onthe day that the election
is called, effectively reducing the time that
people have to update their enrolment from
the current seven days to just 8 pm on that
day. There are a few small exceptions. peo-
ple under the age of 18 who will turn 18 be-
tween the calling of the el ection and the elec-
tion and new citizens, but that is a very small
number. For the vast mgjority of people, the
roll will close at 8 pm on the day that the
dection is called. This bill will also intro-
duce new proof of identity requirements for
people enrolling to vote and new proof of
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identity requirements for people lodging a
provisional vote. At the same time as it im-
proves the flow of secret money, this bill
introduces a set of regressive changes that
make it much harder to vote.

These changes are supposed to be about
eectoral integrity but they are far from that.
The Australian Electoral Commission, an
organisation held in extremely high regard
by Australians, which has managed very
clean, well-organised eections for decades,
says that there is not a problem with the roll.
It has made it very clear that it does not be-
lieve there is an issue with the integrity of
the electoral roll. The experts are quite baf-
fled by the government’s decision to change
these laws in the light of that statement by
the Electoral Commission. Even the Austra-
lian National Audit Office reported in 2002
that the electoral roll is one of high integrity,
so there is very little evidence out there that
the electoral roll is so distorted that it war-
rants disenfranchising up to 300,000 voters
in the next eection in order to improve its
integrity.

Professor Brian Costar has argued:

If thereis afault in the current Australian elec-
toral procedures it is not in rampant enrolment
fraud but the very real perception of secretive
influence peddling produced by the excessively
free flow of political money.

Again, thisbill increases the ability for secret
money to flow and makes the electoral roll
less accurate than it is now.

The Joint Standing Committee on Elec-
toral Matters conducted a really thorough
investigation into the integrity of the elec-
toral roll back in 2001. During that inquiry
the Electoral Commission tetified that it had
compiled a list of possible cases of enral-
ment fraud during the decade of 1992 to
2001. It identified 71 cases of eectoral
fraud—one per 200,000 enrolments. In order
to expunge the electoral roll of as many as 71

fraudulent enrolments, we are looking at in-
troducing a set of regulations that will effec-
tively mean that up to 300,000 voters cannot
vote in the next election. The main way it
would do that is through the early closure of
the eectoral roll at 8 pm on the day the elec-
tion is called. Currently, we have seven days
beforetheroll is closed.

These changes will substantially affect the
least powerful in our community. Young
people in particular will be affected. Any-
body essentially who moves house a lot will
be affected by these changes. People in pub-
lic housing, new citizens and young people
will al be dramatically affected by these
changes. In the 2004 election, over 280,000
people enrolled to vote or changed their en-
rolment details after the election had been
called, 78,000 of whom were new enrollees,
78,000 were people changing or updating
their existing details, 96,000 people were
transferring intrastate and 30,000 people
were transferring interstate. These are all
people with a legitimate right to vote. These
are all people who | have always thought did
have the right to vote but who will be ex-
cluded from the next election and the elec-
tion after that simply because they moved
house at the wrong time.

Remember that in this country we do not
have fixed terms. If we did have a fixed elec-
tion date, there might be some justification
for saying, ‘You know the eection will be
called on 1 June; you had better be enrolled
before then.” This is not the case. The next
election could be called perhaps late this
year, any time next year or early the year
after. Can we really expect those 280,000
people who are moving at any particular time
to be continuously on theroll? All it requires
to lose your right to vote is to have moved
last week or a month ago and still be waiting
for your change of address to come through.
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This is an outrageous disenfranchisement
of legitimate voters. There can be no doubt
that the only reason the government would
be doing thisis to shore up its vote. The gov-
ernment is well aware that the people who
are most likely to be disenfranchised by
these changes tend not to support the gov-
ernment. This is ssimply about the govern-
ment shoring up its vote. In order to do that,
it claims to be improving the integrity of the
roll through taking out those 71 fraudulent
enrol ments by literally disenfranchising up to
300,000 voters.

The weekend before last | doorknocked in
one of my public housing areas. In that area |
would estimate that as many as one in 10
people are not currently correctly enrolled. In
some of the unit blocks it is even higher than
that. | know from the hours that | have spent
in shopping centres in those areas—because
| have worked very hard in those areas of
high unenrolment—that a lot of it has been
deliberate. In the last eection in particular
when | was campaigning in those areas |
found many people in the streets saying, ‘I
am not voting; there is no point.” In those
areas they were clearly choosing not to vote.
| have worked very hard because, as | said
earlier, | believe that it is a very important
function of each poalitician to improve the
quality of the democratic process and that
does involve trying to bring back into the
democratic process people who currently feel
very much left out of it. | know that the vast
majority of those people are unenrolled on
purpose, that they have lost faith in the sys-
tem, and | know that as hard as | work to get
those people enrolled—and | am having
quite a bit of success—making it as difficult
as this government plans to make it for those
people to enrol will only encourage that atti-
tude.

The government in this bill is proposing
changes to the enrolment requirements that
are really quite onerous. The new proof of

identity requirements for new enrollees and
those updating their details are a bit of a
nightmare of red tape, | have to say, particu-
larly if you have just moved, particularly if
you do not have a drivers licence, particu-
larly if you do not have a passport and par-
ticularly if you do not walk around with your
birth certificate or know where it is or have
the money to get one from Queensland or
whichever state you come from. A person
enrolling or updating their details under this
bill will have to provide one or more of the
following types of identification: a drivers
licence, a prescribed identity document to be
shown to a person who is within a prescribed
class of eectors and who can attest to the
identity of the person or an application for
enrolment signed by two referees who are
not related to the applicant whom they have
known for at least one month and who can
provide a drivers licence number.

| know that some of the people in those
public housing areas have not known any-
body in that area for a month. They could
have moved in last week and not have
known any local person for a month, they
might not have a drivers licence or a passport
and they probably do not have a chequebook
in order to send a cheque off to whichever
state to pay for their birth certificate. Not
only that, they are not the keenest voters.
They need to be encouraged to vote. They
need to be taken by the hand and told, ‘ Your
vote is worth something.” They do not need
this government to make it so difficult that
the inclination to opt out is made even easier.

It will be particularly difficult for young
people. For a start, 30 per cent of people in
New South Wales between the ages of 16
and 19 do not have a drivers licence and be-
tween 10 per cent and 20 per cent of adults
do not have a drivers licence. In Parramatta
we have a very large population of itinerant
people. We have up to 500 homeless people
sleeping out per night, and they are just the
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people sleeping out. There are many more in
temporary accommodation concerned about
a hell of alot of things other than changing
their enrolment when they are looking for
accommodation, particularly when they do
not have permanent accommodation.

These are incredibly onerous regquirements
for the most vulnerable people in our soci-
ety—people whom we should be bending
over backwards to bring into the democratic
process. The votes of these people are so
important in determining the direction of this
country. These people have no other power
in the political process other than their vote.
These are not people who can make political
donations, these are not people who can
lobby effectively and these are not people
who join political parties. They are the
weakest people in our society who have just
one go at political influence and that is their
vote. That is al they have. In this place we
should be bending over backwards to make it
easy for them to exercise that vote. We
should be ensuring that we take them by the
hand and take them down there and show
them exactly how powerful they are in this
process—and they are powerful. And | have
no doubt that that is one of the reasons why
the government is trying to ensure they will
not get a chance to vote. (Time expired)

Ms GEORGE (Throsby) (5.24 pm)—I
begin by commending my colleague the
member for Parramatta on her most percep-
tive and analytical exposition of the reasons
why the Electoral and Referendum Amend-
ment (Electoral Integrity and Other Meas
ures) Bill 2005 ought to be opposed. Prior to
the member making her comments | hap-
pened to be sitting in my room and had the
opportunity to hear some of the comments
made by the member for Fremantle, particu-
larly about the issue of financial donations to
the palitical process, and | might come back
and comment on that | ater.

Having heard those very erudite contribu-
tions, | want to say a few words for the pub-
lic record so that the voters in my electorate
know how | voted and felt about this impor-
tant issue. One thing that really concerns me
is that we have a wonderful democracy and
we have an abiding principle that all adults
have an equal right to vote and that their vote
should be considered of equal value. | think
that is a fundamentally important underpin-
ning of our country’s open, accessible and
democratic electoral system. Up until now,
according to the history of electoral changes
and reform, much of which has been very
progressive, it has usually been done with
the support of both political parties—for ex-
ample, the introduction of secret ballots,
votes for women, preferential voting, com-
pulsory voting, athough | note in more re-
cent times the differences of political opinion
that are emerging about that issue, and votes
for 18-year-olds. All those major and signifi-
cant milestones in our e ectoral history have
enjoyed bipartisan support and | am really
concerned that, for the first time, reforms are
being proposed in this House which have a
distinctly partisan political approach to them.
They are reforms that are not brought here
on the basis of some expert evidence or are
the impartial views of the Australian Elec-
toral Commission but being promoted by
certain members of the government who per-
ceive that these changes would give govern-
ment members some political advantage in
future elections.

As the local member, | believe, as argued
by the member for Parramatta, that it is my
responsibility to do everything in my power
to encourage the people | represent to believe
they have a stake in the political process and
that the views and opinions of every per-
son—whoever they might be, however
wealthy or poor, however engaged or disen-
gaged, whether they are in work, those at the
top end of the income scale or those on pen-
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sions and benefits—who comes to my office
and seeks my support is equally important to
me. It is only once every three years that
people in my electorate have the opportunity
to express their view about the competing
policy platforms of the major political par-
ties.

On a couple of occasions people have
come to me and said, ‘Jennie, | didn't vote
for you in the last election,” but that is no
problem for | have always taken the attitude
that, regardiess of who they vote for, the
most important thing is that they cherish the
fact that, unlike many other countries in the
world, they have a process that allows them a
secret ballot and one chance every election
period to express their point of view about
matters that are of significant concern to our
nation.

| am opposing this bill because al the
changes that are raised in it are in complete
contradiction to the principles that | believe
in and to the principles that underpin our
democracy. | think we ought to look at the
reasons for the arguments advanced that the
so-called integrity of the roll needs to be en-
hanced or that we need to prevent electoral
fraud. | do not think this nation has any his-
tory of electoral fraud. The member for Par-
ramatta referred to 71 cases of fraudulent
enrolments that were investigated over a
decade. Yes, you might find isolated cases of
wrong enrolments, but there is nothing fun-
damentally wrong with the integrity of our
electoral process or the roll that is prepared
for our elections.

The acceptance of the integrity of the
process is well shown in our history. Even
when my party has won a mgjority of the
two-party preferred vote but has failed towin
enough seats to govern, Australians have
accepted that outcome. | think thereis a great
deal of faith in the system. People might not
like paliticians, but | do not hear people rais-

ing with me their concern about widespread
problemsin our electoral system.

Believing as | do that every vote and
every constituent is equally important and
valued, | would never support anything
which made it more difficult for people that |
represent, whether they vote for me or not, to
have the chance to express their opinions on
gection day. | am particularly concerned
about the proposals for the early closure of
the roll. | am aso concerned about the
greater identity requirements, which are go-
ing to impact on people who are already
marginalised, and the new requirements for
provisional voters to show proof of identity
on polling day or soon thereafter.

| do not accept the minister’s argument
that the changes are designed to ensure the
integrity of the rall. | do not accept that per-
sonally and | find it of interest that no evi-
dence was produced in submissions to the
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Mat-
ters or in any testimony made to the joint
standing committee to indicate the concerns
that allegedly bring these changes before us.
In fact, the committee majority itself con-
ceded:
... to date the committee has had no evidence to
indicate there has been widespread eectoral
fraud.

| can only repeat that | have come to the
conclusion that the real motivation is the
belief that the changes foreshadowed in this
bill would give this government some future
partisan political advantage.

The early closure of the rall is going to
have a marked impact on peopl€e's ability to
vote, particularly young people and people
who have moved into an electorate, as many
do in my electorate, and find that they are
going to be caught short. It may appear on
the surface that the proposal will close the
roll at 8 pm on the third working day after
the issue of the writ. If you look at the fine
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print, there are only a couple of exceptions.
For the majority of people enrolling for the
first time, that decision will have to be made
and exercised by eight o'clock on the first
day of the writ being issued. Only existing
enrollees will be given three days to change
their details.

Why this change? That is really the ques-
tion that is at the bottom of my strong oppo-
sition to these proposals. In 2002 the Elec-
toral Commission argued:

It would be a backward step to repeal the provi-
sion which guarantees electors this seven day
period—

whichiswhat isin place now—

in which to correct their enrolment.

The commission's longstanding view has
been that last-minute enrolments constitute
neither an administrative overload for their
staff nor a source of fraud. In its submission
to the 2000 parliamentary inquiry the com-
mission stated:

... early closure of the rolls will not improve the
accuracy of the rolls for an dection. In fact, the
expectation is that the rolls for the election will be
less accurate, because less time will be available
for existing electors to correct their enrolments
and for new enrolments to be received.

I find it realy remarkable that the govern-
ment’s proposals are in direct contrast to the
advice of the independent Australian Elec-
toral Commission. | came across an article
written by researchers at Swinburne Institute
which looked at the changed position—the
almost somersault in position—that has been
adopted by the AEC in the last 12 months. It
seems to coincide with the appointment of
the new Electoral Commissioner, Mr Camp-
bell.

In March 2005, when the AEC made its
first submission to this inquiry into the con-
duct of the 2004 election, the AEC then ex-
pressed no concern about the workload it
faced at the election when voters were given

seven days grace. Nor did it express its sup-
port for the argument that the last-minute
rush of enrolments creates opportunities for
fraud. Yet, interestingly enough, as Costar
and Browne in their article point out, almost
exactly a year later, appearing before a Sen-
ate committee on 7 March 2006, the recently
appointed Australian Electoral Commis-
sioner, Mr Campbell, expressed almost ex-
actly the opposite view.

If | have to choose between the views of

people who have worked in the commission
for lengthy periods of time and the commis-
sion’s long held view that the seven-day clo-
sure was not a problem and its new view,
which | find interesting, | have not been able
to get to the bottom of this remarkable
change in attitude other than Mr Campbell
indicating that the early roll closure would
mean less work for the commission and that
it would ‘make life easier’ and give the
commission ‘time to concentrate on the other
issues we have to deal with in the prepara-
tion for the election’. Costar and Browne in
their article argued:
This new attitude from the commission is not
only a departure from its thinking a year ago. It is
at odds with the commission’s longstanding view
that last-minute enrolments constitute neither an
administrative overload nor a source of fraud.

What impact will this earlier closure have on
people in my deectorate? | am particularly
concerned that it will have an impact on
young people. | am particularly concerned
that it will have an impact on people with
lower levels of education, on the Indigenous
Australian community in my electorate, on
the many migrants and people from non-
English-speaking backgrounds and on the
growing numbers of people who either are
homeless or have no fixed address. All the
studies, even the AEC's report Youth elec-
toral study, show that young people are dis-
engaged as it is from the electoral process.
Often they do not understand the voting sys-
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tem and they do not perceive themselves
generally as well prepared to participate in
voting. So | would have thought it was our
responsibility as politicians to be out there
actively encouraging the participation of
young people in the democratic process,
showing them that they have a stake in that
participation. After all, we do want to have
more informed, more engaged and more ac-
tive congtituents in each of our electorates.
The one thing that we can be sure of if these
changes come into practice is that it will be
young people enralling for the first time who
will be severely disadvantaged. Why would
any government want to put any unnecessary
barriers into the process of young people
being able to exercise avote?

Professor Costar, one of the experts on
electoral reform issues, argued just recently
that good reasons would need to be adduced
to justify the denial of the vote to such a
large cohort of citizens, especially the new
enrollees, most of whom would be young
people who actually need encouragement to
become civically engaged. So no good rea-
son has been produced by the government to
support the disenfranchisement of thousands
of young Australians. | am particularly con-
cerned about the ability of people on the
margins—the homeless and the transient
populations—to have proof of identity to the
extent required in these new changes.

What impact will the changes have? Peo-
ple have already said that, in the seven days
after the writ for the last election was issued,
78,000 people enrolled for the first time.
They had seven days. If they had one day,
how many of those 78,000 people would
have got a vote? In that period of time,
345,000 people updated their details. Even
after the closure of the roll after that
seven-day period, another 150,000 Austra-
lians tried to enrol. Under the proposed
changes, nearly all of the 78,000 could po-
tentially be excluded from voting, as could

an indeterminate percentage of the 345,000.
In fact, the large number attempting to enrol
|ate—the 150,000 who till tried to get a vote
after the closure of the roll—suggested that,
if anything, the period of grace should be
extended rather than shortened.

| had alook at the figuresin my own elec-
torate, and | rang my divisional returning
officer just to understand the impact it might
have in the electorate of Throsby. In the last
election, between the time of the issuing of
the writ and the close of the roll, there was a
total of 1,805 enrolment changes—1,805
people changed their details or wanted to add
their name in that seven-day period. Many of
these 1,805 eectors could be denied a vote if
these new procedures were to become law.
Ancther 859 changes occurred following the
closure of the roll and up to polling day. Of
these, unfortunately, 185 were new enrollees.
| presume they were young people who
would not have been able to exercise their
vote on el ection day.

| come back to saying that our eectoral
system should do everything to have com-
mitted, involved and active constituents par-
ticipating in the democratic process and that
we should always reject any barriers or re-
strictions in the way of achieving that out-
come. It is for similar reasons that | am con-
cerned about the increased requirements for
identification on enrolment. Obviousy we
have to make sure that people are enralling
correctly in their electorates. Some enhanced
requirements were suggested but have not
been implemented, yet this government’s bill
wants to introduce even more stringent re-
quirements when the earlier provisions such
as requiring production of a drivers licence
or identification by two people on the roll
have not even been put into place.

| want to say in conclusion that, at the
same time as making it harder to vote, the
government is intent on making it easier to
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donate to political parties. The member for
Parramatta and the member for Fremantle
addressed this issue in some considerable
detail. | am most concerned about the impact
of raising the declarable limit for disclosure
from $1,500 to $10,000—that is, that dona-
tion details would not be made public until
the threshold of $10,000 was reached. | have
serious concerns because | do think thereis a
view out there that money opens doors,
money buys power and money buys access,
and the ordinary citizen becomes somewhat
disillusioned with the process. | think this
can only encourage massive sums of money
to be offered to the coffers of both palitical
parties away from public scrutiny, transpar-
ency and accountability. | think the member
for Parramatta referred to it as an emerging
“donocracy’. The member for Fremantle ar-
gued very cogently that raising these disclo-
sure limits undermines the notion that each
citizen will share equally in political power.
The changes enforce the perception that not
al of our citizens are equally able to influ-
ence their representative—that money buys
influence and power. She argued that we run
the risk of becoming a ‘ corporate democracy’
run by ‘money palitics'.

The American experience is that money is
a powerful political force. Recently Senator
Raobert Byrd put it this way:
The incessant money chase that currently perme-
ates every crevice of our political system is like
an unending circular marathon. And it is a race
that sends a clear message to people: that it is
money, money, money—not ideas, not principles
but money that reigns supreme in American poli-
tics. The way to gain access on Capitol Hill, the
way to get the attention of members of this body,
is through money.

| know that we are certainly going down the
route of America in many areas, and | think
we should be very careful and learn from
their experiences of the potential for abuse
and corruption of the democratic political

process when transparency is not part of the
system.

For al those reasons, the bill before us is
unacceptable. | find it amazing that a gov-
ernment would make it harder for people to
vote and to be engaged in the palitical proc-
ess and in the same bill make it so much eas-
ier for corporate and other bodies to donate
in secret to political parties. | think that these
proposals are the antithesis of the values that
| believe in and the processes that | try to
implement in my electorate to make sure that
all citizens are actively engaged.

Mr WINDSOR (New England) (5.44
pm)—I am pleased to be able to speak to the
Electoral and Referendum Amendment
(Electoral Integrity and Other Measures) Bill
2005. | listened with interest to some of the
previous speakers, particularly those who
referred to the integrity of our system and to
the tendency to follow the American path in
relation to ‘ donocracy’, as | think it was just
called—the capacity of money to influence
the outcome of policy.

One of the problems that | see with this
legidation is that it reinforces a concern—
and one that | think in a sense adds to the
erosion of the credibility of the parliamen-
tary and democratic processes—that many
people in the electorate have about donations
being made to poalitical organisations, par-
ticularly through associated entities but
through other processes as well, that are not
disclosed in any shape or form under the cur-
rent arrangements. This legidation is very
wide ranging and covers a number of issues,
and some of them | support. But, on balance,
I will be opposing the legislation and intro-
ducing some amendments. | know my col-
league the member for Calare will be intro-
ducing some amendments as well—again,
some of which | support and others which |
do not.
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The common thread throughout the debate
that is taking place is a concern about proper
and adequate disclosure of donations made
by people to political parties—and to Inde-
pendents, for that matter. There should be
proper disclosure when issues such as fuel
and renewable energy are being debated,
which is occurring at the moment. When
various obstacles are put in the way of a con-
structive renewable energy industry moving
forward, one has to wonder who is pulling
the strings. The government has been fairly
active in moving forward in many other ar-
eas, so why is there reluctance to do anything
about fuel prices? Thereis alot of talk about
global energy costs and external factors but
very little talk about internal factors and
things that can be done domestically. Maybe
the Minister for Revenue and Assistant
Treasurer, who is seated at the table, or the
minister who will be replying will be able to
help me understand this. There is no way that
a voter, or even a member of parliament, for
that matter, can ascertain who is pulling the
strings of the political processes and the po-
litical parties, particularly through the asso-
ciated entity arrangement that has been in
place over many years.

I will be moving amendments that essen-
tially maintain the requirement for media
broadcasters and publishers to file returns
following elections. | think both sides of the
palitical fulcrum are going to oppose that
amendment. | will be interested to see
whether they do and to hear their arguments
as to why they would oppose disclosure by
the media. We all recognise that the media
play a very important role in the political
process, particularly during election cam-
paigns, so why shouldn't they have to dis-
close? The only argument that | have heard is
that disclosure is an administrative burden on
the media. If the government and the opposi-
tion vote against my amendment because
they are so concerned about administrative

burdens, they should have a look at what is
happening with the myriad other pieces of
legidlation that are before the parliament.
This concern about the administrative burden
that the media would have to put up with
really interests me, and | would like to hear
the argument pursued by the minister who
will be responding.

The issue of public disclosure by mediain
our current laws is that it only gives a check
on the process of disclosure. If we remove
that, we remove another check as to who is
paying the piper, who is pulling the strings
and who is getting something for donating
money. The donation will not be observed. In
my seat of New England, the only way that
you can find out the potential spend of the
National Party candidate, for instance, is to
look through the media disclosure, because
the National Party candidate will inevitably
have a nil disclosure. Some people in the
public arena might think: ‘He didn’t spend
anything. Isn't he a great candidate? That's
the sort of candidate we want—someone
who stands on their own resolve.” But that is
not the reality of the situation.

People are donating a massive amount of
money, essentially through associated enti-
ties, which is finding its way to the candi-
dates. Some of that money then goes into
media for publicity for that candidate, but we
do not know who is pushing the buttons of
that particular candidate. As an Independent,
| have to disclose my donors. People are well
aware of how much is donated and who is
donating it to my campaigns. But a National
Party candidate does not have to do that. |
think the broader electorate would rather
know who is paying the piper so that they
can make an adjudication on the issues that
come before the parliament and see what is
going on.

Another amendment is for associated enti-
ties to become more clearly defined and for
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their reporting requirements to show who
their donors are. In a democratic process, |
would have thought that for all of the major
parties to have constructed this mirage and to
camouflage donations was quite destructive
to our political process. At the end of the day,
people do not elect parties. They dect indi-
viduals to represent their electorate in this
place; they do not elect a party. For the par-
ties to hide behind these associated entities
is, in my view, a rort of the system. If we
need any proof from other democratic na-
tions of where that takes us—of where
money, rather than policy and principle, ac-
tually becomes the game—we need only
look to the United States to see the massive
input of political donations there and the
whole economy that has been derived from
them.

| will be introducing an amendment that
requires each candidate, regardiess of party
affiliation, to file an individual return that
indicates their donors and expenditure. |
think most people would view that as fair; |
think they would view that as happening
now. But when they see a massive media
campaign taking place in the media and on
television screens, and they look up a par-
ticular candidate's disclosure form and it
says ‘nil’, they wonder how that happens. We
know how that happens, but | think one of
the things that has to come out of this proc-
ess is that people realy do need to know
what is going on in this so-called democratic
institution.

Transparency is obviously a very impor-
tant part of this process, as is integrity. Be-
fore | heard the minister's second reading
speech, | was pleased to see that the hill is
actually called the Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005. On the issue of integ-
rity and our parliamentary processes, and
related to the Electoral Commission, | would
like to show how our processes can be

abused. Mr Deputy Speaker, you would be
aware of the Senate Finance and Public Ad-
ministration References Committee inquiry
into Regional Partnerships. You would be
aware of the allegations of palitical bribery
that were made. You would be aware of the
involvement of Greg Maguire, a business-
man from Tamworth. | would like to read
from the findings of that inquiry as they re-
late to the Australian Electoral Commis-
sion—and this shows how the process can be
abused. Under the heading ‘ Possible offence
by awitness', the report states:

1.46 The Committee took evidence from Mr
Greg Maguire, a central figure in the allegations
of Mr Tony Windsor MP that he was offered an
inducement not to stand for the seat of New Eng-
land at the 2004 federal eection. During his ap-
pearance before the Committee Mr Maguire
claimed that his companies had made contribu-
tions to Mr Windsor’s state and federal election
campaigns. When asked to provide details to the
Committee, he refused to answer but instead un-
dertook to provide the information on notice. The
information was important for corroborating
some of Mr Maguire's evidence and was material
to the Committee's examination of the matter.

147 Contrary to his undertaking at the hear-
ing, Mr Maguire subsequently failed to provide
the information to the Committee. The Committee
wrote to Mr Maguire on three occasions to re-
mind him of his undertaking. On the final occa-
sion the Committee drew his attention to Senate
procedural resolutions which make it an offence
for a witness to fail to answer questions and pro-
vide information when required to do so. Mr
Maguire informed the secretariat that he would
not be making a response.

1.48 During this process the Committee re-
ceived fresh evidence which raised serious doubts
about the veracity of Mr Maguire's statements.
The Committee provided this evidence to Mr
Maguire and invited him to comment. Mr
Maguire also refused to respond to this material.

1.49 The Committee is deeply concerned by
Mr Maguire's evasiveness on this matter. His
refusal to provide relevant information made it
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difficult to not only corroborate his evidence be-
fore the inquiry but also to verify whether Mr
Maguire—

and thisis a key point—

had disclosed these eection contributions to the
Australian Electoral Commission (AEC).

150 Given the obligation on both donors and
recipients to disclose both cash and in-kind con-
tributions to eection campaigns, the Committee
is concerned that Mr Maguire may bein breach of
the Electoral Act. The Committee is particularly
troubled by the conflicting evidence provided by
Mr Maguire and Mr Windsor, as well as Mr
Maguire's refusal to clarify the matter despite
repeated requests by the Committee for him to do
so. The Committee intends to write to the Austra-
lian Electoral Commissioner asking that the mat-
ter beinvestigated.

That process has taken place. The matter has
been referred to the Australian Electoral
Commission for investigation. But there are
a number of issues that are pertinent to this
debate today and to the integrity of the po-
litical process. Firstly, when a witness ap-
pears before a Senate inquiry they are
obliged to tell the truth. In this inquiry, not
only were these witnesses under the normal
provisions of parliamentary privilege and the
normal matters that covered that inquiry but
these witnesses had also sworn an oath.

Mr Maguire has made certain commit-
ments to the committee that he has not felt
obliged to comply with. It is going to be ex-
tremely interesting to see what the Australian
Electoral Commission does in the assessment
of this breach of protocol before a Senate
inquiry. If the Electoral Commission decides
that it cannot hear the matter—and that may
be its course; | do not know—it will become
a matter for the Senate to deal with. If the
Senate does nothing to deal with this particu-
lar matter, the message it sends about the
integrity of our political process is that you
can make a whole range of allegations and
you can say you are going to perform in

terms of the ddivery of evidence to a par-
liamentary inquiry and not do so. | think it
will be an extraordinary set of circumstances
if in fact that does occur. Hopefully it will
not. Hopefully the Australian Electoral
Commission will make inquiries. But to this
day | have not been contacted by the Austra-
lian Electoral Commission asking about po-
litical donations from one Mr Maguire.

Mr Maguire also made the point to the
committee that he could not recall which of
his 37 companies had made the supposed
donations to one Mr Windsor and that he
would provide information on the 37 compa-
nies. To my knowledge he has not done that.
When you do a search of some of these con+
panies, you find Mr Maguire apparently has
two names. Gregory Kenneth Maguire and
Gregory Kevin Maguire. So | think there are
some real matters of integrity that are going
to be before this independent body, the Aus-
tralian Electoral Commission, which makes
decisions on the integrity of our eection
process. | would ask this parliament and the
Special Minister of State, who will be re-
sponding soon, to make sure that the Austra-
lian Electoral Commission does everything
in its power to examine this matter, referred
by a Senate committee, of a witness who was
under oath. It is an extraordinary circum-
stance that in one of our committees a sworn
witness agreed to provide information under
oath but that information has not been pro-
vided.

I will be moving some amendments to this
bill and | know my parliamentary colleague
the member for Calare will be introducing
many amendments as well. Hopefully some
of these amendments will be accepted, but in
total | doubt very much whether | will be
supporting the general thrust of this legisa-
tion. What it does is an insult to the voter in
that people can make political donations in
this nation, that those donations are hidden
and that there is no capacity for the normal
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voter or even a member of parliament to find
out where the money went and what deals
were done in terms of the money—with the
little nods and winks that would be going on
as money is donated—when that money can-
not be sourced back to the origina wallet
from whence it came. | think that is an ex-
traordinary thing. The Electoral Act is bad
enough at the moment but to be making it
worse by way of amendment, in terms of the
public disclosures that people make and the
capacity for individuals to look at their de-
mocratic processes and ascertain the integrity
or otherwise of donations, is appalling.

Mr KATTER (Kennedy) (6.04 pm)—I
have strong feelings about the Electoral and
Referendum Amendment (Electoral Integrity
and Other Measures) Bill 2005. The last
campaign that | fought my way through was
easily the most bitter and ugly campaign in
which | had ever been involved, for or
against The Nationals. The Nationas
dragged my own family into the fray, which
is something that | had never seen done be-
fore. Maybe it had occurred somewhere be-
fore in Queensland, but in 32 years of being
a member of parliament | most certainly had
not seen it occur, nor during my father’s in-
volvement before that. As for the gentleman
who was running against me for The Nation-
als, | had never seen him at a National Party
meeting in my entire life. He obviously had
no interest in the party or its beliefs whatso-
ever but when the opportunity to become a
member of parliament arose he suddenly
became very interested in politics. One
would have to ask whether or not a person
who has never shown any interest whatso-
ever in a political party for his entire life—
and he was well on in years; he was not a
spring chicken—and then suddenly becomes
interested has a belief system that is backing
his commitment.

We counted the road signs on the highway
between Cairns and Townsville—we were

doing the whole run—and there were 15 cor-
flute signs of theirs for every one that we
had. We spent $6,500 on the corflutes, so
presumably they had spent 15 times more
than we had. On the basis of what was spent
on television, around $350,000 would have
been spent on the campaign to unseat me in
that electorate. If you looked at the figures,
you would know that, however bad | may
have been and however clever their candi-
date may have been, it was a fairly ambitious
sort of task to pull a swing of 20 or 25 per
cent or whatever it was. | think that money
yields benefits. If you have got the money to
put a person into the field for a good year in
which he does nothing else, that in itsdlf is
probably $100,000: he has got a car, he has
got fud and he has got overnight accommo-
dation. This person seemed to be in the field
doing nothing else for a full year, presuma
bly, and the party picked up nine, 10 or 15
per cent—I do not know what it was. They
did pull up a good vote, but it did not par-
ticularly worry me, because | think our vote
went up half a percentage point or something
of that nature. It was almost identical to what
it was at the election before last, so it did not
make any impression upon us.

But for those people in the party who
asked whether it was money well spent when
Larry Anthony, a very fine former member
of this House and a very decent person in
every single respect, lost his seat and had
very little money to spend on his campaign,
one wonders whether the money was well
spent or whether it was just a venting of peo-
ple's hatred and viciousness. | would say that
the latter is probably the only interpretation
you could put upon the behaviour of the
people involved.

As far as being able to buy votes, | re-
member when we had to give a little boat to
a little Aboriginal community. It was getting
close to federal eection time, and | was a
state minister at the time. Without thinking |
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asked our candidate to come up when | was
handing over the boat, and | remember my
reaction afterwards was that | felt redly
cheap and | knew that my actions had been
enormously inappropriate. And that was just
having the candidate there when | made a
handover of a small boat. It would not have
been any more than a few thousand dollars
for the boat, and it was something that had to
be done. The point | am trying to make is
that | felt like taking a shower afterwards.

But, during this campaign, day after day
and week after week we picked up the paper
and read about the Regiona Partnerships
program, and there was someone or other
from the National Party up there, handing
out a chegue for this, that or the other thing.
Last week | was approached by people who
said—and | have no hesitation in saying this
because | think it is a true thing to say—
‘“How would we get money from that fund? |
said, ‘If you contact the local National Party
and offer to hand out how-to-vote cards for
them at the next eection, | think you'll get
the money.” And they all burst out laughing. |
said: ‘The great tragedy is that I'm not
laughing at all. I'm being quite serious. If
you want to get that money, then you have to
indicate that you are a supporter of this party.
That's the way that it operates.” Now, if that
is—

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BC
Scott)—I would remind the member for
Kennedy that thisis the Electoral and Refer-
endum Amendment (Electoral Integrity and
Other Measures) Bill 2005. | have alowed
the member a great deal of latitude and |
bring him back to the matter and the bill be-
fore the House.

Mr KATTER—Mr Deputy Speaker, the
bill refers to ‘eectoral integrity and other
measures’, and | am pointing out where in-
tegrity operates and where it does not oper-
ate. | am pointing that out fairly bluntly, but |

think it needs to be said. You should read my
submission to the Senate inquiry on regional
sustainability, Mr Deputy Speaker. The min-
ister resigned but he resigned at midday, and
| was going in to give my submission at four
o' clock that afternoon. If | were him, | would
blush with embarrassment and | would hand
my resignation in because no decent person,
| think, can have done what was done there
without seeing it as an onus upon himself to
resign.

The money provided is not provided for
you to advance the interests of your palitical
party. That money is provided for you. We
are using money to fight an eection cam-
paign, and the government is saying that we
are moving from $1,500 declarable to
$10,000 declarable. So what is the money
being contributed here? If you are utilising
the resources of the country, the government
and the taxpayers to campaign—every single
one of us is campaigning al the time in a
sense—I think there is a point where decent
people redlise that this is not really about
helping the people of the area that we are
paid to represent. This is simply about win-
ning a political contest.

Let us turn to the issue. There are people
who are very well equipped to trace money,
even though they are not legally obliged to
trace money, and there are people working
on those traces at the present moment. | am
absolutely intrigued by the decisions that
have been made, for example, in the sugar
industry. | am absolutely intrigued by the
massive amounts of money that were spent
in the last federal election campaign. | wasin
the party for along time and my father never
had access to $350,000 in election campaign
funds. | think | ran three election campaigns
federally for the National Party. The first one
was not a marginal seat; it was a 6% per cent
seat o, technicaly, it was not a margina
seat. | had to win a non-marginal seat but the
polls were indicating that we were running
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neck and neck. | can assure you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, that | did not have $350,000 to
knock off the ALP member for Kennedy. |
was given very little support at all. Fortu-
nately, | had an income from my superannua-
tion from the state parliament and | was able
to campaign full-time for that year.

We are intrigued to know where the
$350,000 came from. | give fair warning in
this place that there are ways of tracking
down this money. We know who has bene-
fited, from the decisions subsequently made
in the sugar industry. We know where the
benefits have flowed. One company here
appears to have got $195 million in hand-
outs. The deregulation of the sugar industry
has ddlivered to the millers literally hundreds
of millions of dollars that, under the old sys-
tem, would have gone to the farmers.

| proudly belonged to the party. | read the
book on John McEwen and just felt so proud
that | was associated with a political organi-
sation that had been led by such a man, who
had ingtituted for us the world sugar price
agreement and who had instituted for us,
along with Doug Anthony, the wool scheme,
which gave us decent prices for 20 years.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER—I will re-
mind the member for Kennedy again: | have
given him a lot of latitude in his address to
this bill. | bring him back to the matter be-
fore the House, which is the Electoral and
Referendum Amendment (Electoral Integrity
and Other Measures) Bill 2005. | am having
a problem identifying how | could possibly
relate the sugar industry to the bill before the
House.

Mr KATTER—Mr Deputy Speaker, with
al due respect, | find that extraordinary.
What | am saying to you is that, if after an
eection a company profits to the tune of tens
and maybe hundreds of millions of dallars
and the donations have been very generous
in certain electorates during the election

campaign against people who were diametri-
cally opposed to the deregulation of that in-
dustry, that is the very heart and soul of what
this bill is about. Parties will be able to re-
ceive $10,000 without having to nominate
who they got it from.

| can remember one of my friends with a
big company who said, ‘ This company does
not give money.’ | said, ‘| noticed you at alot
of government and political functions, and |
don't think you get invited there unless you
make a donation.’ He said, ‘No, we give
them individually.” So individual names ap-
pear and the amount of money is much
smaller. It was a very big company and a
very naughty company later on, as it turned
out—after this friend of mine had left, | must
emphasise. So at the very heart and soul of
this bill is whether by making political con-
tributions you can buy an IOU from a paliti-
cal party that you can call in subsequently.

| do not deny an industry such as the min-
ing industry theright to back a political party
that has a very aggressive attitude to devel-
opmentalism. That is not what | am talking
about here. What | am talking about hereis a
fundamentally different situation where you
can provide that money to influence the po-
litical party in making a decision which they
would not normally make. | proudly be-
longed to a party that had as its very essence
the right to collectively bargain. It was inher-
ent in our wool industry, our tobacco indus-
try, our sugar industry and our wheat indus-
try, and we had been the party that instituted
that. Every page in the McEwen profile we
turned over said that, and it was similar with
Doug Anthony. Why did they change their
position? | say that the reason lies in the
same place as the answer to where the
$350,000 came from that was used in the
campaign against me in the last election.
Where did that money come from? Those are
the questions that we want answered.
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What is happening here is the door is be-
ing closed on ever answering those questions
in the future. They are closing the door so
that nobody can see what happens behind
that closed door. That may be good for the
interests of a palitical party in the short term,
but the current government will not always
be in parliament, as the other side will bein
government some time. Heaven only knows
that so many people suffered as a result of
similar nefarious activities that took place in
the Hawke and Keating administrations.
Heaven only knows that Hawke and Keating
may have been the kings in that area, though
| would not like to say that they are not being
rivalled for their kingly status at the present
moment.

But the decisions that were made to de-
regulate those industries benefited greatly
certain corporations and reduced us to a
situation where we had a suicide every
month in the sugar industry. That is what
happened to us on the other side of the coin.
A lot of those people still have loyalty to the
National Party and they beieve in the Na-
tional Party. They still think it is the institu-
tion that it once was, and | sort of think
really that that is nice. | have never held it
against them that they have maintained that.
Asfor the fact that their own lives have been
totally destroyed by the actions of that par-
ticular party, that is upon the consciences of
those people and one day they will have to
go to meet their maker and explain to Him
what happened there.

But today what we are doing is closing the
door so that people cannot see what is going
on behind that door. If you are a corporation
and you provide hundreds of thousands of
dollars of support, you do not do that be-
cause you are Santa Claus. You do that be-
cause you will get an 10U that can be called
in somewhere down the track. That is the
nature of political donations.

Quite separately from that, | will reiterate
this point. | have said it before but | will say
it once again: there are genuine people who
believe that it isin the best interests of them,
their families, their district and their country
to provide donations to a political party. But,
to me, they have never been the sorts of peo-
ple who give $10,000. They are not those
sorts of people. They are the people who will
give $1,500 or less. What is happening here
is that we are extending the figure from
$1,500 to $10,000, so that will incorporate
the corporate donors, and the corporate do-
nors want something in return. Unfortunately
and sadly, | personally believe that they have
got a very good return on the investment
they have made in my old political party that
| was once so proud to belong to. For those
who read Hansard, | would say: do not think
about what that particular political party is
today. Think about the once greatness of that
party that instituted the International Sugar
Agreement, the party that instituted the wool
price scheme that gave us decent prices for
our products.

I will finish on this note. When | was
burying my father | had to think about the
really important things that happened while
he was a member of parliament in our area. |
thought: the most wonderful thing that ever
happened to us in western Queensland—and,
| would say, probably in inland Australia—
was the wool scheme. As a young man, when
| left secondary school | did not see any re-
mote hope that the wool industry could sur-
vive. My very first financial venture was to
buy sheep for a pet food operation, because |
thought that all that sheep could be used for
was pet food! You would remember it well,
Mr Deputy Speaker Scott. Because of those
brave and courageous men—and | name
them: Doug Anthony and John McEwen—
we were able to enjoy 20 years of prosperity
inthat industry.
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It was only brought down by the likes of
Mr Keating. | think that not only was he in-
fluenced by very generous donations over a
long period but it wove its way into his
thinking. He thought that just giving into the
big corporations all the time was a good
thing to do. He was conditioned to that re-
sponse. When he abolished the wool scheme,
within three years—as you will recall, Mr
Deputy Speaker—the price for our product
dropped clean in half. Now, to quote Alan
Jones, ‘ half of that industry has vanished'.

These people who give big donations—in
the main; not al of them—are people whom
we have to ask very serious questions about.
| have had donors who have contributed over
$1,500 and they never worried about using
their names, because they knew that | be-
lieved in the things that they bdieved in. It
was money well spent and they were proud
to be able to wear it. They did not have to
hide behind closed doors or behind an act
that enabled them to remain behind closed
doors.

Mr  NAIRN (Eden-Monaro—Special
Minister of State) (6.23 pm)—In summing
up, | thank the honourable members who
have contributed to the debate on this very
important legidation. 1 would aso like to
thank the chair and members of the Joint
Sanding Committee on Electoral Matters for
the committee’'s comprehensive report into
the 2004 federal election, and the chair and
members of the Senate Finance and Public
Administration Legislation Committee for
their inquiry and report on the provisions of
the Electoral and Referendum Amendment
(Electoral Integrity and Other Measures) Bill
2005. Having been chair of the joint standing
committee from 1997 to 2001, when quite a
number of recommendations along very
similar lines as these were made, it is very
pleasing to now be the minister taking
through the parliament the legislation which
will enact these changes.

The opposition have made a number of
claims about the proof of identity and close
of roll provisions in these reforms. Firstly,
they claim that the proof of identity require-
ments will disenfranchise thousands of Aus-
tralians; secondly, they claim that closing the
roll early is aimed at disenfranchising the
young; thirdly, they claim that closing the
roll early will disenfranchise over 280,000
Australians; fourthly, they claim that the
1983 election is proof that closing theroll on
the day the writ is issued will disenfranchise
thousands of Australians; and, finaly, they
claim that these changes are not required
because there is no substantial proof of fraud
ontheroll.

Let me start with the proof of identity
provisions, which require proof of identity
for people wanting to enrol, re-enrol or cast a
provisional vote. The notion that asking peo-
ple for proof of identity in the form of a
drivers licence or in another form is asking
too much and will disenfranchise thousands
of Australians simply is not true. At the time
of the 2003 census, it was found that more
people in Australia held a drivers licence
than there were people entitled to vote. For
those Australians who do not have a drivers
licence, a broad range of options will be
available for them to provide proof of iden-
tity that will meet the identity requirements
for eectors. These provisions will substan-
tially improve the integrity of the roll and
will overcome the absurd situation where,
under Labor’s electoral laws, it is easier to
get ontheroll thanitisto hireaDVD. These
are logical, practical measures, and | am per-
plexed by Labor’s opposition to them.

The second claim made by the opposition
isthat these changes are aimed specifically at
disenfranchising young people. According to
the latest Australian electoral study, 41 per
cent of young people voted Liberal at the last
election compared to just 32 per cent who
voted Labor. We love young people, and they
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are voting our way, so | categorically reject
claims by the ALP that we are seeking to
deliberately disenfranchise young people.

The third claim made by the opposition is
that over 280,000 people will be disenfran-
chised by the changes to the close of roll
period. This is one of the most misleading
claims by the opposition in this debate. The
figure of 280,000 represents roll transactions
made during the close of roll period before
the 2004 election. The figure includes
126,799 divisional transfer transactions and
157,311 new enrolment and re-enrolment
transactions. Under the bill, those who are
enrolled but are changing address will have
three days from the issue of the writ to up-
date their details. Had these arrangements
been in place for the last four eections, from
the time the election was called people
changing division would have had five busi-
ness days to change their details in 2004, six
business days in 2001, four business daysin
1998 and six business days in 1996. That is
an average of five business days from the
time the election was called, which is more
than enough time for people to change their
details.

Clearly, the 126,799 eectors who changed
division in the close of rall period before the
2004 election would not have been impacted
by these changes and it is misleading to sug-
gest otherwise. That leaves the new enrol-
ments and re-enrolments. Under the bill, new
enrolments and re-enrolments will have to
enrol by the day the writ isissued. Had these
arrangements been in place for the last four
dections, from the time the dection was
called people enrolling or re-enrolling would
have had two business days to change their
details in 2004, three business days in 2001,
one business day in 1998—with one day’s
notice—and three business days in 1996,
which is an average of two business days
from the day the el ection was called.

There were 157,311 new enrolment and
re-enrolment transactions received in 2004.
Of these, 110,231 were received either in the
first two days or in the last two days of the
close of roll period—that is, either electors
enrolled early or they enrolled at the dead-
line. The case can be made that there will
always be electors who either enral early or
enrol at the deadline. This will be the case
regardiess of the length of the close of rall
period. These 110,231 electors would there-
fore not have been affected.

Figures from fixed-term jurisdictions
show that even with four years notice thereis
still a rush of transactions the day the roll
closes. Using the 2004 close of roll figures,
the number of eectors then that may have
been affected under the proposed arrange-
ments is close to 47,000, not the 280,000 that
the Labor Party claims. But let me remind
the House that using the 2004 enrolment fig-
ures is a complete hypothetical. While it has
been shown that the impact would have been
much less than the ALP claims, that does not
take into consideration the significant and
specifically targeted advertising campaigns
the AEC is currently developing and will
implement for the next election. These will
be aimed specifically at informing the com-
munity of the changes.

The fourth claim the opposition has re-

peatedly made is that the 1983 election was
proof that closing the roll the day the writ is
issued will disenfranchise thousands of Aus-
tralians. This is what the member for Bruce
had to say on the matter in this place on 29
March this year:
In 1983 the eectoral roll was closed on the day
that the election writ was issued ... on polling day
approximately 90,000 people found themselves
unable to vote because they had not enrolled in
time.

in 1984 Labor sought to enfranchise the 90,000
voters who missed out on the opportunity to vote
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because of the early closure of the rolls in the
1983 federal eection.

So what has the Labor Party achieved in the
last 22 years in this place? In 1983, 90,000
people who turned up on polling had their
votes rejected because they were not on the
roll. Let us fast forward to the 2004 election,
20 years after Labor implemented its policy
of an extended close of roll period, presuma-
bly with the impact of reducing the number
of provisional votes being rejected on palling
day. At the 2004 €l ection 180,865 people cast
a provisional vote on polling day. Of these
votes more than 67,000 were rejected be-
cause the applicants were not enrolled at all.
A further 22,000 provisional votes were re-
jected for the House of Representatives be-
cause they were enrolled in the wrong divi-
sion. So under pre-Labor policy in 1983,
90,000 provisional votes were rejected. Un-
der Labor policy in 2004, 89,000 provisional
votes were rejected because they were not on
the roll or were enrolled in the wrong divi-
sion. Clearly, Labor’s policy has done abso-
lutdly nothing to extend the franchise. The
same number of provisional votes were re-
jected in 1983 as were rgiected under La-
bor’s policy. All Labor’s policy has done is
unnecessarily expose our electoral system to
vulnerability, a vulnerability that this gov-
ernment is committed to fixing.

Finally, and most concerning, is the claim
by Labor that these changes are not required
because there is no substantial proof of fraud
on the rall. | cannot emphasise enough that
the government remains firmly committed to
ensuring the continuing integrity of the elec-
toral system and reducing the potential for
dectoral fraud. The electoral processisat the
core of our democracy and is the basis of the
Australian peopl€'s acceptance of the elec-
tion outcomes. Voting is a fundamental right,
an absolute right, and that is why we must
protect its integrity. There is no point in pro-

viding the franchise if we cannot protect its
integrity.

However, when it comes to fraud the ALP
prefer to turn a blind eye, presumably be-
cause they are beneficiaries of such fraud.
May | remind members opposite of rorts
perpetrated by Mr Mike Kaiser, the disgraced
Labor rall rorter, who was forced to resign
from the Queendand parliament, now deputy
federal director of the Labor Party; or Ms
Karen Ehrman, a Queendand state ALP can-
didate who went to jail for electoral fraud. |
remind members opposite of Mr Christian
Zahra's own false enrolment when he was
not an Australian citizen and of the roll rorts
committed by a former Labor staffer of Mr
Colin Hollis. And | remind them of cases
such as Curacao Fischer Catt, the pet that
was enrolled in the New South Wales seat of
Macquarie. | recall another one—Giddy Go-
anna. Giddy Goanna got enrolled in the elec-
torate of Groom.

The guilty oppoasition takes a position of
absolute complacency on this issue. The
government will not be complacent. The
government considers that measures in this
legidation, particularly proof of identity for
enrol ment, re-enrolment and provisional vot-
ing, and the early close of the rall, will go a
long way towards strengthening our el ectoral
system and stopping fraud before it happens.

Can | add that no-one needs to be disen-
franchised by these changes if they obey the
law. The law is that you must be enrolled—
unless the Labor Party is proposing that peo-
ple should not follow the law. Is the Labor
Party actually saying that the law should be
broken? If you obey the law and enrol you
are not disenfranchised.

Turning to the provisions in this bill to in-
crease the disclosure threshold to amounts
above $10,000: the government considers
this to be an appropriate threshold on the
two-fold basis that the current thresholds
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ranging from $200 to $1,500 were too low
when originally set and have since been
eroded by inflation. It has also been Liberal
Party policy since 1984, and we do not back
off from that. The opposition claimsin rela
tion to this matter have been alarmist and
nonsensical. Figures provided by the Austra-
lian Electoral Commission show that, had
these arrangements been in place for the
2004 financial year, the following would
have been disclosed: the Australian Labor
Party, 82 per cent of al private funding,
amounting to $56 million; the National Party,
83 per cent of al private funding, amounting
to $8 million; the Liberal Party of Australia,
80 per cent of al private funding, amounting
to $52 million; and all other parties, 81 per
cent of all private funding, amounting to
$124 million. Clearly, transparency and ac-
countability is not lost through the increase
to the disclosure threshold. The increased
threshold will ensure that these significant
donations will continue to be disclosed and
people will know who is making them.

Why then is the opposition so opposed to
these changes? The answer is simple. The
ALP know that under the new arrangements
honest, hardworking Australians can support
the party that supports small business and
they can do this without the fear of retribu-
tion and intimidation from trade unions and
their Labor puppets. The Labor Party op-
poses a more competitive democracy. Much
has been said in this place about donations,
corruption and the receipt of multiple dona-
tions. The member for Bruce spoke about
political donations, once again on 29 March
this year. He said that claims:

... that amounts of $10,000 and below were not
enough to improperly influence political parties

completdy ignores the fact that, as explained, a
party can receive multiple donations from the
same donor. This fact clearly increases the
chances of corrupt behaviour ...

So multiple donations increase corrupt be-
haviour, according to the member for Bruce.
He continued:

... you would not have to be Einstein to work out
that as the amounts of money increase so do the
chances of inappropriate, or even corrupt, behav-
1our.

This is where it gets interesting, because
when it comes to multiple donations the Aus-
tralian union movement wrote the book. In
2004-05 more than 260 separate donations
from the unions flowed to the ALP. In 2004-
05 the top multiple union donators to the
ALP were: fifth-ranked, the AMWU with 27
donations; fourth, the CEPU with 31 dona-
tions; third, the TWU with 32 donations;
second, the CFMEU with 46 donations; and
top of the rank, the MUA with 47 donations.
That is a total of 185—worth over $1.6 mil-
lion—and that isjust thetop five.

By his own admission, the member for
Bruce believes that the receipt of multiple
donations clearly increases the chance of
corruption. | wonder how much inappropri-
ate and corrupt behaviour 260 individual
donations from the union movement buys in
the Australian Labor Party. | wonder which
of the union donations actually bought the
opposition leader’s endorsements for the bids
to have the members for Bruce, Maribyr-
nong, Corio, Isaacs and Hotham thrown out
of their seats.

Mr Rudd—Madam Deputy Speaker, |
riseon apoint of order. | see that asagrossy
offensive, personal reflection on the Leader
of the Opposition. | ask that it be withdrawn
immediately.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BK
Bishop)—Minister, is the comment with-
drawn?

Mr NAIRN—I will withdraw. My point is
that everything the ALP say in criticising the
electoral reforms before this House is abso-
lutdly and categorically refuted by their own
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actions and by the actions of their union
masters. The truth is that these changes will
not affect transparency and accountability.
The hypocrisy and misinformation the oppo-
sition continues to spruik contributes nothing
to this debate.

With respect to the tax deductibility of po-
litical donations, the government agrees with
the JSCEM’s view that a higher tax deducti-
bility level would encourage more people to
participate in the democratic process. The
government believes that public involvement
in the democratic process has a significant
social value. By changing the tax deductibil-
ity arrangements, the bill will encourage
greater public participation in the democratic
process. The legidlation also provides tax
deductibility for donations to Independent
candidates and members at a federal or state
election. This will provide parity of treat-
ment between Independents and political
parties.

| reect opposition claims that these
changes are somehow aimed at benefiting
the Liberal Party. In making these claims, the
opposition have clearly missed the point that
the parties with the greatest reliance on dona-
tions of less than $1,500 are the minor par-
ties and Independents. The redlity is that
these tax changes will make it more eco-
nomically viable for the supporters of the
minor parties and Independents to contribute
to their campaigns. That will actually lead to
an increase in the competitiveness of the de-
mocratic process. By opposing these provi-
sions, the ALP have shown their hand. The
last thing the Labor Party want is a more
competitive, democratic process. It is not the
first time the ALP have shown their hand on
what they think of a competitive democ-
racy—need we be reminded of Labor's in-
tentions when they changed the eectoral
system in 1984. Former Labor frontbencher
Graham Richardson revealed in his book
Whatever It Takes that when Labor changed

the electoral system they did so with the aim
of ensuring:

... that Labor would embrace power as aright and
make the task of anyone taking it from us as diffi-
cult as we could.

That appears on page 144 of the book. Who
was the Special Minister of State at the time?
It was none other than the current Leader of
the Opposition.

With respect to prisoner voting, the gov-
ernment remains firmly of the view that peo-
ple who commit offences against society
sufficient to warrant a prison term should
not, while they are serving that prison term,
be entitled to vote and elect the leaders of the
society whose laws they have disregarded.
People being detained on remand, those serv-
ing alternative sentences such as periodic or
home detention, those serving a non-
custodial sentence or people released on pa-
role will still be eligibleto enrol and vote.

On the subject of third-party disclosure,
the government believes that NGOs must be
held accountable for any activities that they
engage in which are clearly related to elec-
toral matters. The provisions in the bill will
require third parties who are engaging in
political campaigning in the non-election
period to disclose their expenditure on an
annual basis where expenditure incurred ex-
ceeds $10,000. | will be moving government
amendments to this part of the bill. Changes
will be canvassed in more detail when | for-
mally introduce those into the House shortly.
Let me say that they were developed in con-
sultation with the not-for-profit sector and
the response has been very positive.

In conclusion, there are a number of other
measures in this bill that will strengthen our
eectoral system that have not been covered
in great detail during the debate. In summary,
these provisions relate to expanding AEC
demand powers, increasing nomination fees
for candidates, removing requirements for
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publisher and broadcaster returns, requiring
divisional officesto be located in the el ector-
ate they service, setting minimum require-
ments for the continued registration of politi-
cal parties following a federal eection and
providing for the deregistration of parties
that do not meet the requirements, and a
number of other matters. Most importantly,
through this bill this government achieves,
more than any government before it, a reduc-
tion in electoral fraud, the removal of vul-
nerabilities in our electoral system and the
protection of the integrity of the fundamental
democratic right of Australian citizensto cast
a vote. | commend the bill to the House.
(Time expired)

Question puit:

That the words proposed to be omitted (Mr
Griffin’samendment) stand part of the question.

TheHousedivided. [6.48 pm]

(The Deputy Speaker—Hon. BK Bishop)

AYes............ 77
Majority......... 22
AYES

Abbott, A.J. Anderson, J.D.
Andrews, K.J. Bailey, F.E.
Baird, B.G. Baker, M.
Baldwin, R.C. Barresi, P.A.
Bartlett, K.J. Billson, B.F.
Bishop, JI. Broadbent, R.
Brough, M.T. Cadman, A.G.
Causley, I.R. Ciobo, SM.
Cobb, JK. Draper, P.
Dutton, P.C. Elson, K.S.
Entsch, W.G. Farmer, P.F.
Fawcett, D. Ferguson, M.D.
Forrest, JA. * Gambaro, T.
Gash, J. Georgiou, P.
Haase, B.W. Hardgrave, G.D.
Hartsuyker, L. Henry, S.
Hockey, JB. Hunt, G.A.
Jensen, D. Johnson, M.A.
Jull, D.F. Keenan, M.
Kelly, D.M. Laming, A.
Ley, SP. Lindsay, P.J.

Lloyd, J.E.
Markus, L.
McArthur, S. *
Nairn, G.R.
Neville, P.C.
Pearce, C.J.
Pyne, C.
Richardson, K.
Ruddock, P.M.
Scott, B.C.
Somlyay, A.M.
Stone, S.N.
Ticehurst, K.V.
Truss, W.E.
Turnbull, M.
Vale D.S.
Wakdin, B.H.
Wood, J.

NOES

Adams, D.G.H.
Beazley, K.C.
Bird, S.

Burke, A.E.
Byrne, A.M.
Danby, M. *
Elliot, J.

Ellis, K.
Ferguson, L.D.T.
Fitzgibbon, JA.
Georganas, S.
Gibbons, SW.
Grierson, S.J.
Hall, JG. *
Hayes, C.P.
Jenkins, H.A.
Lawrence, C.M.
McClelland, R.B.
Melham, D.

O’ Connor, B.P.
Owens, J.

Price, L.R.S.
Ripoll, B.F.
Rudd, K.M.
Smith, S.F.
Swan, W.M.
Thomson, K.J.
Wilkie, K.

* denotes teller

Question agreed to.

Macfarlane, |.E.
May, M.A.
McGauran, P.J.
Nelson, B.J.
Panopoulos, S.
Prosser, G.D.
Randall, D.J.
Robb, A.
Schultz, A.
Smith, A.D.H.
Southcott, A.J.
Thompson, C.P.
Tollner, D.W.
Tuckey, CW.
Vaile, M.A.J.
Vasta, R.
Washer, M.J.

Albanese, A.N.
Bevis, A.R.
Bowen, C.
Burke, A.S.
Crean, S.F.
Edwards, G.J.
Ellis, A.L.
Emerson, C.A.
Ferguson, M.J.
Garrett, P.
George, J.
Gillard, JE.
Griffin, A.P.
Hatton, M.J.
Hoare, K.J.
King, C.F.
Macklin, J.L.
McMullan, R.F.
Murphy, JP.

O’ Connor, G.M.
Plibersek, T.
Quick, H.V.
Roxon, N.L.
Sawford, R.W.
Snowdon, W.E.
Tanner, L.
Vamvakinou, M.

Original question agreed to.
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Bill read a second time.
Consider ation in Detail
Bill—by leave—taken asawhole.

Mr WINDSOR (New England) (6.56
pm)—by leave—I move my amendments (1)
to (5) together:

(1) Schedule 1, item 75, page 20 (lines 13-14),
omit theitem.

(2) Schedule 1, after item 77, page 20 (after line
21) insert
77A After section 302
Insert:
Division 3A - Return by candidates
302A Interpretation
(1) InthisDivision
electoral expenditure in relation to an
election, means al expenses incurred
by or on behalf of a candidate, and gifts
or donations received by or on behalf
of the candidate in connection with the
election and includes expenditure in-
curred and gifts or donations received
in connection with the eection
(whether or not incurred during the
election period) on:
(& the broadcasting, during the election
period, of an advertisement relating
to the dection; or

(b) thepublishing on the Internet or in a
journal, during the eection period,
of an advertisement relating to the
election; or

(c) the display, during the dection pe-
riod, at a theatre or other place of
entertainment, of an advertisement
relating to the election; or

(d) the production of an advertisement
relating to the eection, being an ad-
vertisement that is broadcast, pub-
lished or displayed as mentioned in
paragraph (a), (b) or (c); or

(e) the production of any materia (not
being materia referred to in para-
graph(a), (b) or (c)) that is required
under section 328 or 332 to include

2

@

2
©)

the name and address of the author
of the material or of the person au-
thorizing the material and that is
used during the election period; or

(f) the production and distribution of

electoral matter that is addressed to
particular persons or organisations
and is distributed during the election
period; or

(g) the carrying out, during the election

period, of an opinion poll, or other
research, relating to the election.

candidature includes the actions in
connection with a candidate's attempts
to be elected as a Senator or as a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives.

For the purposes of this Division, elec-
toral expenditure incurred by or with
the authority of a candidate shall be
deemed to have been incurred by that
candidate.

302B Candidatesto makereturns

Within 15 weeks after the polling day
in an eection every candidate at the
election shall sign and provide to the
Electoral Commission a return of the
electoral expenditure incurred or
authorised by the candidate showing

(a) al eectoral expenditure paid, and
(b) any disputed and unpaid claims for

electoral expenditure, and

(c) the names of persons or organisa-

tions who have made gifts or dona-
tions to the candidate in connection
with the election, and the details of
the gifts or donations received.

The return must be in accordance with
aform set out in the regulations.

The Electoral Commission must ensure
that returns or certified copies of re-
turns are available for public inspection
at an office of the Electoral Commis-
sion for a period of 6 months after they
have been received by the Commission.
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302C Expenditure etc on behalf of
candidate
Any person incurring or authorising
any electoral expenditure on behalf of a
candidate or providing or making a gift
or donation to a candidate without the
written authority of the candidate shall
be guilty of a contravention of thisAct
(3) Schedule 1, item 82, page 22 (lines 16-17)
omit theitem.
(4) Schedule 1, item 128, page 35 (lines 12-13),
omit theitem.
(5) Schedule 1, item 130, page 36 (lines 13-14),
omit theitem.
I will speak briefly to the amendments be-
cause | have just spoken to them at some
length in the second reading debate. For
those members who were not here or who
were not particularly interested, in summary
the intent of the amendments is essentially to
maintain the requirement that media broad-
casters and publishers continue to file returns
following elections and that associated enti-
ties be more clearly defined as to their re-
porting requirements, to show who their do-
nors are, and for each candidate, regardless
of their party affiliation, to file an individual
return indicating their donors and expendi-
ture. The amendments are self-explanatory in
that sense, and | ask members to support
those amendments.

Mr ANDREN (Calare) (6.57 pm)—I sup-
port the member for New England in this set
of amendments, particularly those pertaining
to the retention in this legidation of the dis-
closure reguirements for publishers and
broadcasters. | make the point that, where
there is an increase in the amount of the do-
nation to $10,000 before a declaration is re-
quired, as is proposed in this legidation,
combined with the current practice of nil
returns from most if not the overwhelming
majority of party candidates, and then cou-
pled with the elimination of the requirement
for the media to report, it leaves absolutely

no way for an individual, Independent or
other candidate to seek information about
how that opponent candidate's election is
funded. It beggars belief that anybody could
consider that this is a move towards more
integrity and a more transparent electoral
process.

It has been suggested to me by the opposi-
tion that their global reporting process pro-
vides for sufficient delineation of those dona-
tions, but | can tell you that there is abso-
lutely no way, unless these media returns are
fully furnished, that | or anybody else—a
member of the public or a candidate—can
find out who has spent money on behalf of
which candidate in any particular electorate.
| strongly recommend that the House support
these amendments.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BK
Bishop)—The question is that the member
for New England's amendments be agreed
to.

A division having been called and the
bells having been rung—

The DEPUTY SPEAK ER—As there are
fewer than five members on the side for the
ayes, | declare the question negatived in ac-
cordance with standing order 127. The
names of those members who are in the mi-
nority will be recorded in the \Votes and Pro-
ceedings.

Question negatived, Mr Andren, Mr Kat-
ter and Mr Windsor voting aye.

Mr ANDREN (Calare) (7.04 pm)—by
leave—| move my amendments (1) to (19)
and (22) together:

(1) Schedule 1, item 3, page 5 (lines 12-14),
omit theitem.

(2) Schedule 1, item 4, page 5 (lines 15-25),
omit theitem.

(3) Schedule 1, item 14, page 7 (lines 14-15),
omit theitem.
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(4) Schedule 1, item 15, page 7 (lines 16-22),

omit theitem.

(5) Schedule 1, item 16, page 7 (lines 23-25),
omit theitem.

(6) Schedule 1, item 20, page 8 (lines 9-11),
omit theitem.

(7) Schedule 1, item 24, page 8 (lines 26-28),
omit theitem.

(8) Schedule 1, item 28, page 9 (lines 13-15),
omit theitem.

(9) Schedule 1, item 39, page 13 (lines 18-19),
omit theitem.

(10) Schedule 1, item 40, page 13 (lines 20-22),
omit theitem.

(12) Schedule 1, item 41, page 13 (line 23) to
page 14 (line 17) , omit theitem.

(12) Schedule 1, item 42, page 14 (lines 18-19),
omit theitem.

(13) Schedule 1, item 43, page 14 (lines 20-21),
omit theitem.

(14) Schedule 1, item 44, page 14 (lines 22-24),
omit theitem.

(15) Schedule 1, item 45, page 14 (lines 25-26),
omit theitem.

(16) Schedule 1, item 50, page 15 (line 14) to 16
(line 8), omit the item.

(17) Schedule 1, item 51, page 16 (lines 9-10),
omit theitem.

(18) Schedule 1, item 52, page 16 (lines 11-12),
omit theitem.

(19) Schedule 1 item 61, page 17 (lines 24-27),
omit theitem.

(22) Schedule 1, item 66, (page 18 (lines 19-20),
omit theitem.

These amendments and a subsequent set that
I will be moving make the necessary changes
to restore transparency to the Common-
wealth Electoral Act and enhance the elec-
toral process to improve its ability to deliver
the best representative democracy possible
rather than the best democracy that money
can buy.

Amendments (1) to (5), (16), (19) and
(22) will retain the status quo with regard to

prisoner voting. | spoke in opposition to the
disenfranchisement of prisoners on three
Separate occasions in the last parliament and
| reiterate my opposition now. The right to
vote, to have a say in who governs the coun-
try and even, at a state level, who runs the
prisons, is a basic human right and as a right
is not something that should be taken away
by politicians. This was also the view of a
past joint standing committee of this parlia-
ment that adopted a recommendation that all
prisoners, except those convicted of treason,
be granted the right to vote. Nothing has
changed my view. Madam Deputy Speaker, |
am finding it very difficult to concentrate
with the noise.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BK
Bishop)—I would ask members if they
would afford the member for Calare some
courtesy and | et him be heard.

Mr ANDREN—I did not support the
measures with regard to prisoner voting that
eventually passed the parliament that only
those serving sentences over three years be
excluded from the roll. This was a reduction
from the original five years in the Common-
wealth Electoral Act. As the reduction to
three years was passed by both houses, | am
willing to retain that compromise in my
amendments to remove the government’s
total exclusion of anyone serving a custodial
sentence, regardless of whether it is two
months or two years, from the electoral roll
and to retain the status quo. This policy is
designed to do nothing more than further
enhance the electorate’s perception that the
government is tough on crime and criminals.
Sure, but it is too tough, | would believe, in
excluding all prisoners from aright to a vote,
which should in any humane society be part
of arehabilitation process.

| said beforein this place that some people
commit crimes and are not jailed but retain
the right to vote. Some are jailed and later
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found to be innocent. The blanket disenfran-
chisement ignores the reality of our justice
system, which is that it is imperfect and fal-
lible. From my experience in Calare, unless
we pay particular attention to the rehabilita-
tion of prisoners and offer them rights which
they can appreciate as rights—indeed, their
participation in a fundamental processin our
society—it will only further cement behav-
iour which will continue to be antisocial and
which will exacerbate crime. It will certainly
have a more negative outcome in the long
run.

| draw the House's attention to the Indige-
nous prisoner population, which is a huge
percentage—up to 30 per cent—of the prison
population in Bathurst jail. Indigenous pris-
oners make up 22 per cent of our prison
population, which is up from 14.2 per cent in
1992. This statistic is screaming out at us.
Here is something that needs to be attended
to. Having spent time with those incarcerated
in Kirkconnell, Bathurst and Lithgow jails, |
believe many of those people recognise they
have made a mistake and many of them
would want the right to have a say as part of
the rehabilitation process and not one that
encourages recidivism.

In a similar vein my amendments (6) to
(15), (17) and (18) will retain the status quo
in respect of the closure of the roll seven
days after the election writ is issued. This
would avoid the disenfranchisement of hun-
dreds of thousands of Australians who will
enrol or change their enrolment. Much of
this has been covered in other debate. |
would only say that it is a better process to
have students and young people in my elec-
torate engage when the election is called and
then take part in that election than to have
them take no part whatever in the process.
(Extension of time granted)

Finaly, as the AEC has consistently stated
in past inquiries into electoral matters, the

commission is not of the view that so-called
last-minute enrolments overburden it nor
present a risk to the integrity of the rall.
There has not been support for early closure
of theroll from the AEC. In this debateit has
been suggested that in the Senate inquiry into
the bill the commissioner reversed this long-
held opinion. | have looked at the Hansard
of the inquiry and | am satisfied that, far
from supporting the early closure of the roll,
the current commissioner merely gave his
opinion on the impact the early closure of the
roll would have on the commission and its
workload. | seek support for these amend-
ments and | will be seeking a division. | will
be moving subseguent amendments.

Mr  NAIRN  (Eden-Monaro—Special
Minister of State) (7.10 pm)—The govern-
ment does not support the amendments. With
respect to amendments (1) to (5), (16), (19)
and (22), the government remains firmly of
the view that people who commit offences
against society sufficient to warrant a full-
time prison term should not be entitled to
elect the leaders of the society which makes
the laws that they have disregarded. This will
bring Australia into line with many other
Western countries, including the United
Kingdom, Switzerland, Belgium and the ma-
jority of states in the United States of Amer-
ica

| dealt with amendments (6) to (15) and
(17) to (18) in great detail in my summing
up. The member for Calare probably did not
listen to my summing up and to the facts
about the early closure of the roll. To save
some time, for the reasons that | set out in
very clear terms in my speech summing up
the debate we oppose these amendments.

Mr Andren—Madam Deputy Speaker, |
rise on a point of order. | am trying to facili-
tate this debate to get it over by 7.30. | really
object to the insinuation that | was not listen-
ing to the debate. | made it clear in my sec-
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ond reading contribution, if the minister read
it.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BK
Bishop)—There is no point of order. The
member will resume his seat. The minister
has concluded. | call the member for—

Mr GRIFFIN (Bruce) (7.12 pm)—
Madam Deputy Speaker Bishop, you are the
second Deputy Speaker today to forget my
electorate. | am concerned.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. BK
Bishop)—I am sorry about that.

Mr GRIFFIN—It is important today to
make it very clear that this package of
amendments proposed by the member for
Calare to the Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 will be supported by the
opposition. They particularly relate to the
issue of prisoners and theissue of the closure
of the rall and seek to maintain the systems
that currently stand.

Our position on the bill asawhole is very
clear. The hill stinks. It is a rank piece of
legidation. It is designed to corrupt the elec-
toral system in a manner to benefit the con-
servatives. Have no doubt about that. But let
us be very clear about these amendments.
The comments of the Special Minister of
Sate in closing off the second reading debate
were that thisis all about the Labor Party—
thisis all about what Graham Richardson did
so long ago. That is what it is about. Basi-
cally the position is. ‘We are acting altruisti-
cally, honestly and in the best interests of the
public, but it isin response to your evil—the
things that you did so many years ago,
which | might add did not in fact work that
well.

Let us also be clear about what some of
the experts have said. There is one expert
that | want to quote. That expert said, ‘ There
is little evidence of fraud in our eectoral
roll.” Who said that? | will tell you who that

was. It was Senator Eric Abetz, the previous
Special Minister of State. We al know this
minister has form on these sorts of issues
because we all know where he came from
before he landed in Eden-Monaro. It was the
Northern Territory. We all know what hap-
pened in the Northern Territory. We all know
what he was accused of in the Northern Ter-
ritory. We all know what happened there. It
is good to have so many members of the coa-
lition sitting here behind me supporting me
while the minister is sitting over there with
al his mates.

The fact of the matter is that it is not just
us. During the committee hearing into this
legidation, a series of experts raised con-
cerns about this proposal. Professor Brian
Costar summed it up pretty well. He said:
| think that this conspiracy theory ... that thereis
out there a vast army of villains who want to take
advantage of every nook and cranny of the law to
sign up phantom voters ... to rort the system is not
based on evidence.

But it was not just him. What about the Aus-
tralian Electoral Commission? The Austra-
lian Electoral Commission has on a number
of occasions had an opinion and a view
about this issue. On this occasion, they did
not. The position taken by the current Elec-
toral Commissioner is one of: ‘If the gov-
ernment does that, then we shall obey.’

But previous Australian Electoral Com-
missions, even those under Andy Becker—
and we all know his links historically—had a
very clear position. In 2000, in a submission
to an inquiry into the integrity of the elec-
toral roll, the AEC stated:

... the AEC expects the ralls to be less accurate
because there will be less time for existing elec-
tors to correct their enrolments and for new en-
rolments to be received.

Their position has been consistently that
closing therall off early will have an impact.
So it is not just me; it is not just us. It has
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been the view of the Electoral Commission
on anumber of occasions over many years. It
is the view of Professor Brian Costar, an in-
dependent expert on this matter. But it is not
just them either. Let us go to what Antony
Green from the ABC said in relation to the
JSCEM inquiry into the 2004 election:

If suddenly the eection is called two or three
months early, people will not have regularised
their enrolment. You will cut young people off, as
the numbers show ...

That will be the result. The minister made
the point that the electoral survey shows that
young people vote conservative. You can
guestion that survey—and | have not got
long enough to do that because | have got
only five minutes—but that is not the point.
The point is that you will disenfranchise
people.

There is the argument that it is okay, that
it is a matter of obeying the law. Let us |ook
at AWB for a second. If Minister Downer
had read and understood the cables, if he had
done his job, maybe we would not have the
problem we have now with AWB. Lots of
people out there in the community only fix
these sorts of things when they know they
have to. It is al right saying that the roll is
going to close when elections are called, but
unless you have a fixed date approach—
which the government reect—the circum-
stances are that you will not get people act-
ing in this fashion. (Time expired)

Mr SNOWDON (Lingiari) (7.17 pm)—I
am glad that the member for Eden-Monaro is
sitting at the table, because | lived in the
Northern Territory when he was there, in-
volved with the CLP. He scarpered. He
knows that he is now endorsing a piece of
legidation, the Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005, which will effectively
disenfranchise literally thousands of Territo-
rians. Indigenous Australians who live in

remote communities and Indigenous Austra-
lians who are in jail, as the member for Ca-
lare has said, will be now disenfranchised
because of thislegislation.

Young Aboriginal Territorians turning 18
may not be aware of their responsibilities as
electors and citizens of this country when the
next election is called. How will they have
knowledge that an election has been called?
Most will not have a radio. They certainly
will not have access to a newspaper. They
will not be in a position to register on the
roll. That is partly because of decisions taken
by the first Howard government in 1996 to
get the Aboriginal voter education unit out of
the Electoral Commission. That is what they
did. It was a shameful exercise to take away
the capacity of the Electora Commission to
provide information and educational material
to Indigenous Australians which demon-
strated their responsibilities as voters and put
them on the roll. This legidation is funda-
mentally antidemocratic. There is no need to
close the roll on the day the eection is
called. What is the legitimate reason?

Mr Nairn interjecting—

Mr SNOWDON—Oh, when the writ is
issued!

Mr Nairn—Have a look at the hill. You
don't even know the hill.

Mr SNOWDON—When the member for
Eden-Monaro closes his trap for just a short
while he will understand the implications of
this legislation. The CLP have been trounced
time and time again by blackfellas in the
bush. That is what this legidation is about—
crude politics. The government will try and
disenfranchise anyone who they do not be-
lieve votes for them. Why are they doing it to
people in the jails? Because they know that
historically people in jail who get to vote do
not vote for them. Why are they doing it to
Indigenous Australians? Because they know
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historically Indigenous Australians do not
vote for them.

We should not be under any illusion as to
what this is about. This is a crude political
exercise to try and maximise the Liberal
Party vote by disenfranchising Australians.
This legislation seeks to disenfranchise peo-
ple who have a right to be enrolled so that
they do not get to register and do not get to
vote on palling day. The government should
be ashamed of itself.

Mr MELHAM (Banks) (7.20 pm)—I rise
to support the amendments to the Electoral
and Referendum Amendment (Electoral In-
tegrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005 that
have been moved by the member for Calare.
The retention of prisoners’ right to vote is
essential. | think | am one of the few mem-
bers of this House who has appeared on be-
half of members of the prison population. |
was a criminal lawyer before | went into par-
liament. The statistics show that a large pro-
portion of the prison population is Indige-
nous and a large proportion of the prison
population is also serving short-term sen-
tences. | believe that the current law is bal-
anced: anyone who is serving i mprisonment
for three years or moreis precluded.

What the parliament should be about is
enfranchising people, not disenfranchising
them. This is where we come to the second
amendment in relation to early closure of the
roll. In my speech in the second reading de-
bate, | labelled that together with the idea of
more identification for people who are
claiming provisional votes. | regard those
provisions as the ‘hanging chad’ provi-
sions—provisions that are there to knock
people out. We are not talking about one or
two voters here. We know that, if this provi-
sion had been in place at the last election,
70,000 electors would have been disenfran-
chised. Quite frankly, |1 do not care whether
electors are Labor, Liberal or Callithumpian.

We as a parliament should not be moving to
disenfranchise a massive number of electors;
we should be encouraging people to enrol.

It is a fact that young people are a bit
slack. The minister would know there are
research papers by the Australian Electoral
Commission that show that 18-year-olds are
the least enrolled. Not until voters are 25
years of age, according to the Australian
Electora Commission statistics, do we get
the balance right on enrolment. Only among
voters aged 25 or older is the same percent-
age enrolling. But the figures show that
among those aged 18 to 25 the enrolment is
not as large. We are not talking about phan-
tom enrollees; we are talking about real peo-
ple—many thousands of people.

The minister claims that at the last elec-
tion more young people voted for the Liberal
Party than voted for the Labor Party. Well, so
what! Whether or not they voted for the La-
bor Party in bigger numbers should not be
the criterion. The criterion should be: has the
government demonstrated massive fraud re-
quiring this provision which is going to dis-
enfranchise tens of thousands of people? Has
the government shown massive fraud as a
basis for this coming in? No. There have
been assertions, there has been preudice,
there has been suspicion and there have been
unsubstantiated allegations made.

| served on the Joint Standing Committee
on Electoral Matters from 1990 to 1996 and
for subsequent short terms. For the whole of
my time on that committee, | was guided by
a philosophy of empowering people—
making sure that |egitimate people can get on
the roll, have a vote and elect the govern-
ment of their choice. It is all about retaining
integrity in the system. This legidation will
not bring a higher level of integrity to the
system. In close eections we will end up
with a Florida-like situation in which there
will be a question mark over the vote be-
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cause people have been disenfranchised.
Florida was a blight on the American voting
system. The provision being brought in here
isgoing to be a blight on the Australian elec-
toral system, and | believe the government is
quite wrong in wanting to bring it in. | be-
lieve that, down the track, it is going to cre-
ate disenchantment with our electoral sys
tem.

Whether we like it or not, younger people
do have a problem getting on the roll. We
should be giving them every encouragement
to get on the roll. We should be giving them
the dack that is currently in the Electoral
Act. The provision in the Electoral Act is not
corrupt; it is a savings provision. It gives
them a safety net of seven days from when
an election is called to get on therall. | think
itisadisgrace. (Time expired)

Mr DANBY (Melbourne Ports) (7.25
pm)—I have served on the Joint Standing
Committee on Electoral Matters since | was
elected to this parliament in 1998. | went to
al the hearings around Australia as part of
the 2004 investigations. | patiently went to
remote parts of Australia with a large group,
mostly members of the government. This
parliament should know that at none of those
hearings was evidence presented that there
was substantial fraud of the Australian elec-
toral rall. In fact, electoral officer after elec-
toral officer, and academic expert after aca-
demic expert, testified that there is no sub-
stantial fraud of the Australian electoral sys-
tem. The changes being contemplated by the
government in the Electoral and Referendum
Amendment (Electoral Integrity and Other
Measures) Bill 2005 are not based on any
evidence.

Let me remind the House that between
1990 and 2001 there were six eection
events—five eéections and one referendum.
At each of those éection events, 12 million
Australians voted. So, over those six €ection

events, 72 million people voted. During that
period of time—the same time that 72 mil-
lion people voted—the Australian Electoral
Commission discovered 71 cases of proven
dectoral fraud. So why on earth are we
changing a system that works? Hundreds of
thousands of Australians will be affected as a
result of evidence that one in a million Aus-
tralians who voted in those six dection
events was proven to be involved in ectoral
fraud.

It is this legidation that is an absolute
fraud. In a compulsory voting system we
have an obligation to the Australian people to
make sure that as many of them as possible
have the right to vote—and that is exactly
what this legidation is sabotaging. | cannot
speak more strongly on this. This legisation
is an abrogation of the rights of the Austra-
lian people. Younger peoplein particular will
be affected by this, as the member for Banks
has said.

No evidence of fraud was adduced to the
committee at all of the hearings | was at in
2004. The current minister was not there, nor
was the current Chair of the Joint Standing
Committee on Electoral Matters. There was
no evidence produced at months of inquiry
that proved there was any substantial elec-
toral fraud that affected any division in Aus-
tralia, let alone a national election result.
This legidation is based solely on what the
Soviets used to call ‘salami tactics'. Slice by
slice, the Liberal Party are trying to dice off
voters who may support the opposition—
hopefully, the next government—at the next
dection. The government want to slice off
young people. They want to slice off Abo-
riginal people. They want to dslice off all
people who may not have enrolled perfectly
or do not have a drivers licence, and they
want to dice off ederly people—all the
categories we raised in the inquiry. This leg-
idation is an absolute disgrace to Australian
democracy.
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Mr GRIFFIN (Bruce) (7.29 pm)—In the
few seconds that remain before we go to the
adjournment, while knowing that the Elec-
toral and Referendum Amendment (Electoral
Integrity and Other Measures) Bill 2005 will
be considered in further detail tomorrow, |
would like to make a couple of pointsin ad-
dition to those that | made before. | make it
very clear to the Australian people that thisis
about the Liberal Party of Australia imple-
menting an agenda; it is not about an equita-
ble and fair eectoral system. | mentioned
before the opinions of a number of experts
and | want members to know that when we
are back in here tomorrow | will be mention-
ing quite afew more that show that all thisis
about is the conservatives trying to rort the
system to give them the opportunity to try to
put in place ongoing domination of the elec-
toral system as a result of changes to the det-
riment of young people and other disadvan-
taged groupsin this country.

Debate interrupted.

ADJOURNMENT

The SPEAKER—Order! It being 7.30
pm, | propose the question:
That the House do now adjourn.
Budget 2006-07

Mr GEORGANAS (Hindmarsh) (7.30
pm)—I am concerned that age pensioners are
fighting a losing battle and retirees without
substantial superannuation or investments
are continuing to dip further behind finan-
cially. The most alarming consequence of
this is worsening health. Many concerns are
raised by retirees in Adelaide’'s western sub-
urbs, concerns that | am sure are raised
around the country, which the federal gov-
ernment could be addressing with their mul-
tibillion dollar handouts. Today | would like
to advance two recurrent themes that are
raised by many and varied people over the
age of 65. Firstly, retirees view as unjust cur-
rent retirement policies which produce an

effective margina tax rate of 40 per cent for
singleretirees in receipt of some $16,000 per
annum. They view a 40 per cent effective
marginal tax rate—payable ordinarily by
singles earning well over $60,000 per year—
being applied to people in their circum-
stances as almost obscene. The 40 per cent is
the rate of withdrawal of the age pension for
every dollar that a person ‘earns over the
exempt amount.

The arguments for the application of a
means tests are longstanding, almost eternal,
within Australia. Such tests have been ap-
plied in one form or ancther since the first
age pension was introduced. People expect
palicies to change over time, subject to dif-
ferent circumstances, attitudes, needs and the
economic fortunes of the country. People
have seen business tax reduced from 36 to 30
per cent in order to eicit a particular re-
sponse from the business community. Super-
annuation taxes have been moulded to en-
courage certain behaviours within the work-
force. Capital gains taxes have been altered
for certain assets if held for minimum peri-
ods of time to promote prescribed behaviours
in investors. | am concerned that the 40 per
cent effective marginal tax rate decreases the
desire of older Australians to provide more
for themselves in retirement. | am concerned
that people who may be able to provide a
greater proportion of their own retirement
income, through postpension age employ-
ment and/or preretirement savings and in-
vestments, may be discouraged from de-
creasing their reliance on the age pension by
this form of tax.

It is said repeatedly that Australia needs
retirees to provide for themsel ves as much as
possible through superannuation. It is also
said that Australia will increasingly need
older Australians post the retirement age of
65 to remain in the workforce. Age pension-
ers see themselves on 40 per cent, with most
wage earners being on 30 per cent, busi-
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nesses being on 30 per cent and others re-
ceiving comparable income on 15 per cent
marginal tax rates. Pensioners often ask me:
‘“Why should | bother? Why not blow all my
savings on a holiday before claiming the age
pension and deriving its maximum benefit?
Retirees within Hindmarsh may still go out
and generate additional income by one
means or another, but they are not at all
happy with the disincentive and want it ad-
dressed.

The second point | want to make is that
pensioners in Hindmarsh are still waiting for
the federal government to recognise section
51 of the Australian Constitution and take
responsibility for the provison of dental
care. It is unimaginable how an administra-
tion can spend tens of billions of dollars and
still manage to step around its responsibility
for the oral health of Australians. | listened
carefully to the Treasurer’s budget speech for
half an hour last night and | have listened to
him in many minutes of news grabs since
and the number of times he has mentioned
‘dental care’, ‘oral health’, ‘dentures or
‘teeth’ is zero. How mean and how callous!
There is a $17 billion surplus but for those
who desperately need help with their oral
health there is nothing—zero.

This budget shows the most blatant con-
tempt for the health of senior Australians on
limited means. We are left with the govern-
ment’s previous assertion: ‘We meet our den-
tal responsibility through the private health
insurance rebate.” Single age pensioners on
$250 a week or couples on $210 aweek each
are going to be some of the least likely peo-
ple in Australian society to be able to afford
private health insurance. Age pensioners are
a group in most need of direct assistance,
when required, to overcome dental problems.
Without such assistance what happens? It is
what has been happening over the last 10
years. pensioners’ health suffers. Some of the
most dutiful, honourable, hardest working

and longest suffering peopl e that this country
has been able to produce are being left to
endure poor dental health, and everyone
knows that poor dental health leads to wors-
ening overall physical health. This govern-
ment may consider itself, or at least try to
represent itself, as generous. But many thou-
sands of our mums and dads out there do not
think this is the case. As | said, the govern-
ment have a $17 billion surplus, but they
could not find it in their hearts to offer a
Commonwealth dental health system to our
retired people and age pensioners who can
least afford dental care.

WorldSkillsAustralia National
Competition

Mr HENRY (Hasluck) (7.35 pm)—I was
fortunate enough to attend the Worldskills
Australia awards presentation ceremony and
25th anniversary gala dinner in Melbourne
on Monday night, following the WorldSkills
Australia  National  Competition. The
WorldSkills Australia National Competition
is an incredible event which brings together
young people from all over Australia to
showcase their skills in traditional trades and
new technology vocations. The competition
covers 39 categories of skills from auto-
electrical to floristry and web design, with
over 100 awards presented this year to many
deserving young Australians. There are 29
WorldSkills regions in Australia, with the
best performing region winning the Evatt
Shield. | believe that Tasmania won it this
year. More than 55,000 people attended the
Melbourne Exhibition and Convention Cen-
tre between 5 and 7 May to watch appren-
tices and tradespeopl e from all over Australia
work in a variety of skilled trades: bricklay-
ing, plumbing, painting and decorating,
cooking, garment production, welding, heavy
vehicle mechanics and many more. Many of
those visiting the exhibition took the oppor-
tunity to try atrade.

CHAMBER



Wednesday, 10 May 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

147

| am very pleased to say that five young
people from my e ectorate of Hasluck made
the long trip across the Nullarbor to partici-
pate in the national WorldSkills competition,
and | was honoured to be there to support
them. Gavin Zimmer, from Lesmurdie, won
the gold medal for the heavy vehicle me-
chanics category. He lives in the same sub-
urb as | do, and | congratulate him on a fan-
tastic effort. He is a fine young man and a
great example of the fine tradesmen pro-
duced by the Caterpillar Institute in Guild-
ford, Western Australia. From Forrestfield,
Caleb Jacobs represented WA in cabinet
making and Daniel Dixon in carpentry. Brian
Hart, from Gooseberry Hill, represented
Western Australia in the retail-baking (pas-
try) category and Jonathon Gronbeck, from
Lesmurdie, represented WA in the welding
category. All of these competitors did a fine
job of representing Western Australia, and
the skills developed in Western Australia
were accorded high recognition. These fine
young people are great examples of what our
apprenticeship and traineeship programs are
developing, and | would like to congratulate
them all on their outstanding performances.
Making a commitment to such a competition
to demonstrate the skills you have acquired
during your apprenticeship or traineeship isa
fantastic thing to do.

Since the beginning of WorldSkills Aus-
tralia, around 50,000 young Australians have
measured themselves against their peers in
their industries. WorldSkills Australia, for-
merly Work Skill Australia, has been operat-
ing since 1981 when it was founded by Jack
Dusseldorp. WorldSkills Australia has par-
ticipated in every international competition
since 1983 and has introduced many new
ideas to the foundation, such as ‘skills of the
future’ categories. These include mechatron-
ics, manufacturing team challenge, landscape
and IT software applications. Australia also

hosted the Worldskills International competi-
tionin 1988.

Competitions highlight the importance of
vocational education and training as a career
option. The competition stimulates the aca-
demic motivation of many students by focus-
ing on the fun of learning through interesting
and diverse skill chalenges. In my former
life as the CEO of the Master Plumbers and
Gasfitters Association and the Master Paint-
ers Association of WA | was heavily in
volved in vocational and technical education
and skills training. | remain a strong and vo-
cal advocate of skill based training, and | am
convinced more than ever that promoting
vocational and technical education and train-
ing is the best way to address the skills
shortages faced by Australian business.

| had the privilege of attending the Inter-
national WorldSkills Competition in S
Gallen, Switzerland in 1997, and | have been
a strong supporter of the state and national
WorldSkills competitions for over 18 years. |
can personally attest to the enormous value
these competitions provide to the training
and skills of our workforce.

WorldSkills Australia announced their in-
tention to bid against Sweden and the United
Kingdom to host the 2011 International
WorldSkills Competition, a bid which was
well supported by the Australian government
and Australians generally. Unfortunately, out
of the three competing bids, Australia was
unsuccessful, with the United Kingdom be-
ing selected to host the International
Worldskills Competition in 2011.

| congratulate Mr Bob Puffett AM,
Chairman of WorldSkills Australia, and his
entire team on organising and executing this
year’s competition. In particular, | congratu-
late all those who participated and encourage
them to use the experience to encourage oth-
ers to take part in this wonderful opportunity
provided by the WorldSkills competitions.
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Budget 2006-07

Ms OWENS (Parramatta) (7.40 pm)—On
Wednesday next week we will be holding a
consultation in my electorate on work and
family balance and child care. Since sending
out the notices a month ago, we have had an
extraordinary response from people who are
desperate for solutions to the stresses within
their families caused by trying to find a bal-
ance between earning the money their fami-
lies need, being where they need to be for
their children and building relationships with
each other.

If you talk to businesswomen, as | did at a
business breakfast recently, it is amazing to
find how a group of powerful women will
suddenly start to talk about child care above
all other topics. For them it is a major issue
in spite of their high salaries. If you talk to
women who are out of work, finding a job
that is flexible and finding child care are the
subjects most talked about. If you talk to
women without skillsin the workforce and to
many in the migrant communities, you will
meet the real complexities for families.

The change to workplaces has atered
work patterns beyond nine to five. | meet
husbands and wives who work different
hours so that they can care for their children
but who do not get to be together as afamily.
These are men and women who both work
night shift, and many of them are skilled mi-
grants who left their extended family behind
in their home country and have no family
support here. There are men and women who
both work casual jobs and who do not know
from week to week, or even from day to day,
when they are next working. For them, issues
of child care are so far out of reach that they
hardly mention them at all. These are people
with great need and little ability to pay, and
they have requirements for flexibility in the
new industrial relations world that are not

provided now and will not be provided for
under the current government’s budget.

| admit that | was hoping, after all the chat
from government about child care, that the
budget announcement might make the con-
sultation meeting next week irrelevant. But
in my dreams, | am afraid! Two areas of real
shortage in my electorate are in long day
care and in highly flexible services for par-
ents who do not work nine to five, do not
work regular hours or do not know when
they are working tomorrow. The budget does
nothing for those families. It will not deliver
new places, and it certainly will not deliver
the kinds of solutions that families in my
electorate need.

So let uslook at what the Treasurer claims
to have delivered. He claims to have ddliv-
ered more places. That is a con, Mr Speaker.
It is an appearance of creating places, just as
inthe last budget. It will not create additional
places, and certainly not where they are most
needed. The Treasurer is relying on lifting
the cap—that is, the number of places they
would fund. But in the most serious area of
shortage, long day care, it just is not men-
tioned. He certainly has not suggested lifting
the cap, and there is good reason for that: it
is not capped already. There is no cap on
long day care, and till there is a chronic
shortage. The cap is not the problem. In the
two areas that are capped, where the Treas-
urer has now lifted the cap, there are tens of
thousands of places that are unfilled. The
supply has nowhere near met the cap already
in place and so lifting it, quite frankly, is not
going to help.

There are 67,000 unused out of school
hours care places under the old cap that
could be filled if there were businesses pre-
pared to do that. They have not because there
are issues. Yet the government is lifting the
cap, and it is hard to see how that is going to
make any difference at all. There are 30,000
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family day care places from last year's
budget that are till unused. So the govern-
ment says, ‘Let us give them some more un-
used places.’ Lifting the cap is not going to
work. The cap is not the problem. These
places are not being used for a variety of
reasons, none of which has anything to do
with the cap. For instance, family day care
schemes, which incidentally decreased by
6.6 per cent between 2002 and 2004, cannot
attract enough workers to deliver the places.
The pay is poor, set-up and compliance costs
are too high and the fees charged of only
$3.67 per child per hour mean that you can-
not really earn a good living. Increasing the
cap above the 30,000 unused places now will
make little difference in this area.

What the government has done in this
budget, by abolishing the child-care caps, is
a con and contains no substance. It will not
create more places and it certainly will not
deal with the extraordinary need for flexibil-
ity in the modern workplace. It is outrageous
that this government introduces IR laws that
mean that more and more workers are work-
ing without a guarantee of hours in the days
coming, yet the child-care arrangements in
this country provide very little in the way of
flexibility. There are 28 occasional care
places in my electorate, yet in some areas of
my electorate casual work is the norm. (Time
expired)

United Nations Human Rights Council

Dr SOUTHCOTT (Boothby) (7.45
pm)—Last year | served as the parliamentary
adviser to the United Nations General As
sembly and was part of Australia’s delega-
tion at the 60th session of the General As-
sembly. Of that experience, the first thing |
would say is that | cannot speak highly
enough of the young men and women of the
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and
other Commonwealth departments who rep-
resent us at the Australian Mission to the

United Nations. They are very effective, very
diligent and really a great testament to the
sorts of young people that Australia pro-
duces.

The 60th session began with the leaders
summit. Over 150 leaders visited New York
at that time and they came up with a summit
outcome document. This was in the context
of the United Nations reform kicked off in
some ways by the Secretary-General. There
were three limbs of that United Nations re-
form: firstly, Security Council reform; sec-
ondly, the establishment of a peace-building
commission; and, thirdly, consideration of
replacing the old and discredited United Na-
tions Commission on Human Rights.

The peace-building commission has been
set up, the Security Council reform has cer-
tainly stalled, but | would like to speak about
the replacement of the Commission on Hu-
man Rights. It was widely realised that the
United Nations Commission on Human
Rights was failing in the job that it was
meant to do. This was recognised by the Sec-
retary-General of the United Nations. It was
even recognised by countries like Cuba. It
was unable to act in places like Darfur and
Kosovo and in places where human rights
were being systematically violated, such as
Zimbabwe and Burma. So in the end, rather
than looking at reforming this body, it was
decided to start afresh, to scrap this 53-
member body and replace it with a 47-
member Human Rights Council .

The rules for the new council were estab-
lished in March. Any member of the council
would require 96 votes, or an absolute ma-
jority of the General Assembly, to become
dected. It was thought that this would be
enough to stop the really bad abusers of hu-
man rights from getting elected. Australia’s
position, along with Canada and New Zea-
land, was that this bar was too low and that
we should require a two-thirds majority of
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member states. The European Union, Can-
ada, Australia and New Zealand have all said
that they will not vote onto the council coun-
tries where there is objective evidence of
gross and systemic violations of human
rights, including those that are subject to UN
Security Council sanctions for such abuse.

Overnight the vote was held for the first
elections to this new body, the Human Rights
Council, and the first thing to say is that
countries that previously had been able to get
elected through a vote just of their regional
organisation and, having been elected, to
avoid any scrutiny of their human rights, did
not stand for eection. Sudan, North Korea,
Belarus, Zimbabwe, Uzbekistan and Burma
did not run for el ection.

The United States based Human Rights
Watch said that, of all the candidates, they
found there were seven who, based on their
record of votes on human rights resolutions,
their signatories and membership of various
human rights treaties, were unworthy of
membership. They termed those seven to be
Russia, China, Cuba, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,
Iran and Azerbaijan. Of those countries, only
Iran missed out. Azerbaijan got there on the
second round. They did not get an absolute
majority of the General Assembly in the first
round. But Cuba was elected, Russia was
elected and China, Saudi Arabia and Pakistan
were also éected. | should point out that
Canada, whom we worked very closely with
in that forum, was also eected. Ghana
topped the pool of the African countries,
Brazil topped the pool of the Latin American
countries, India of the Asian countries, Ger-
many of the Western European group and the
Russian Federation of eastern Europe.

Thisis a new start for the United Nations
human rights body. | think the jury is still
out. It is definitely an improvement on what
we have seen. These countries that have been
dected, including Cuba, are now required to

look at their own human rights practices—
(Time expired)
Department of Education and Training
New Apprenticeships Centres

Ms HALL (Shortland) (7.50 pm)—I was
horrified to learn that the federal government
had decided to defund DETNAC, the De-
partment of Education and Training New
Apprenticeships Centres. | question the rea-
son behind this decision, and so does my
constituent Alison, who is dedicated to train-
ing young Australians to address the chronic
skills shortage in our nation. She wrote to me
in April when she learnt of the fact that
DETNAC in Newcastle had been defunded
and she put the facts on the table. It is an
organisation that provides services to new
apprentices, trainees and their employers.

The staff were taken in and collectively
informed at the beginning of April that they
were no longer required as they did not get
the new contract, and that would be effective
from 1 July. As of 30 Junethis year, they will
al be unemployed. DETNAC is an organisa-
tion with sites all over New South Wales—in
Sydney, Newcastle, Wollongong, Lismore,
Tamworth and Wagga. All in al there are
approximately 300 employees who will be
out of work within 10 weeks—not very good
atall.

They have been regularly audited by the
Department of Education, Science and Train-
ing with a 98 per cent success rate and are
constantly praised as being the best NAC in
Australia. They are dedicated to providing
the best service to both apprentices and en+
ployers. To use Alison's words, it was a
‘bombshell’” when she found out about the
government’s decision. She came to me to
ask if | could assist, and of course | will en-
deavour to do everything in my power to get
the minister to reconsider the government’s
decision.
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To give you some background on
DETNAC, in December 2005 the Common-
wealth gave it a quality rating of 98.63 per
cent. Employers and apprentices gave
DETNAC a satisfaction rate of 93 per cent,
which is above the average—they were
above average on both counts. DETNAC
was the only NAC to meet the Common-
wealth’'s quality assurance benchmark in
each New South Wales region in 2005 and it
has met or exceeded the retention and com-
pletion benchmark in every region, yet the
Howard government has defunded this high-
performing organisation.

The high quality of assistance offered by
DETNAC has delivered services which are
complemented by a commitment to improve
participation and achievement in apprentices
and trainees through strategies such as Way
Ahead for Aboriginal People, which has in-
creased employment of Aboriginal appren-
tices and trainees by 230 per cent in the last
18 months—hardly something you would
suspect would lead to the defunding of an
organisation.

This issue was taken up by the Minister
for Education, Science and Training. She,
like many other people in the community,
expressed concern about how this decision
will hurt New South Wales apprentices and
employees. She believes, as do people in the
electorate that | represent, the people who
work at DETNAC and the people who have
received training from DETNAC, that this
decision is unwarranted. The minister sup-
ported employees and trainees across the
state who have called on the Commonwealth
to reconsider this decision.

The DETNACs in New South Wales have
helped more than 100,000 apprentices and
trainees and more than 37,000 employers. It
is absolutely imperative that the minister
revisit this. This decision is outlandish and |
call on the minister to immediately recon-

sider and award the contract to DETNAC for
people who are skilled and dedicated—
(Time expired)

MrsJoan Bevan

Mr LAMING (Bowman) (7.55 pm)—My
fellow Redlands resident Joan Bevan has | ft
behind her an enormous legacy in music both
in the electorate of Bowman and in the
greater Brisbane region. ‘Joann’, as she was
known—Joann with two n's because in the
orchestra with which she was involved there
were four other Joans, so she informally
changed the spelling of her name—was at-
tached initially to the St Lucia Orchestra be-
fore moving to the Redlands area in 1987.
Even before making that move, she had al-
ready committed to supporting the Cleveland
Symphony Orchestra—an orchestra for
which we are enormously grateful; it has
given tremendous performances at affordable
prices throughout the Redlands area. In that
orchestra, Joan contributed both as a player
of the viola and violin and in providing that
often vital background administrative sup-
port which is the backbone of community
orchestras and is responsible for their deliv-
ering fantastic entertainment year after year.

‘Joann’ was remembered by Colin Hard-
castle, who was the manager of the Brisbane
Philharmonic Orchestra, when he said:

Joan was there to give an encouraging word or
two. She helped me find my direction and hel ped
inspire me to work for what | wanted to accom-
plish.

This year the Redlander of the Year category
of the Australia Day Awards accepted nomi-
nations in the category of arts and culture.
Joan Bevan was among those named. Tragi-
caly, just two weeks before we were to
judge that category, Joan Bevan passed away
with non-smoking related lung cancer.

She was a mother of four and a grand-
mother of five, and this year was to become
a great-grandmother as wel. She was re-
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membered not just by the orchestras she
played in and supported but by a wide range
of community groups that were the benefici-
aries of her great work—and | will list just a
few of those. The Relay for Lifeis one of the
great cancer fundraisersin my electorate, and
she would provide entertainment during that
24-hour event. She was part of concert par-
ties and the nostalgic barbershop quartet
groups that would visit aged care facilities
around the Redlands region and hospitals
around Brisbane, where she provided enter-
tainment to inpatients and to patients in aged
carefacilities.

As| have aready mentioned, she was part
of our local community orchestra, but she
also set up the administrative backing that
was provided to the Queensland Community
Orchestras association. They were helping
musical associations as far north as the Great
Barrier Reef to ensure that musicians and
anyone who wanted to connect with commu-
nity orchestras could join a music society
and have instant access to the information
they required. She supported the Scottish and
Cdltic Society in the Redlands by playing as
avolunteer and played for the Genesis Thea-
tre Company. She provided secretarial work
beyond her love of music to local community
radio stations such as 4AMBS FM and Bay
FM in Thornlands, where she was a volun-
teer program guide.

She was part of a very small group known
as the Belle Strings—a quartet that did char-
ity work throughout the Redlands. The
mayor called upon them for the variety spec-
tacular and for a range of concerts with the
local churches. In addition, Joan was part of
the Silvara Strings, which did similar work
with schoals. You can see she gave an enor-
mous array of entertainment and support to
her local community.

When her nomination for the Australia
Day Award was considered there was great

debate about whether it should be awarded
for the first time posthumously, and indeed it
was. It was for her enormous efforts—
unflinching and indefatigable—that Joan
Bevan was made the recipient of the Austra-
lia Day Award for her contribution to music
and culture in our area. It was collected by
her husband, Allan, on the evening. On be-
half of the entire Redlands area, | want to
thank Joan Bevan for the enormous contribu-
tion that she made throughout the decades
that she was with us in the Redlands.

Question agreed to.
House adjourned at 8.00 pm
NOTICES
The following notices were given:

Mr Dutton to present a bill for an act to
amend the law relating to excise, and for
other purposes. (Excise Laws Amendment
(Fuel Tax Reform and Other Measures) Bill
2006)

Mr Dutton to present a bill for an act to
amend the Customs Act 1901, and for related
purposes. (Customs Amendment (Fuel Tax
Reform and Other Measures) Bill 2006)

Mr Pyne to present a bill for an act to
amend the Therapeutic Goods Act 1989.
(Therapeutic Goods Amendment Bill (No. 3)
2006)

Mr Robb to present a hill for an act to
amend the Migration Act 1958, and for re-
lated purposes. (Migration Amendment (Des-
ignated Unauthorised Arrivals) Bill 2006)

Mr Nairn to move:

That, in accordance with the provisions of the
Public Works Committee Act 19609, it is expedient
to carry out the following proposed work which
was referred to the Parliamentary Standing Com-
mittee on Public Works and on which the commit-
tee has duly reported to Parliament: Fit-out of
new leased premises for the Department of Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Forestry in Civic, ACT.
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Mr Nairn to move:

That, in accordance with the provisions of the
Public Works Committee Act 19609, it is expedient
to carry out the following proposed work which
was referred to the Parliamentary Standing Com-
mittee on Public Works and on which the commit-
tee has duly reported to Parliament: Fit-out of
new leased premises for the Australian Taxation
Office at the site known as Section 84, Precincts
B & C, Canberra, ACT.
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Wednesday, 10 May 2006

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. IR Caudley) took the chair at 9.32 am.
STATEMENTSBY MEMBERS
Bay Group Companies

Ms GRIERSON (Newcastle) (9.32 am)—I rise to report to the chamber on the collapse of
the Bay Building group of companies in the Hunter region, a collapse which has left over 500
creditors owed around $35 million. Most of the unsecured creditors are small businesses, con-
tractors and tradesmen from my el ectorate, Newcastle, and the surrounding Hunter region.

Several businesses have already gone under as a result of being owed up to $135,000, and
many others have had to lay off staff and are struggling to survive. There are also mum-and-
dad investors caught up in the collapse after putting money into property devel opments pro-
moted by the Bay group. One couple has reported losing $500,000, along with their house.
The employees of the Bay group have also sustained significant losses, including two em-
ployees who are owed $20,000 each.

Mum-and-dad investors, small businesses, contractors, tradesmen and employees of the
companies have lost as much as hundreds of thousands of dollars each. The impact on their
businesses and their lives cannot be underestimated. It is one of the worst corporate collapses
in our region’s history, and | call on the Treasurer to order the Australian Securities and In-
vestments Commission to investigate it urgently.

The creditors deserve to know what happened to their money. They are so concerned about
the suspicious circumstances of the collapse that they have moved to put up more of their own
funds to establish an investigation, through an initiative of the Masters Builders Association.
They should not have to do that. Good governance suggests that ASIC should investigate; that
isitsjob. The Treasurer should instruct it to do so; that is hisjob.

In this case, reports of events surrounding the group’s collapse suggest some very murky
dealings. They should be brought to light and investigated. For a start, the four associated
companies—Bay Building Investments, Bay Constructions, Morgan Building and Property
Maintenance, and Debay Holdings—all collapsed on the same day in February. Since then,
the administrator has been unable to find a full record of the companies’ financial accounts,
after computer servers disappeared from offices.

There have also been reports that the four companies had borrowed money from each other
before the collapse, ensuring that their directors had large numbers of proxy votes in the ad-
ministration process. There have been rumours that one of the last remaining assets of the
companies—a development site at The Entrance on the Central Coast named Paradiso—had
been secretly sold off to athird party.

Thisisall highly irregular. We do not know if there were illegal activities, but we do know
that suspicion and doubt exist. That is why a full public examination is needed. There are
peopl e who are owed hundreds of thousands of dollars and whose livelihoods, busi nesses and
homes are at risk. They deserve to know what happened to their money when these companies
collapsed.
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John Howard stepped in and helped when his brother’s company went bust in the Hunter;
his government should do the same for the people of the Hunter who have been affected by
the collapse of the Bay group. | again call on the Treasurer to direct ASIC to conduct a full
public examination of the circumstances surrounding the collapse of the Bay group of compa-
nies.

Operation SportsAirlift

Mr WOOD (La Trobe) (9.35 am)—I rise this morning to inform the House of the work of
an extraordinary young man named Peter Cole. Peter recently led a successful aid mission to
Fiji, named Operation Sports Airlift. Operation Sports Airlift is so named because, through the
program, sporting equipment is donated to under-resourced schools in Fiji. Peter, like many
Australians, is sports mad. At only 23 years of age he is already the vice-president of the
Ferny Creek-Olinda Football Club, a club in my e ectorate of La Trobe—and which | used to
play for asajunior.

Peter was inspired to set up Operation Sports Airlift after hisfirst trip to Fiji in 2000. It was
then that he encountered what he called the ‘heartbreaking’ sight of Fijian children without
sporting equipment instead playing games with sticks, bottles and old shoes. The medal tally
at the recent Commonwealth Games tends to bear this out: Australia won 221 medals while
Fiji won a solitary bronze medal.

On 31 March this year Peter returned from a remarkable odyssey that took him from his
home in Ferntree Gully on the outskirts of Melbourne to the outskirts of Fiji and back. Peter
and his friends Stephen Longham, Matthew Dunn and Mark Hawkins were able to deliver
over $100,000 worth of sporting goods to 85 schools on Fiji's main island. These sporting
goods—everything from cricket balls to hockey sticks—were generously donated by hun-
dreds of individuals, schools, sports clubs and businesses from around Australia.

A freight company, Transom Marine Services, kindly shipped the container to Fiji free of
charge. High-profile sponsors, such as the Essendon Football Club and National Nine News,
also contributed. However, the trip was not without its hiccups. When the container arrived, it
took seven days of intense negotiations before the team could convince the Fijian government
to lift a $15,000 VAT on the equipment. This could have effectively derailed the mission be-
fore it began.

Eventually, with the help of the Australian High Commission, the Fijian government saw
fit to lift the tax. However, unfortunately it meant that the equipment had to be distributed in
just eight days and without the help of Matthew and Mark, who had to return to Australia. So
it fell to Peter and Stephen to journey through some of Fiji’'s most remote areas to reach 85
schoolsin just eight frantic days. Thisinvolved alot of driving that often started before dawn
and did not finish until the early hours of the morning.

Operation Sports Airlift was met with rapturous receptions. In his official report, Peter ob-
served:

Even though we were treated like movie stars, the real reward for Stephen and me was the smiles on
the kids' faces and the comments from their teachers.
Peter and his friends have done an amazing job. He is a young local in my electorate of La
Trobe and | take my hat off to him. He has done a magnificent job. (Time expired)
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Taiwan

MsBURK E (Chisholm) (9.38 am)—I would once again like to bring to the attention of the
House the ongoing issue of Taiwan's application to participate in the World Health Assembly
and the World Health Organisation. Last year | tabled a petition with 1,705 signatures in sup-
port of Tailwan's participation. In just one year, the organisation supporting the petition has
managed to double that, and this year | will table a petition with 3,321 signatures. The World
Health Organisation’s constitution states:

The enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of health is one of the fundamental rights of every

human being without distinction of race, religion, political belief, economic or social condition.
Good health is a basic right for every citizen in the world, and access to the highest standard
of health information and service is necessary to guarantee this right. However, Taiwan,
whose population is of asimilar sizeto that of Australia, has been repeatedly denied participa-
tion in the World Health Organisation and the World Health Assembly as a result of political
pressure from its connected mainland China.

Without access to the WHO's network of services, Taiwan is significantly impaired in the
ability of Taiwanese health authorities to respond to and assist with disease outbreaks, thereby
endangering the welfare and health safety of the people of Taiwan. This refers predominantly
to infectious disease, which can be spread quickly by international air travel, such as the pres-
ently active threat of avian flu. It is the responsibility of all countries to work with the WHO
to control and monitor these diseases, irrespective of political preferences.

Onits own, Taiwan's achievement in the field of health is substantial. It includes one of the
highest life expectancy levelsin Asia, maternal and infant mortality rates comparable to those
of Western countries, the eradication of such infectious diseases as cholera, smallpox and the
plague, and being the first to berid of polio and to provide children with free hepatitis B vac-
cinations.

In recent years Taiwan has shown great compassion towards fellow countries in times of
disaster, sending in aid as well as extensive monetary relief. Taiwan is eager to share and ex-
change its health understanding and expertise. By excluding Taiwan, the WHO is also exclud-
ing a vast amount of medical knowledge and expertise that similar advanced soci eties possess
and wish to share. The exclusion of Taiwan is alose-lose situation, especially with those very
nations that led the campaign to exclude Taiwan being the very nations that would benefit
most from itsinclusion.

The World Health Assembly has allowed observers to participate in activities—
organisations including the Palestinian Liberation Organisation in 1974, the Order of Malta,
the Holy See, the International Committee of the Red Cross and the International Federation
of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies—without their being member states. These groups
participate as entities in the activities of the WHO, particularly as observers at the WHA.
Thus Taiwan's participation in the WHO as an observer would be supported by precedent.

Various outside-governmental and non-government organisations have publicly expressed
their support for Taiwan's inclusion in the WHO. At the WHA in 2004, Japan, the US, the
European Council and others supported Taiwan's inclusion.

| wish to bring to the attention of the chamber thisimportant petition, which is of very vital
interest to numerous members of my constituency.
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Budget 2006-07

Mr HUNT (Flinders—Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for the Environment and
Heritage) (9.41 am)—I rise to address some of the issues raised for my electorate in the fed-
eral budget last night. In particular, some months ago | spoke to this chamber about road pri-
oritiesin the electorate of Flinders. | am ddlighted that there will be an immediate payment to
each of the councils within or bordering my electorate, in the following amounts. There will
be $1,045,000 for the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council under the Roads to Recovery pro-
gram, paid by 30 June for road projects in the coming year. That money will be available im-
mediately and will double the funds which would otherwise have been available. Similarly, to
Bass Coast Shire Council, there will be $560,000; to the Cardinia Shire Council, $972,000;
and to the Casey City Council, $851,000. What that means is that the very road projects which
we set out as prioritiesin this chamber in recent months can now, in part, be addressed.

| have spoken this morning with one of the senior officials at the Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council and outlined my view that the No. 1 project, the No. 1 priority, in the Morning-
ton Peninsula shire is resolution of the Baxter Tavern intersection in Baxter. This road, which
borders the Baxter-Tooradin Road, Fultons Road and the Baxter Tavern intersection, is des-
peratdly in need of an upgrade. It is one of Melbourne's great blackspots. The road needs
work, and there is an enormous bottleneck which is a great danger to children and families
every day of the working week. My view is that the Baxter Tavern intersection is the No. 1
priority on the Mornington Peninsula.

Other roads which could also be addressed include the Stony Point Road intersection at
Cribb Point with the Frankston-Flinders Road. In addition to that, there is the Bentons Road
and Nepean Highway intersection and also the Queens Road and Western Port Highway inter-
section on the Mornington Peninsula. Those four roads represent an overwhel ming priority.

In the city of Casey in the southern part, | think it is critical that we address Manks Road.
In the Cardinia shire there is a considerable amount of work which can be done on Western-
port Road at Lang Lang. In terms of the Bass Coast shire, the Nyora-St Helier Road is again a
priority. Those, | believe, are projects which can now be addressed. The funding is on the ta-
ble, it is available immediately and there are no strings attached. It is a wonderful opportunity
to address the projects which were previoudy identified. | am delighted to be able to work
with my local shiresto that effect. (Time expired)

Page Electorate: Workplace Relations
Gorton Electorate: Education

Mr BRENDAN O’CONNOR (Gorton) (9.44 am)—I had the good fortune of being in
your electorate last week, Mr Deputy Speaker Causley. Lismore is a wonderful place. People
are very concerned about the industrial relations laws, of course, like every other community
in Australia—concerned that the Howard government has enacted very extreme, harsh provi-
sions and imposed its will on working peopl e across the country. | think you would know this
as the local member. The people in Lismore are indeed very concerned about a number of
things. Oneis the fact that now they can be dismissed without cause. Even small businessesin
your electorate, Mr Deputy Speaker, are concerned, in that they do not want to reduce their
staff’s employment conditions but they are fearful that, if their competitors do, they will be
forced to do the same. The legislation allows bad employers to do bad things and forces good
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employersto consider doing the same. They know that in Lismore, and | thought | would just
pass that on to you.

| want to raise an issue that has arisen very recently in my own electorate. It is to do with
an application for land by Christ the Priest Catholic Primary School, which made application
for land that is held by Delfin, the company that, along with other companies, has been devel-
oping Caroline Springs. They made application very recently. They had a view that they were
given an undertaking that they would be given an extra piece of land to ensure that their stu-
dents would be able to move to the second campus, because of the extraordinary and expo-
nential growth of the community in that region of the el ectorate.

However, instead of ensuring that that application went to the Catholic Education Office,
Delfin chose to provide that land to Independent Colleges Australia. Of course, as we know, if
that is not a subsidiary of ABC Learning, it was established by that company. In effect, many
would argue that it is a for-profit company looking to set up a primary schoal. It would be the
first primary schoal in Victoria that would be run by a company that is on the stock market, |
would allege, and | have grave concerns that that would take place.

Forty-five per cent of the constituents in the region of Caroline Springs are Catholic. Many
were given undertakings by Delfin that they would have a place to put their children in those
schools, and now they fedl that they have not been given that right. | think it isimportant that
the governments at both the state and federal level examine whether they want to provide
funding to a for-profit organisation that wants to set up a primary school in Victoria. | cer-
tainly have grave concerns about that happening.

Education

Mrs GASH (Gilmore) (9.47 am)—Several weeks ago, during the last recess, | was grateful
to be invited to the Illaroo Road Public School to address years 5 and 6 classes on government
and my role as a palitician. It is an extremely gratifying process to be able to dissect in the
simplest of terms what we do here in parliament. To take away the jargon and complexity and
explain something in a way that children of 10 years, 11 years and 12 years would understand
allows you to express a clarity that is, in some ways, humbling. The innocence of the young is
refreshing and at the same time inspirational .

Some of these young people will be standing in our shoes some day, and after listening to
them | am confident that they will serve their community well. Of particular interest was
when | asked for a show of hands over their level of awareness. | asked how they found out
information and how they processed that information. | asked how many read the local pa-
pers, and about 70 per cent put up their hands. There was a similar response for those that lis-
tened to the news and to the question of how many talked about what they heard with their
own peer groups and with their teachers.

What was disappointing, | suppose, was the response to the question about how many dis-
cussed what they had heard with their parents. The response was about 20 per cent at best. It
is not so much the numbers that are important as the contrast between the responses on the
level of personal awareness and those on discussing these issues with the parents. The dispar-
ity was more than significant.

Now, | could say that perhaps there is something in the outdated axiom that children should
be seen and not heard, but | wonder how many children are discouraged from engaging with
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their parents by the attitude of those very same parents. We as adults often criticise children
for acting selfishly and even irresponsibly. We point the finger at children who are caught en-
gaging in vandalism and for being surly, for seemingly not caring about what we care about.
Perhaps the blame, if there is any, should be directed at the people who make the difference:
the adults. Maybe we are not investing in the time we need with our children to validate our
perceptions. The children | spoke to that day were alert, intelligent and receptive, but only to
the degree that we have allowed. Thereis alot of potential that can be developed, and we as
parents need to encourage that devel opment. Too often we rely on de facto parent figures such
asteachersto do thejob for us, when we should be investing in that process personally.

In some of their questions | could hear an echo of their parents' thoughts. How much
money do politicians make? Do they pay for their own petrol? What does what? And so on.
There were also a number of misconceptions over government, and | went to painsto explain
that they cannot believe everything they read in the newspapers.

The schools are doing a wonderful job in teaching civics and how our society works.
Schools can encourage curiosity, responsibility and the need to live in accord with each other;
but that is the role of parents, and | would encourage each and every parent to get closer to
their children. It also told me that | must spend more time with my grandchildren, for, like the
parents, | do not always tune in to what they may be telling me.

| have to say, it was the most challenging hour that | have faced for some time. To the
teachers who tutored these children, my compliments. The children were articulate and very
aware of the issues and complexities affecting Australia and even the world. Illaroo Road
Public School and its staff are a credit to the Gilmore community, as are the students them-
selves, for setting such an exemplary standard. (Time expired)

Commonwealth Emer gency Relief Program

Mr BOWEN (Prospect) (9.50 am)—I rise to speak on an important local issue that affects
the most disempowered and vulnerable people in the Fairfield local government area. The
Fairfield LGA missed out on alarge part of its $267,000 emergency relief funding in 2005-06.
Emergency rdief targets individuals and families in dire financia straits who are struggling to
pay the rent and bills—those on struggle street.

Last year, the Department of Family and Community Services raised concerns with Fair-
field Community Aid and Information Service, which had been administering the emergency
relief in Fairfield for over 30 years, about their accounting processes. Fairfield community aid
pointed out to the department that, with only $5,000 allocated for the administration of a
$267,000 scheme, it was difficult to meet all the department’s requirements.

| have said in the House before that | fully respect and support the right of the department
to ensure that funds under this program are properly administered, but the government’s han-
dling of the upshot of this dispute has been nothing short of a disgrace. Thisis Yes, Minister at
itsworst. Fairfield community aid did not receive its funding for the 2005-06 financial year. |
understand that the department made the commitment to Fairfield community aid that emer-
gency relief would be released within Fairfield to it or another organisation to distribute be-
fore Christmas. However, it was not until the end of January that we discovered that the Sal-
vation Army had hastily been given an additional $40,000 in emergency relief funding; they
could not handle any more.
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The department was asked by local newspapers why the local community, clients of Fair-
field community aid or even the local member were not alerted to the extra funding going to
the Salvos. The department’s answer was: ‘ There might be a stampede.” So, after holding back
funding for six months, the department said, ‘We cannot let anybody know where it has gone
in case they find out about it and turn up to claim the money.” This is why | say that this is
Yes, Minister at its worst. We have the situation where the department cuts off funding to one
organisation and gives a small portion to another organisation but will not reveal where that
funding went.

I make the point that at no stage in the last 12 months has anyone from the department con-
tacted me or my office to discuss my concerns or to offer a briefing about how they propose to
fix the situation, despite three letters from me to the successive ministers, a question on no-
tice, requests for meetings and my statements in this House and in local newspapers. | find
this attitude from the department to be contemptuous. The new minister had a chance to fix
the situation. | wrote to him in a genuine attempt to sit down and find a solution, but this
problem has been ignored. The department has now called for tenders. It is now 10 May and
no announcement has been made. The department must fix this problem.

Budget 2006-07
Cronulla Sharks

Mr BAIRD (Cook) (9.53 am)—Last night, when the budget was brought down by the
Treasurer, we had extremely good news for the taxpayers of New South Wales in terms of tax
cuts, moves on superannuation and significant infrastructure funding as well as specific ad-
vantages for families through family allowances. In addition, | want to mention in the cham-
ber the good news that we had at the Sharks football team with the announcement the Treas-
urer gave a week ago.

On Friday, 21 April, my friend and coll eague the Hon. Peter Costello visited my el ectorate.
The purpose of the Treasurer’s visit was to announce an Australian government grant of some
$9.6 million to be used to upgrade the home ground facilities for my local NRL team, the
Cronulla Sharks. The Sharks are doing very well at the moment, with successive wins on the
last three occasions, including beating the favourites, the Cowboys.

This badly needed funding follows more than eight months of submissions to the govern-
ment by both club president, Mr Barry Pierce, and me. It supports and mirrors that previously
given to the St George Dragons, amongst others, which was some $8 million, and the Penrith
Panthers, which was funded to the order of $10 million. This grant will be used to increase the
comfort of patrons by providing more undercover seating and to provide disabled patron ac-
cess and purpose-built seating as well as new lifts for the ground. The grant will also allow
the Sharks to better ensure the safety of patrons. The provision of additional fixed seating
around the ground, new secure turnstiles, secure entry points, improved lighting of public ar-
eas and closed circuit television monitoring will allow security to better manage the large
crowds which regularly attend the facility.

Perhaps most importantly, this grant will allow the Sharks to provide better facilities for
other users. The redevel opment of the ground will alow the club to provide meeting and con-
ference facilities and special parking on the western side of the ground to cater for events such
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as the recent New South Wales Surf Lifesaving Championships, which were held on Cronulla
Beach.

Finaly, the grant will alow the Sharks to improve the environment surrounding their
ground. Toyota Park is built on the edge of Wool coware Bay, immediately adjacent to World
Heritage protected wetlands which provide a habitat for various endangered migratory birds.
The grant and the corollary development of Toyota Park will allow the Sharks to remove old
structures and buildings and rehabilitate the channel on the western side of the ground, which
flows directly into these protected wetlands.

When the Treasurer made this announcement, he told the players that at his last visit to the
ground the Sharks had an upset win over the Roosters. The same thing has happened on the
last three occasions. Thisis a good sign. The Treasurer has also had a few home runsin terms
of the budget last night, which has been extremely well received in my electorate and in all
electorates throughout Australia. (Time expired)

Mr Arthur Foster

Mr HAYES (Werriwa) (9.57 am)—Recently | had the opportunity to attend the funeral of
a very special resident of Ingleburn. The passing of any community member generally in-
volves much sadness for family and friends as they come together to celebrate a life, but this
funeral marked the passing of a very special man, Arthur Foster, a much loved and long-term
resident of Ingleburn. Arthur was also the oldest resident of the area, as he died aged 105. Yes,
that isright: Arthur’s date of birth coincided with the birth of our nation—a nation that at that
stage comprised 3.7 million people, a young nation of hope and promise.

Arthur William Foster was born on 17 January 1901 in the country town of Hay. He was
the youngest of afamily of 13 children. At the age of two, his mother died and he was brought
up by his father and his older sisters. Arthur’s family moved to Gundagai in his early years
and that is where he learnt his trade of being a mechanic. It was here that he met a young lady
from Mount Pleasant called Lila Neve, who was his wife for almost sixty years. They were
married in Gundagai, where they settled down and started to raise a family of eight children—
five girls and three boys. Later they moved to the small town of Coolac, where they spent the
next few years. Arthur had a trucking business and also a motor car, truck and farm machinery
garage in Gundagai and Coolac. Because of his mechanical engineering abilities, he was well
known in the district as‘ Doc Foster’.

They moved to Ingleburn around 1946. They built the family home in Carlisle Street and it
was here that they spent the rest of their married life together. Arthur worked as a mechanic at
Dairy Farmers and at Burt Watson's garage in Ingleburn. Later he decided to start his own
business and opened Foster’s Ampol Service Station, where he worked tirelessly until he re-
tired in his late seventies.

Arthur was a very strong and disciplined man who had great respect for others. The love
and respect that both Lila and Arthur shared served as a beacon to their family. Arthur’s quiet
manner hid a very quick wit and a keen sense of humour. He was a kind and caring man and
well known throughout his local community. Those who knew him will never forget Arthur’s
sayings: ‘You'll be right,” no matter how painful and difficult the odds were, and, ‘Can | give
you a hand? —and that was even when he was aged 100-plus.
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Arthur certainly loved his sport. In his younger days he was a very keen tennis and cricket
player—I understand he was a good left-hand bowler—and he never lost his love for fishing.
In the last two of his 105 years he was lovingly cared for by the staff of Camden House nurs-
ing home. Arthur had seen off 10 members for Werriwa, two world wars and a century of Aus-
tralia. What an innings! What an inspiration! May he rest in peace. (Time expired)

Level Crossing Accidents

Mr NEVILLE (Hinkler) (10.00 am)—The fatal accident involving the collision between a
high-speed train and a truck in Victoria last month prompts me to speak in the House today.
Two people died when a truck collided with a train at an unprotected level crossing between
Ararat and Ballarat on 28 April. | suggest the fatalities might not have happened if a number
of safety initiatives highlighted in the 2004 committee report Train illumination had been
taken into account. That report was from the House of Representatives Transport and Re-
gional Services Committee inquiry, which | chaired, and it is pleasing to see here today the
member for Oxley, who was on that committee. The catalyst for that inquiry was a dreadful
accident at Yarramony in Western Australiain July 2000 where there were multiple deaths at a
passive level crossing. The whole idea of train illumination was to highlight trains at passive
level crossings.

During this inquiry some very extraordinary figures came out. For example, 70 per cent of
collisions happen in daylight, 50 per cent of crashes occur at crossings controlled with lights
or boom gates, the vast majority of accidents occur where the driver has local knowledge of
the crossing, 85 per cent occur in fine weather and 89 per cent occur on straight roads, which
is quite extraordinary. The argument for train illumination was that if you lit the sides of the
trains this would reduce the accident rate. But, given that 70 per cent of collisions occur in
daylight, for what purpose would you light the side of trains? And 64 per cent of accidents
occur at the front of trains, so, again, why would you light the sides of trains?

The committee considered all this evidence and we came up with recommendations,
amongst others, for three physical things that could be done to improve passive level cross-
ings. One was to put rumble strips in the lead-up to the crossing, which | think is very impor-
tant: when you get that bumpety, bumpety, bumpety effect it would trigger in your mind that
you are coming to a crossing. The other two things were that trains carry areflective strip at
eye leve to seated drivers and that trains carry beacons. We have beacons on ambulances,
police cars, fire engines and SES and mining vehicles—a whole range of things. Why not on
trains? It is not as if it would be some rare precedent—sections of the sugar industry, as you
will know, Mr Deputy Speaker Causl ey, have white strips on cane bins and beacons on trains.
It is not rocket science. It is not expensive and, more importantly, it could save lives.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. IR Causley)—Order! In accordance with sessional order
193 the time for members’ statements has concl uded.

PROTECTION OF THE SEA (POWERSOF INTERVENTION) AMENDMENT BILL
2006

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 29 March, on motion by Mr Truss:
That this bill be now read a second time.
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Mr RIPOLL (Oxley) (10.03 am)—Today | rise to speak on the Protection of the Sea
(Powers of Intervention) Amendment Bill 2006 on behalf of the opposition. This bill amends
the Protection of the Sea (Powers of Intervention) Act 1981 to ensure the Commonwealth can
effectively respond to threats of serious marine pollution arising from maritime incidents.
This bill also provides a great deal of clarity to the current terms of the legislation to ensure
that those in the maritime industry know their obligations and responsibilities. It also ensures
that officers of state governments and the Commonwesalth are able to make confident and
quick decisionsin environmental emergencies.

One of the key features of this hill is the specific clarification that the act is to complement
the state and territory law where there is not a conflict. Firstly, this removes any confusion as
to the Commonwealth government’s powers under the act and, secondly, it provides for a co-
operative approach to managing Australia’ s waters. The bill also provides a determination that
the powers of the Commonwealth over the exclusive economic zone correspond with the
powers over the coastal sea as determined in the Seas and Submerged Lands Act and that the
definition of ‘high seas' corresponds with the United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea. It also provides a determination that directions issued by the Australian Maritime Safety
Authority, AMSA, will prevail over the directions of any other person.

The bill also provides a broadening of the areas at sea at which action can be taken against
a ship that poses a threat of significant pollution. This allows for more extensive measures to
be taken to prevent harm to our waters. Clarification of the persons to which directions can be
made by authorities and an explanation as to how that direction can be given to any person
who can ‘prevent, mitigate or eliminate’ the risk of a spill and the circumstances under which
they may be directed. What this does is give greater alignment with international standards. It
also alows for a strong provision for recovery of costs from offending vessdls and gives fur-
ther clarification and simplification of provisions by removing unnecessary clauses and
streamlining the text of the hill.

As the explanatory memorandum further sets out, the bill provides a clarification to the ex-
tent and scope of intervention powersin relation to prevention of pollution by extending pow-
ers for direction in relation to tugs, places of refuge and persons other than shipowners, mas-
ters and salvers. It outlines a revision of penalties for noncompliance with a direction given
under the act and also has a provision for responder immunity from liability for decisions
made with due care. It provides for reimbursement on just terms for the use of requisitioned
property, including compensation for damage or loss occurring while property is under requi-
sition.

These are sensible measures and they have the support of the Australian Labor Party. What
Labor does not support, though, is the Howard government’s continuing failure to embrace a
shipping policy that supports the viability of the Australian maritime sector more broadly.
This policy neglect and lack of leadership have a number of consequences, not least of which
isthe threat that flag of convenience vessals present to our marine environment. Anyone who
has read the report Ships of shame would know exactly what we mean when we talk about
flags of convenience and the ships of shame. Australia has a unique and sensitive marine envi-
ronment. Pollution can greatly upset the health of our waters and marine life. Strong regula-
tion is necessary to ensure the preservation of healthy waters. We have been extremely fortu-
nate that a disaster involving a flag of convenience vessel has not caused an environmental
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catastrophe in Australian waters. With increasing numbers of poorly maintained flag of con-
venience vessels plying the Australian coastline, Labor fears it is a matter of when, not if, a
major maritime environmental catastrophe occurs.

AMSA is tasked with managing ecological disasters arisng from maritime incidents and
cannot do so without the power to employ any necessary action to prevent an environmental
disturbance. We hope that, with the passage of this bill, AMSA will be better equipped to un-
dertake this task. But we are most concerned that disasters are prevented in the first place. The
prevention, mitigation and elimination of risks to our marine environment are core responsi-
bilities of the national government. But rather than support a domestic shipping industry,
which would minimise the risk to our coastline, the Howard government has encouraged for-
eign rust buckets to ply our coastal trade, the vessels that pose the greatest threat to our ma-
rine environment—the ships of shame.

As a Queendander, and like most other Queenslanders, | am intensely proud of my home
state. It is one of the world's great natural wonders and has immense resources and beauty, not
the least of which is, of course, the Great Barrier Reef. Should a serious maritime incident
occur on the waters surrounding the Great Barrier Reef, a place where flag of convenience
vessdls actually ply the coast, it would result in a disaster of unimaginable proportions. It
would forever destroy sections of this wonderful natural feature that belongs to all Austra-
lians. This is not something outside the realm of possibility; in fact, it could happen, and it
nearly did. In January this year 25,000 litres of heavy fuel oil leaked from the Global Peace, a
Korean owned, Panama registered bulk coal carrier. Rather than leak on the reef proper,
though, the leak occurred in Gladstone Harbour in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. It was
a close call, but | think it demonstrated to people just how sensitive our waters are and the
responsibility that we all, and particularly the national government, have to ensuring that we
have the right protectionsin place to protect one of the natural wonders of the world.

It is absolutely critical for Australia to take every possible action to protect our marine en-
vironment, firstly, to protect the livelihood of Australia’s hardworking fishers, as well as other
industries that rely on a healthy marine environment, such as aguaculture and marine biotech-
nol ogy; secondly, to protect Australia’s great tourism industry, which sees thousands of people
each year visit Australia to appreciate our crystal clear waters and our beautiful marine life;
and, lastly, to preserve our oceans for future generations to appreciate and enjoy. | believe the
Great Barrier Reef is entrusted to us and that an Australian government should do everything
possible to protect it.

The risk posed to the Great Barrier Reef and the Torres Strait region from shipping has
been recognised by the government, and new arrangements for emergency towage have re-
cently been ingtituted. An emergency vessel will be able to tow disabled ships to a safe moor-
ing. But this post-incident response will do little to repair lasting damage to the Great Barrier
Reef, should it happen, or any other marine environment damage as a consequence of a ma-
rineincident.

In Labor’s view, this bill fails to address the most significant threat to Australia’s unique
marine environment—the threat posed by flag of convenience vessels. These vessels have
been encouraged into Australian waters by a government that has adopted an anti-Australian
shipping policy framework, a policy framework that encourages flag of convenience vessels,
not Australian shipping employing Australian workers. Australian vessels are well maintained,
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they are of good quality and they have good crews who are trained and know what they doing.
They are operated by well-skilled people.

Australian crews have a vested interest in ensuring that the Australian coastline is pro-
tected. That interest is not necessarily shared by the masters and crew of flag of convenience
vessdls that ply our coast. This fact has not dissuaded the Howard government from issuing
single and continuing voyage permits in the style of a drunken sailor. The Howard govern-
ment’s anti-Australian shipping posture has cost Australian jobs. It continues to threaten the
Australian environment and continues to threaten Australian jobs. This bill, while containing
some very worthy measures, does not signal a change of policy on the part of the government.
A more universal and comprehensive approach is needed if we are going to provide real pro-
tection to Australia’s beautiful coastline. For that reason, | move:

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

“whilst not declining to give the bill a second reading, the House condemns the Government for ad-

ministering anti-Australian shipping policies that favour foreign Flag of Convenience vessels and put
the marine environment at unnecessary risk.”

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon. IR Caudey)—Isthe amendment seconded?
Mr Price—I second the amendment.

Dr JENSEN (Tangney) (10.12 am)—I rise to speak on the Protection of the Sea (Powers
of Intervention) Amendment Bill 2006. Before | get into the details of some of the necessary
amendments to the original Protection of the Sea (Powers of Intervention) Act 1981, | think it
isvery instructive to go into its history.

The current act came about as aresult of the International Convention Relating to I nterven-
tion on the High Seas in Cases of Oil Pollution Casualties 1969. This convention came about
as aresult of the Torrey Canyon disaster of 1967. The Torrey Canyon was the first of the su-
pertankers. It carried about 120,000 tonnes, or 860,000 barrels, of oil. The captain of the ves-
sel had scheduling praoblems. There were problems with the ship being able to arrive at or de-
part ports due to draught problems. We know that these draught problems still exist. The
House of Representatives Committee on Transport and Regional Services has been around
Australian ports, and issues relating to draught of channels and ports still have a part to play.
The problem here was that, as this was the world's first supertanker, the draught was such that
the influence of tides on when the ship could dock at port were extremely important and, as
such, there were possihilities of delays of 24 hours or up to a week with this vessdl if it did
not arrive in port on schedule. Given this, the captain of the ship was pressed for time to ar-
rive at his destination.

On the day in question, the captain had had limited sleep, and the vessel was heading to-
wards one of the portsin England and it was going around the end of Land's End. An error in
navigation had led to the ship being about 20 nautical miles east of the planned position,
which was near Land's End. The original plan involved sailing to the west of the Isles of
Scilly; however, due to this error in navigation the captain made the decision to sail a rela-
tively narrow channel between the Isles of Scilly and Land's End. Once in the channel the
ship had to manoeuvre to one side of the channel to avoid fishing boats and their nets.

There was a further navigation error at this time. There had been a change in watch at 8 am
and the captain had given a fairly junior navigation officer the post of navigating at the time.
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An error by this junior navigation officer compounded the original error. The method of navi-
gation that he was using is what is called ‘bearing and distance’. Essentialy, that involves
taking a bearing of a known landmark and then taking a range off radar and that allows you to
plot your position. However, any dight error in either of those obviously leads to a significant
navigation error. In situations such as this—and remember these are the days before GPS—
the better method of determining pasition is to take three bearings and if they all intersect at
the same point you know that you have got an accurate position—an accurate fix. This had
not occurred at the time.

The additional problem with the Torrey Canyon was that it had what may kindly be called
‘limited mobility’. In fact, it was only able to turn 20 degrees in a period of one minute, and it
covered 500 yardsin that time. It also took about five nautical miles for the ship to stop. Fur-
ther compounding things for this vessel was the bad ergonomic design of the autopilot. There
were problems with whether the ship was on autopilot or not and with sensing whether the
ship was turning as it should. Of course, with 20 degrees in one minute it is very difficult to
sense a change in direction. The end result of all of these errors was that the ship ended up
hitting the reef, and over a period of days it broke up. Three oil slicks formed, and obviously
all 120,000 tonnes or 860,000 barrels of oil ended up in these ail dlicks, and 10,000 tonnes of
detergent were sprayed onto the slicks to try to emulsify the oil. Other methods were also at-
tempted, but the result was ecological disaster.

The incident resulted in the British government organising an early meeting of the Inter-
governmental Maritime Consultative Organisation to consider needed changes in international
maritime law and practice. Relevant laws at the time were considered overly complex and
were also out of date in many respects.

I will insert a side bar here: clearly, the act as it stands and as we plan to amend it will help
to mitigate these disasters. The problem is, of course, that every time we have had a major oil
leak from one of these supertankers there have been major ecological problems. In my view
this is why we should as a society be moving towards a hydrogen economy. Needless to say,
hydrogen can be very safely transported across the oceans. If you had a hydrogen leak it
would evaporate almost immediately because it is stored at cryogenic temperatures. The best
way to produce hydrogen is to use nuclear energy, particularly fourth generation nuclear reac-
tors where you can use a thermal or heat process to crack water to make hydrogen. Having
said that, | will get back to the original reason for the act coming into being. As | stated, an
early meeting of the Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organisation was called.

At this meeting concerns were raised as to the extent to which a coastal state could take
measures to protect its territory from pollution where a casualty threatened that state with oil
pallution, especially if the measures necessary were likdly to affect foreign shipowners, cargo
owners or even flag states. Clearly you have a conflict of interests. The ships want to define
exactly how they want to move, where they want to sail, their timetabling and so on, and the
nation concerned has its national interest in mind when it thinks about the route and the speed
at which the ship plans to go. That is clearly contrary to maritime safety and there could end
up being an ecological disaster.

There was general consensus that there was a need for a new regime which, while recognis-
ing the need for some state intervention on the high seas in cases of grave emergency, clearly
restricted the right to protect other legitimate interests. A conference to consider an appropri-
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ate regime was held in 1969 in Brussels. The resulting convention affirms the right of a
coastal state to take such measures on the high seas as may be necessary to prevent, mitigate
or diminate danger to its coastline or related interests from pollution by oil or the threat
thereof, following upon a maritime casualty.

We heard the member for Oxley talking about the Great Barrier Reef. Clearly, we do not
want an ecological disaster on the scale of the Torrey Canyon or indeed the Exxon Valdez dis-
aster in Alaska to take place in Australian waters, particularly with some of our pristine ma-
rine environments, which are internationally recognised.

The coastal state is, however, empowered to take only such action as is necessary after due
consultations with appropriate interests including, in particular, the flag state or states of the
ship or shipsinvolved, the owners of the ships or cargos in question and, where circumstances
permit, independent experts appointed for this purpose.

A coastal state which takes measures beyond those permitted under the conventioniis liable
to pay compensation for any damage caused by such measures. Provision is made for the set-
tlement of disputes arising in connection with the application of the convention. The conven-
tion applies to all seagoing vessels except warships or other vessels owned or operated by a
state and used in government non-commercial service.

| will go on to the protocol of 1973. The 1969 Intervention Convention applied to casual-
tiesinvolving pallution by ail. In view of the increasing quantity of other substances, mainly
chemical, carried by ships, some of which would, if released, cause serious hazard to the ma-
rine environment, the 1969 Brussels conference recognised the need to extend the convention
to cover substances other than ail.

Draft articles for an instrument to extend the application of the 1969 convention to sub-
stances other than oil were prepared and submitted to the 1973 London Conference on Marine
Pollution. The conference adopted the Protocol Relating to Intervention on the High Seas in
Cases of Marine Pallution by Substances other than Qil. This extended the regime of the 1969
intervention convention to substances which are listed in the annex to the protocol or which
have characteristics substantially similar to those substances. In fact, amendments were made
in 1991, 1996 and 2002—all revising the list of substances attached to the 1973 protocol.

The original 1981 Australian act gives effect to the intervention convention. It allows
AMSA to intervene on high seas. To date, Australia has avoided major pollution on the sea
since the introduction of the current act. Today there is far more traffic on our seas than there
was at the time of the introduction of the act.

The problem with the 1981 act is that the definition only refers to coastal waters or high
seas, there is no mention, for instance, of the exclusive economic zone. The exclusive eco-
nomic zone relates to Australian economic waters, but in the definition of the original act it
would in most cases be considered to relate to high seas. This bill updates the act by redefin-
ing the powers in Australia’s internal waters, coastal areas, exclusive economic zones and
high seas. It clarifies the exclusive economic zone status. The bill will amend the act to clarify
the status and scope of the Australian government’s power of intervention in Australia’'s EEZ,
align the scope of powers available to the Australian government in the EEZ with that in the
coastal sea and extend the application of the act to all shipsin the coastal sea which present a
threat of significant pollution. It clarifies the extent and scope of intervening powersin rela

MAIN COMMITTEE



168 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Wednesday, 10 May 2006

tion to prevention of pollution by extending powers of direction for release of tugs or other
assets, determination of a place of refuge and directions to persons other than shipowners,
masters and salvors in possession of the ship.

The bill provides that intervention directions issued by AMSA will prevail over directions
of any other person where these conflict with AMSA's directions. It provides for responder
immunity from liability for decisions made with due care and provides for reimbursement on
just terms for the use of requisitioned property, including compensation for damage or loss
which occurs while the property is under requisition. The bill extends the scope to which all
ships present athreat. AMSA prevails over other authorities.

The bill revises penalties. It is important that penalty settings are set at a level which en-
sures compliance. These settings are proposed in line with current rules concerning setting of
penalties in federal legidation, and these have due regard to the potential negative impacts
that noncompliance could cause, the need for penalties to appropriately punish serious
breaches and the need for penalties to provide a real disincentive for any person who might
otherwise consider that the penalties applied might be commercially justified in light of other
business options that the person may have. The responder has immunity from liability, pro-
vided they have acted with due diligence. As | stated, thereis reimbursement on just terms.

The current act does not mention the exclusive economic zone ‘high seas' and is incom-
patible with the current understanding. As | have stated, the exclusive economic zone, by and
large, is what was in the high seas. The bill defines ‘high seas’ consistent with UNCLOS, the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.

There is no direct financial impact from this bill. The costs incurred by AMSA in taking
measures under the act are recoverable from the owner of the shipping casualty under parts IV
and I1VA of the Protection of the Sea (Civil Liability) Act 1981. The bill reinforces this power
to recover the authority’s costs from the shipowner and clarifies that other parties incurring
costs as aresult of complying with directions issued under the act may also recover their costs
from the shipowner consistent with the rights of shipowners to limit their liabilities under in-
ternational law.

Thisis a very important bill. It amends the legidation, allowing the current understanding
of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea to be enshrined within Australian law
as far as powers of intervention are concerned. | commend this bill to the House.

Mr TRUSS (Wide Bay—Muinister for Transport and Regional Services) (10.29 am)—Can |
begin by thanking the honourable member for Tangney and the honourable member for Oxley
for their contributions to the Protection of the Sea (Powers of Intervention) Amendment Bill
2006. The member for Tangney has gone, in great detail, through the particular elements of
the bill and demonstrated a solid understanding of what is proposed in this legislation. | thank
him very much for his contribution. The member for Oxley introduced some somewhat extra-
neous matter in discussing his amendment in relation to so-called foreign flag of convenience
vessdls, which he suggested especially put the marine environment at unnecessary risk. | trust
he would acknowledge that this legislation covers ships, whatever their registry may be, and
in that regard helps to ensure the protection of the Australian environment from whatever
threat there might be from the shipping industry.
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The legislation demonstrates the government’s commitment to promoting environmentally
sensitive, safe shipping practices. It is important |egislation because it will contribute signifi-
cantly to ensuring that our capacity to protect our pristine environment from the consequences
of unforeseen maritime disaster remains adequate and relevant. The effectiveness of our na-
tional response capability relies not only on our infrastructure and resources but also on the
robustness of the regulatory regime that underpins the framework of intervention.

The international experience of major pollution incidents has shown that it is desirable to
have a robust regime which facilitates effective decision making and encourages cooperation
with coordinated actions to counter a major pollution threat. This belief is shared by my state
and territory counterparts, who agreed in November 2005 that these measures are needed to
ensure that Australia's emergency towage and response capability is adequate and that the
regulatory regime that underpins the capability is effective in delivering the desired pollution
prevention outcomes.

Honourable members will be aware that the Australian government is putting in place a
new range of emergency towage measures and, as an important part of that step, contracts are
being let now around Australia to ensure that there is emergency towage capability available
on as little as two hours notice right around the continent. Thisis a very important practical
step in ensuring that we can respond effectively if there is some kind of a maritime disaster.
This legidation is important to ensure that the investment in improved towage capability is
underpinned effectively by law.

The bill implements the regulatory elements of the national system for emergency re-
sponse, updating existing legidation to align it with international maritime law and, consistent
with the desired pollution prevention outcomes of the legislation, clarifying the provisions of
the legidation to strengthen the regulatory framework for the national system, while ensuring
compliance with the provisions of the International Convention relating to Intervention on the
High Seasin Cases of Qil Pollution 1969.

The bill does not actually introduce new legidation; it proposes a number of amendments
to the Protection of the Sea (Powers of Intervention) Act 1981, the Australian legislation im-
plementing the international convention, so as to clarify and update its provisions. The hill
introduces the definition of an exclusive economic zone, or EEZ, and clarifies the Australian
government’s powers to intervene in the EEZ when there is a threat of serious pollution from
a casualty. As a consequence of the redefining of the various maritime zones in accordance
with contemporary law, the bill also clarifies the powers of the Australian Maritime Safety
Authority to intervene in Australia’ s internal waters, coastal seas and the EEZ, and on the high
seas.

Another important clarification that this bill provides relates to AMSA's general powers to
direct persons other than those directly related with a casualty, such as its owner, master or a
salvor. The clarity is essential to deliver the outcomes we are seeking. The bill also provides
AMSA with the role of national decision maker and reinforces the primacy of Commonwealth
law in the event of a conflict. The bill also introduces the concept of responder immunity to
encourage compliance and cooperation to effectively counter a threat of pollution. | have
every confidence that these measures will be of benefit to the Australian community and will
help ensure that we have an effective capability to respond to any maritime disaster that oc-
curs near to our shores. | commend the legidlation to the committee.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr McMullan)—The original question was that the bill be
now read a second time. To this the honourable member for Oxley has moved as an amend-
ment that all words after ‘ That’ be omitted with a view to substituting other words. The ques-
tion 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.
Ordered that the bill be reported to the House without amendment.
AGE DISCRIMINATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006
Second Reading
Debate resumed from 29 March, on motion by Mr Ruddock:
That this bill be now read a second time.

MsHALL (Shortland) (10.35 am)—At the start of my contribution to this debate on the
Age Discrimination Amendment Bill 2006 | want to mention that the shadow Attorney-
General will be speaking after the member on the other side rather than at this time. My con-
tribution will precede hers. | also understand that we have another speaker from this side. |
mention that for the information of the Attorney-General.

We are supporting this legislation. The exemptions that are sought will allow the proper
functioning of the legislation. The changes that are identified in the legidation are for specific
exemptions. This is a result of departments and the government conducting an audit of all
Commonwealth laws to determine whether any ongoing exemptions are required.

At the start of my contribution to this debate, | would like to highlight some of the points
that | made in the debate on the Age Discrimination Bill 2003. At that time | congratulated the
government on introducing the legislation. As the shadow Attorney-General has come into the
chamber, | seek |eave to continue my remarks after she makes her contribution.

Leave granted.

MsROXON (Gellibrand) (10.38 am)—I thank the chamber for that indulgence and apol o-
gise for being a few minutes late to speak on the Age Discrimination Amendment Bill 2006.
Two years ago, as this chamber would be aware, the Age Discrimination Act 2004 came into
effect. In passing this legislation, parliament took a great step forward in recognising the
valuable contribution to the life, wealth and wellbeing of the nation made by Australians of all
ages, from children to the elderly. We recognised that, although people of different ages have
different needs and different abilities, age alone should not be used to discriminate between
citizens in the context of employment, education or the provision of goods and services.
Young or old, people should be treated as individuals and judged on their merit, not their age.

The Age Discrimination Act is the newest addition to our collection of antidiscrimination
statutes that do so much to protect the rights of everyday Australians and in particular to pro-
tect them against arbitrary, irrational and bigoted treatment. The Racial Discrimination Act,
the Sex Discrimination Act, the Disability Discrimination Act and the Age Discrimination Act
are key pieces of legislation that protect one of the most fundamental of our national values—
respect for human rights.
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Thisis animpressive range of legislation. With the wealth of protectionsin place, it is sur-
prising that the government is so reluctant to acknowledge that this is part of a national re-
spect for human rights and that the words ‘ human rights' are so rarely uttered by the govern-
ment unless it is to disparage them as something that other people in other countries should be
worried about. We have a proud history. There has been a proud history previously—and prior
to this government—of recognising these sorts of things. | am both fearful and worried that
the government is prepared to deride rights in the way that it does so regularly and in so many
areas.

In some ways, it was a surprise, but a pleasant one, to see that the government was pre-
pared to take this step and introduce age discrimination protection through the Age Discrimi-
nation Amendment Bill 2006. As | will flag in a moment, and as people will remember, at the
time the original legislation was introduced we did have reservations that the act did not go
far enough.

Labor have always been a strong advocate for the greater protection of human rights. We
are very proud both to have created the human rights commission but also to have played the
role we did in introducing the Racial Discrimination Act, the Sex Discrimination Act and the
Disability Discrimination Act. We were happy to support the Age Discrimination Act when it
was considered in this place two years ago. But members—including, | am sure, the Attor-
ney—will remember that our support was not unqualified. We thought the bill did not go far
enough and created a weaker standard than applies in those other Labor antidiscrimination
acts. Unlike in the areas of race, sex or disability discrimination, this act works to prevent dis-
crimination only when it can be shown that the age of the person was the dominant reason for
the discriminatory act.

Thisis a much weaker standard, where age discrimination is treated as a lesser order issue
than other types of arbitrary or prejudicial treatment. It seems to me that, particularly in a
world where we so often at least with our language—and the government is very keen to do
this—pay respect to older Australians and the contributions that they have made to the com-
munity, to give people a weaker protection on the basis of age than they would have on the
basis of race, sex or disability is contrary to where the government has traditionally wanted to
position itself. When you look at the sort of pressure particularly older Australians are under
in the workplace, not giving them a strong protection from age discrimination seems to be a
weakness with this legislation. An opportunity could be taken while this act isintroduced or in
the future to bring protection for age discrimination on par with the other legisation.

There is ancther very important criticism that the government did not pick up on at the
time, and | would like to use this opportunity to urge them again to reconsider this. We were
very critical and continued to be critical of the government for failing to pick up our ideato
include provisions prohibiting harassment on the basis of age. We know that this can be a big
problem. Probably it is more often thought about as a problem for young people in their first
jobs. One study at Griffith University in 2001 estimated that workplace bullying cost Austra-
lia between $6 million and $13 million in lost productivity. Not all of that bullying necessarily
involves age based harassment, but we do know that the bullying of younger workers is a
large part of this wider problem, particularly through some very barbaric examples of so-
called initiation rituals et cetera in the workplace. The government should take this serioudly.
They particularly should look at whether there is a need for this provision, given that they
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have introduced wide-reaching reforms in the Work Choices package that will leave people
fairly exposed.

| am sure the Attorney will stand up and say, ‘ Oh, but there is unlawful discrimination pro-
tection still in the Work Choices package.’” There is some protection if people can afford to
mount a Federal Court case. The $4,000 that you are not alowed to use for litigation but can
use for advice is not going to go very far if a 16-year-old who has been harassed and dis-
missed on the basis of their age wants to make a complaint. | do not think that the protection
from dismissal only, where the only remedy is going to a court that most people cannot afford
to go to, is adequate. Think about this: there is no protection against anything else that may
happen but that might not be dismissal. There is no protection against the sort of discrimina-
tion that may occur at the point of interview, in the conditions of employment people might be
offered or if someone wants to complain about being harassed. These issues could be dealt
with and are dealt with in other discrimination legislation, but for some inexplicable reason
ageis not seen as an important enough issue for the government to give people—that is, either
younger or older Australians—the same protection that they have from being mistreated on
the basis of sex, race or disability.

It is not just younger workers who need this protection through our laws. Intimidation, hu-
miliation and abuse of the elderly are also entirely inconsistent with the Australian way of life.
We have unfortunately seen some pretty horrible examples of elder abuse starting to arise in
our aged care sector. | am not suggesting that this act would deal with that. What | am sug-
gesting is that it is not unknown for older Australians to be the victims of harassment, bully-
ing or abuse, and | can see no reason why the government would want to hold back from put-
ting a protection like that into this legislation. | am hopeful that the Attorney will give us the
reasons why he is not prepared to do that, even when we revisit this legislation two years on
fromitsinitial introduction. Clearly, the elderly should be able to be protected. They shouldin
any civilised society be able to be confident that they can live their life fredly and without
harassment or bullying from others. Our laws should reflect that and provide a clear message
that the harassment of older Australians will not be tolerated.

Sadly, two years ago the coalition refused to accept Labor’s amendments to address these
two issues. We fought hard for them, both in this place and the other place, but, in the face of
really quite determined intransigence from the Attorney-General, the bill had to go through in
its more limited form. That was the story of the act two years ago. The general circumstances
that we flagged we were concerned about have been made significantly worse by the intro-
duction of the Work Choices package.

But there was one very important part of the act that Labor fully supported and that created
the need for the bill we are talking about today. The act that was introduced two years ago
provided a two-year window for the Commonwealth to get its own house in order. Section 39
of the main act provided a two-year period in which a general exemption existed for any dis-
criminatory conduct that was done in direct compliance with the Commonwealth law. This
had the effect of putting some pressure, of course, on the government to do serious and urgent
work to identify whether there were any Commonwealth laws that ought to be exempted from
age discrimination rules. It is much better, of course, to do this work and then provide very
specific and limited exemptions rather than to continue with the general exemption for the
Commonwealth. This hill is the result of the commitment made at the time to the two-year
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review that has been undertaken, and the broad two-year exemption period expires on 23 June
next. If it were not for this bill, many areas of legitimate age based discrimination in the law
would become ineffective or unlawful on that day.

Wheat this bill proposes to do is something that Labor can support. The bill proposes to ex-
empt Commonwealth laws in three categories. The first | would call categorical exemptions.
These provide exemptions in the body of the act for certain categories of Commonwealth law.
One example in this category is an exemption for law which creates age based rules for the
service of documents. It is standard that documents are only taken to be served in a litigation
process when they have been provided to a person whom the server reasonably believes to be
over 16. Thisis clearly a type of age based discrimination but it is also a reasonable and le-
gitimate protection. We want to ensure that the sorts of age reguirements that serve a legiti-
mate public purpose are able to continue and will not run contrary to the Age Discrimination
Act. There are a number of other examples of laws that fall within similar categories.

The second group is exemptions for whole Commonwealth laws. These are listed in sched-
ule 1 of the bill, which already lists some laws to which the Age Discrimination Act does not
apply. These include laws relating to the age restrictions, for example, for civil pilots—which
are required by international law—and also to the National Classification Code, which clearly
sets up a system of classification based on age discrimination in order to protect our children
from inappropriate media content. Obviously, it is appropriate to continue an exemption for
these sorts of categories of laws where there is actually a legitimate age based reason that a
law needs to specify ages for certain categories of conduct. We support such exemptions so
that the Age Discrimination Act cannot be used to knock over important pieces of legislation
that include some protection for, usually, the young or when there are other international stan-
dards that have to be acknowl edged.

The third category involves exemptions for specific provisions of other laws. These are go-
ing to be clearly listed in the new schedule 2 of the act. They include exemptions for the pro-
visions, for example, of the Passports Act, which allows that a passport has to be refused to a
minor where there is not appropriate parental consent. Clearly this is a sensible rule to help
prevent child abduction, which unfortunately we have seen occurring a little more in recent
times.

Schedule 2 would also include a provision of the Workplace Relations Act which prevents
a person under the age of 18 being appointed as a bargaining agent in workplace negotiations.
Thisis consistent, of course, with the rule that persons under 18 cannot consent on their own
behalf to a workplace agreement without their parent’s or guardian’s consent aswell. That isa
fairly minor protection when you look at the whole scheme of what the government is doing
in the workplace relations area. Nevertheless, it is a protection that we want to ensure is till
there.

The opposition have looked at each of the proposed exemptions and we believe that they
are based on sensible and |egitimate policy grounds. As a result, we do support this hill. In
fact, we look forward to the speedy passage of this bill and then to 24 June when the Age Dis-
crimination Act effectively will reach its full force, binding the Commonwealth as well as its
citizens.

On the Age Discrimination Act itself, as | have already flagged, we still firmly hold to the
view that it is not as strong as it should be. Age discrimination should not be considered some
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lesser evil, with a weaker test applying to it than the tests that apply to race, sex or disability
discrimination. We also believe that the law should truly reflect the Australian value of a fair
go by prohibiting harassment based on age. Our young workers and older Australians deserve
to know that the law will protect them from bullies in our community, and we will continue to
press for those changes to the Age Discrimination Act.

In the meantime, we welcome this opportunity to meet the requirements of the two-year re-
view and to fix up the act so that it does not have such broad exemptions, so that we specify
those particular acts that are required to be exempt and so that the age discrimination protec-
tions can operate with full force from 24 June this year. | commend the bill to the House.

Mr BROADBENT (McMillan) (10.51 am)—I enjoyed the address by the previous
speaker, the member for Gdlibrand, on the Age Discrimination Amendment Bill 2006. She
raised a concern of harassment in her address. With regard to harassment, | have lived in a
world of decent employers, of decent employees and of people who are reasonable and who
are watching what is going on in the workplace. My experience has been that, where there
was discrimination against or harassment of any person, on every occasion that was drawn to
the attention of the employer or those in responsible positions, whether they were the director
of aninstitute, part of the community or part of the family farm.

There are always anomalies and one recent anomaly was the harassment of older people in
aged care facilities. My view isthat those particular situations were for palicing decisions, not
for aged care decisions. We are forever going to have problems in specific areas, but where
police should be taking direct action that should be done, as against making a whole-of-
government or whole-of-industry policy, particularly in aged care.

From my experience in Gippsland, we have the best aged care system, including the people
that deliver that system: the nurses and other staff, and the administration. No-one can knock
what we do in this country. The care and consideration given to our older people is absol utely
sensational. That is why | get really concerned at our overreaction when there are reports in
the media about a number of small instances. We do not treat it as a police matter but as a
whole of industry matter and jump all over the whole industry, which then makes these people
quite afraid about what they do.

I am concerned about the address of the shadow minister, the member for Gellibrand. My
fear is that if you were in government you would overregulate to the point where you would
discount the ability of peopleto manage their workplaces.

Ms Roxon interjecting—

Mr BROADBENT—Of course | would not take away the things we have in place that are
quite reasonable. We have put those sorts of thingsin place. But if you overregulate you stifle
everything that happens and discount reasonable people.

M s Roxon—Why is age |l ess important?

Mr BROADBENT—Age isimportant. All of these things that you have just raised in your
interjections are important. However, my concern is that your tendency is to overregulate on

every occasion. You think you have the answers to everything, but | can tell you that neither |
nor you have the answers to everything.

We can reasonably put processes in place that are acceptable to the Australian community,
keeping in mind where we want to go and the sorts of protections we want for people. But we
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must not overregulate to the point where the controls on the industry, the management or the
staff are completely overwhelmed by governments who think they can just come in, tread all
over the whole situation and ignore the processes.

In the lead-up to the 2001 federal election, the Howard government promised to develop
legislation that would prohibit age discrimination, the aim being to eliminate age based dis-
crimination in key areas of public life. The Age Discrimination Act 2004 implemented this
commitment to the Australian people and is working well. People from all walks of life, re-
gardless of their age, should not have to tolerate negative stereotypes. | say this about younger
and older workers but today particularly about older workers.

Throughout the whole of my retail career, | was in praise of older women. | was in praise
of older women because they were very effectivein all our business activities. We were flexi-
ble in our arrangements—as the new IR laws are to be flexible in their arrangements. People
were able to work the hours that suited them, after they dropped their children at school and
before they picked them up again. They were able to come in at night, if they decided to do
that, and work when their children were being cared for by a spouse, partner or grandparent.
They were able to perform tasks that they were specialists in, and they were excdlent in the
ddivery of their service to the customers and clients that we had.

Throughout my life | have been concerned about men—particularly men—and many
women who found themselves, for one reason or another, without work. This occurred after a
life of domestic activity, in many cases, with regard to women, and with men who had been in
aparticular stable job for along time, say working for GMH in those days or working for In-
ternational Harvester or Nestle. At 45 years of age, no-one wanted them. We have to have
laws like this where we give a guide to people as to where we want our older people to be
employed.

For a long time now we have been looking at proposals where people retire at around 50
years of age. With regard to planners and all sorts of other people, that is not the time for them
to be retiring; that is the time for them to be taking off. They can actually look at the mistakes
they have made. In my case, | am glad that there is not a retirement age of 60 for politicians. |
would have five years to go, and | have alot more work to do in this job than five years can
possibly allow. There is a great opportunity for us as a nation to be different, to say to older
people, ‘We really value your contribution.” Whether it is in the area of planning, community
activity or aged care, there is a whole generation of people out there whom we need to find
new ways to employ.

This act is a guide to protection for older people, but more importantly we as a community
have to take a view that older people are valuable in the workplace. They can make a contri-
bution. They can make a mentoring contribution in any company where they may offer their
services. We need to get atrend whereby, if a curriculum vitae comes in from someone who is
older than 45 or 50, it is not immediately moved to one side and the value of that person not
taken into account.

For me, thisbill is particularly about the Australian view of older people and how we might
put that into law. It has been put into law, but the two-year review of the act has refined the
provisions. | commend the bill to the Main Committee. | thank the chamber for the opportu-
nity to speak on the bill and look forward to the Labor Party contributing to the rest of the
discussion.
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MsHALL (Shortland) (10.59 am)—by leave—In continuing my remarks on the Age Dis-
crimination Amendment Bill 2006, | want to start by saying that, unfortunately, | feel that the
member for McMillan has actually supported age discrimination. | am very disappointed in
some of the statements that he made at the beginning of his contribution—statements directed
to the shadow Attorney-General .

We on this side of the House appreciate the fine work done in most aged care facilities
throughout the country. But that does not mean that we should ever accept any type or form of
discrimination against older people—be it in the aged care sector, where people may not be
treated with the dignity they deserve, or somewhere else—or against younger people, who can
be bullied, as the shadow Attorney-General identified, and as many of us mentioned in the
debate on the Age Discrimination Bill 2003. Those sorts of behaviours are unacceptable. Dis-
crimination of any form is unacceptable. To put a lesser standard on age discrimination, which
| believe the member for McMillan was doing, is unacceptable; discrimination should not be
tolerated within our community.

When | made my contribution two years ago | emphasised the importance of not discrimi-
nating on the grounds of age. At the same time | highlighted the fact that age discrimination
does exist within our community and within our society. The government’s action in introduc-
ing the Age Discrimination Bill at that time was very late because other states had had it in
place for some time and other areas of antidiscrimination had previously been enacted. But
the action of finally getting around to introducing that bill was very important. It sent out an
important message to the community as a whole that you cannot discriminate against a person
on any grounds. Any type of discrimination does not benefit our nation. It leads to loss of op-
portunity and creates division, negative feelings and actions and marginalisation of people
who are discriminated against. There is no basis for discrimination of any form and particu-
larly, as we are discussing now, age discrimination. Discrimination is based on negative
stereotypes rather than facts.

| do not think there is any greater area where you can see those negative stereotypes at
work than job applications. If you pan through the papers, you will see that certain age groups
are more favourably valued by employers. | am sure most members of this House have had
people visit them in their electorate office complaining about the fact that when they apply for
ajob they are either too old or too young. One of the problems with the original piece of leg-
islation was the fact that age had to be the dominant reason. Nowhere is discrimination more
obvious than in the area of employment. It can be argued, say: ‘We wanted a qualification in
the area of accounting that was obtained within the last 12 months. We wanted somebody who
had expertise and knowledge in a particular theory that had just been introduced. We wanted
somebody who could perform some other task that was totally unrelated to the job.’

It is important to note here that in New South Wales there were more complaints related to
age discrimination made to the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission than there
were related to any other form of discrimination. More than 200 people phoned in com-
plaints—I| am using figures that are a couple of years old, taken in 1999-2000. Again, in the
following year, there were many complaints in that area. People were ringing in and lodging
complaints that they had been discriminated against because they had applied for jobs and
been advised that they were too old for those positions. When the government is focusing on
encouraging employers to employ older workers, when there is an active campaign to encour-
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age employers to take on workers that are older, it seems to me that the fact that it needs to be
a dominant reason works against that.

The other areathat | would just like to touch on quickly isthat | believe, particularly in the
area of mature age employment, there is subtle discrimination against particularly blue-collar
workers who are over 45. There seems to be a feding—and once again it is subtle; it is a
stereotype; the types of things that lead to discrimination—that if you are a blue-collar worker
and you are over 45 then you are unemployable. These are the types of issues that need to be
addressed.

| have no problems with the specific exemptions that will be enacted with this legidation.
The government has taken two years to compl ete its audit, and it |ooks at issues like scholar-
ships, competition prizes, superannuation, the service of documents—I| do not think anyone
could argue about the requirement that documents should be served on somebody that is rea-
sonably believed to be over the age of 16—pensions, allowances and benefits. Once again, |
think that these areas should be exempt, and many of the areas of exemption are actually
forms of positive discrimination. Commonwealth employment programs is an area where the
government can act to work against some of this stereotyping and age discrimination, and |
would like to think that it may become a little more active in doing that. These areas areto be
wel comed, to be embraced, as are areas like civil aviation. Also, under the maritime act it is
illegal to employ someone that is not 16 years of age. Areas like passports, medical indemnity
and private health insurance are all reasonable and should be embraced.

The message that | would like to leave today for the government is that it is very important
that we have age discrimination legislation. It is great that we had the legislation introduced in
2003. The exemptions that are included in this legislation are more than acceptable, but | am
still not happy with the fact that age discrimination can only be a dominant reason. | believe
that is very easy to get around. | think that the government really needs to revisit the original
piece of legidation, remove that requirement that it be the dominant reason and treat it in the
same way that it treats every other piece of legisation that relates to discrimination.

It is no more acceptable to discriminate against a person on the grounds of age, be they
young or old, thanit is to discriminate against a person on racial grounds or because they have
a disability. In a community where we have an ageing population, in a community where we
should be valuing our older people and our younger people, | think it is imperative that
“dominant reason’ be removed from the legislation. We should get the message out to the Aus-
tralian community that discrimination on the grounds of ageis totally unacceptable.

Mr GEORGANAS (Hindmarsh) (11.09 am)—The age profile of South Australia’s resi-
dents shows that the state has the oldest population in the country. Seventy-five per cent of
older South Australians live in metropolitan Adelaide. As a percentage of the population, the
electorate of Hindmarsh is one of the oldest electorates in Australia. Therefore | have great
concern for how these very valuable members of my electorate are treated by government and
the wider society. Despite the introduction of age discrimination legislation almost two years
ago, the occurrence of age discrimination in many areas of society is still very rife. Attitudes
need to change, especially in employment. It is my hope that the effort to remove exemptions
from some Commonwealth acts, regulations, instruments, schemes and programs will, to
some extent, assist in a change of attitude.
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Media headlines are flooded with announcements of a nationwide skills shortage and an
ageing population, as if the two occurrences were synonymous. Too often the potential of the
members of our community beyond 50 years of age is ignored. Retraining and reskilling pro-
grams are bypassed for skilled migration and other programs. In 2003, Linda Matthews, the
Commissioner for Equal Opportunity in South Australia, commented:

South Australia will have a severe labour shortage if business continues to deny the relevance and ex-
perience of older workers.

This message cannot be stated strongly enough. It applies not only to South Australia but to
the nation as awhole.

Last year the Australian Bureau of Statistics reported that, while the unemployment rate
tends to be lower for 45- to 64-year olds than for most other age groups, the people in this age
group generally have more difficulty in obtaining work once they become unemployed and,
hence, are at greater risk of remaining unemployed for long periods. In fact, almost half the
people aged between 55 and 64 are long-term unempl oyed. According to the ABS, due to the
difficulties people aged 45 to 64 face in finding work, they are much more likely to become
discouraged and drop out of the workforce altogether.

These statistics reflect the very real bias against older workers, particularly as job seekers.
These statistics demonstrate that older workers were facing these difficulties prior to the in-
troduction of the new workplace laws. It is my belief that these new laws will only exacerbate
the poor situation for older workers. With corporations given wide powers to hire and fire
under these new laws, it is likely that the workforce participation rate of older workers will
continue to decline.

The ALP has along history of supporting workers and will continue to defend the rights of
mature workers to participate in the workforce. It will continue to acknowledge the high lev-
ds of skill, understanding and experience that mature workers contribute to society. The Aus-
tralian Bureau of Statistics projects that the proportion of the Australian population aged over
65 will increase from 13 per cent in 2002 to nearly 30 per cent by 2051, while the proportion
of the population aged 15 to 64 will decline from 67 per cent in 2002 to between 57 and 59
per cent in 2051. So, if attitudes towards the participation of mature people in the workforce
do not change in the immediate future, the results could be disastrous for our economy.

There were some examples in the lead-up to the millennium. With the Y 2K bug scare, the
information technology industry realised very quickly the problems associated with a culture
of age biasin their field. At that time, many retired computer programmers were asked to deal
with the pending situation. A number of those programmers refused to re-enter the industry as
they felt cheated about having been previoudy forsaken many years before their expected
retirement age.

In 2002, the IT Council of South Australia in their newdl etter featured an article acknowl-
edging that their industry, along with public relations, media and telecommunication compa-
nies, was amongst the worst in terms of age discrimination. The council also noted the danger
of overlooking the skill, knowledge and maturity of older employees. The article acknowl-
edged that, if attitudes did not change now, some of the workers may not be able to return to
the industry. The IT council quite powerfully described the following:

The bottom line is that thereis still a considerable skills shortage across the broader range of knowledge
industries and with each year that passes the median age of the knowledge workforceis climbing. Smart
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employers with an eye on the longer term have aready figured out that dumping older workers is a
mug’s game. Sooner or later the dim-witted ones will figure this out.

Despite the Australian IT industry’s awareness of thisin 2002, an article by Stan Beer from IT
Wire demonstrates that the industry, as recently as April this year, is still snubbing mature age
workers. Hudson, a recruitment firm, earlier this year surveyed 8,345 employers nationally.
Their survey indicates that only 32.3 per cent of employersin the IT sector and 23.8 per cent
in the telecommunications sector are proactively seeking to attract and retain older employ-
ees. The survey indicated that these industries are still well behind other sectors. The director
of Hudson's I T sector has commented that I T employers must take serious note of the findings
in the survey and act immediately to retain competitive advantage, given the ageing work-
force and skill shortages. He also mentioned that the sector is especially lacking in reskilling
and retraining programs, and that the sector needs to examine the proactive strategies to at-
tract and retain mature age workers, including flexible work options.

The example | gave about the situation in the IT industry should highlight the importance
of government’s responsibility in raising awareness and assisting in changing attitudes to-
wards age discrimination, particularly in the workplace. These amendments are just the be-
ginning of what needs to be done by government to demonstrate leadership in changing atti-
tudes in this area. | note that the government must provide proactive assistance in defeating
ageist attitudes that are so obvioudly till rife throughout many industries. Labor supports a
strong program of awareness and recognition of the importance of defeating a culture of age
discrimination throughout all sectors.

There is also awider impact of ageism in the workplace. As can be seen with the IT work-
ers who did not want to come back when called upon to assist with the Y 2K issue after being
dismissed due to their age in earlier times, the mental impact of age discrimination is very
high and extremely underestimated. The rejection that those I T workers, as well as many oth-
ers who have suffered age discrimination, fed is legitimate and should be addressed. Aware-
ness needs to be raised about the social impact and especially the impact on the families of
people who are not able to find employment once they are over a certain age.

Depression and other mental health issues have been linked to unemployment and loss of
control over work in older Australians. Human rights commentators and analysts often com-
ment on the underreporting of cases of age discrimination. People in the community are hesi-
tant to come forward when they have been discriminated against, often because they believe
their concern may not be taken serioudly. Thisis another factor that demonstrates the need for
change in attitudes about this form of discrimination. Labor believes it is important to bring
these issues into the spotlight and to lead the way for a changed, more understanding culture
onthe age issue.

On the point of education and health in relation to employment, the Council on the Ageing
and National Seniors partnership is the largest seniors organisation in Australia, with more
than 280,000 individual members and more than 1,500 seniors organisations under its um-
brella. The Council on the Ageing and National Seniors partnership’s response to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury’s May 2004 report Australia’s demographic challenges responded to
problems associated with improving the capacity for work. It highlighted the important issue
that, in order to address the skills shortages and reduce age discrimination, facilitative mecha-
nisms must be put in place.
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The council on the Ageing and National Seniors partnership suggested methods to enable
this, one of which was a government commitment to lifelong learning programs enabling
workers to upgrade their skills throughout their careers. Further effort needs to be made in
education, specifically about learning. If this government is serious in its commitment to re-
duce age discrimination, we have to take that serioudly. In South Australia, while the number
of older persons participating in further education programs is growing, these people still only
represent a very small proportion of the Australian population. The Council on the Ageing and
National Seniors partnership also recognises that, in addition to education, other facilitative
measures such as ensuring adequate access to health systems are vital in ensuring that mature
persons are able to participate fully both economically and socially in our society.

The ALP have always represented the need for well-funded health and education systems
as important cornerstones of our society. We support a strong public health and education sys-
tem that would see the facilitation of mature people to re-enter and remain in the workforce.
We are strongly commiitted to lifelong learning, and our national platform has an entire chap-
ter dedicated to this commitment. We believe that adult education is an integral part of life-
long learning, and we believe that it should be affordable and flexible.

Another point | want to touch on is volunteer work. When the Age Discrimination Act was
passed in 2004, the government rejected a number of amendments by the opposition, includ-
ing the extension of the laws to cover voluntary work. Volunteering Australia’s submission on
the Productivity Commission’s October 2004 study titled Economic implications of an ageing
Australia demonstrates that, while the total number of volunteers in the over-65 age group is
lower than groups that are younger, volunteers over 65 contribute far more hours on average.
However, there are barriers to these people volunteering. We should recognise the important
contribution that volunteers make to our society. From emergency services to school canteen
helpers, each volunteer is a valuable asset to this country. Volunteering Australia recognises
that the barriers to older peopl€'s involvement in volunteering often include an ageist culture
coupled with lack of support and training for elder volunteers.

Labor believes in comprehensive age discrimination legislation which covers these valu-
able older persons in their roles as volunteers and leaders in the community. The govern-
ment’s failure to properly apply age discrimination legislation to volunteers will have a nega-
tive impact on the level of volunteering in the future, especially given the ageing population.
Australia’s economy and society depend on volunteers and we should encourage and support
volunteers of all ages. | hope that the government’s commitment to fighting age discrimina-
tion will not end with these amendments. Labor will continue to raise awareness of age dis-
crimination and continue to fight for the rights of older personsin the community.

Mr RUDDOCK (Berowra—Attorney-General) (11.22 am)—in reply—First, | thank my
colleagues the members for Gellibrand, McMillan, Shortland and Hindmarsh for their contri-
butions in the debate. | welcome the fact that the Labor Party will not be opposing this meas-
ure. However, | will say that much of the debate has not focused on the bill or any substantial
objections to it but, rather, on where people believe that the Age Discrimination Act does not
go far enough. Interestingly, | recall some 13 years of Labor in government and | do not recall
any legislation dealing with age discrimination. The government have put this matter on the
agenda; it is amazing how many people develop so-called considered views and alternative
ways of addressing questions when you are pursuing an initiative.
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I will deal with some of the alternative approaches that have been raised, because the gov-
ernment do have a view about how the legislation that we have implemented ought to be pro-
gressed. The member for Gdlibrand raises the question as to why there is a dominant purpose
test in the act. The act provides that age must be the dominant reason for an act before the act
can substantiate a complaint of age discrimination. We argued during the substantive debate
on thebill in 2004 that this was a different test from other antidiscrimination legislative meas-
ures which provide that the act is taken to have been done for the relevant reason if ageis one
reason out of a number of reasons. It is the government’s view that the primary solution for
most aspects of age discrimination is based on education and attitudinal change. It is critical
that the legislation not establish barriers to such positive developments by, for example, re-
stricting employment opportunities for older people by imposing unnecessary costs and in-
flexibility on employers acting in good faith.

The second issue that was raised related to harassment. While there is no specific provision
in the act, this does not mean that age based harassment cannot form the basis of a complaint
under the act. The act covers both direct and indirect discrimination. Acts of age based har-
assment may well amount to an element of discrimination on the basis of age. For example,
bullying on the basis of age could fall within the scope of the direct discrimination under sec-
tion 14 of the act—that is, treating someone less favourably on the basis of their age. Simi-
larly, imposing unreasonable conditions on workers of a particular age would form the basis
of acomplaint of indirect discrimination under section 15.

Thethird matter that was raised was in relation to the interrelationship between this and the
Work Choices legidation. Section 39(8) of the Age Discrimination Act contains an exemption
relating to workplace relations. The purpose of the exemption was to prevent awards and
agreements that have already been scrutinised by a court, tribunal or other body with indus-
trial powers, such as the Australian Industrial Relations Commission, from being re-agitated
before the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission in the context of a discrimina-
tion claim. Essentially, we were seeking to ensure that there was a proper basis on which these
matters could be pursued, but we do not want to have in place regulatory overreach by provid-
ing arange of opportunities in which matters might be relitigated, beit in a different form.

The Workplace Relations Act provides that workplace agreements that contain prohibited
content are void to the extent of the prohibited content. Prohibited content includes material
that is discriminatory. Of course, the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission’s
existing jurisdiction in relation to discrimination in employment under the Age Discrimination
Act as well as the Racial Discrimination Act, the Sex Discrimination Act and the Disability
Discrimination Act is maintained. We recognise the value of the commission’s conciliatory
based approach and we have increased the commission’s resources to be able to handle com-
plaintsinthat context.

Issues were raised as to what is happening in the workforce. | heard the member for Hind-
marsh making some observations about the need for change. Change is occurring. Mature age
employment data indicates that the number of mature age persons in employment has in-
creased in thelast 10 years from approximately 2.45 million to 3.7 million. That is up 51.3 per
cent. There has also been a 4.3 per cent increase in the past year ending in March 2006. The
mature age labour force participation rate has increased by 5.6 percentage points in the past
10 years, from 43.4 to 49 per cent, and the mature age unempl oyment rate has decreased from
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6.2 per cent in March 1996 to three per cent in March 2006. That data relating to mature age
persons—45 years and over—is a reflection of the significant change that is occurring in rela-
tion to discrimination on the basis of age.

The purpose of this bill is to deal with very specific issues in relation to implementation.
The bill is the result of the government’s review of the Age Discrimination Act 2004 in the
light of the expiry of the general exemption applying to all Commonwealth acts and regula-
tions, and this is replaced by more limited and specific exemptions and provides legal cer-
tainty for a number of laws and programs that are intended to provide benefits for particular
age groups. Nobody seems to have any complaint about those issues. The opposition says it
supports the measure and | welcome that support. Age discrimination measures through this
act remain a key part of the government’s wider strategy to address issues arising from Aus-
tralid's changing demography and demonstrate the government’s continued commitment to
removing age discrimination as far as possible while taking into account a balanced approach
where legitimate age related needs have been identified. It is a very important piece of the
government’s legislative agenda, one that we devel oped when we were in opposition and pur-
sued when we were in government and one in which | think the opposition are really only
|atter-day converts. | commend the bill to the chamber.

Question agreed to.
Bill read a second time.

Consideration in Detail
Bill—by leave—taken asawhole.

Mr RUDDOCK (Berowra—Attorney-General) (11.29 am)—I have an amendment and a
supplementary explanatory memorandum in relation to that amendment, which | table. | move
government amendment (1):

(1) Schedulel,item 15, page 7 (cell at tableitem 11, 3rd column), omit the cell, substitute:
regulations 8.10, 9.1, 9.5and 9.20

This amendment changes the last linein the bill. The bill asintroduced lists regulation 8.10 of
the Workplace Relations Regulations 2006 as a provision for which an exemption from the
Age Discrimination Act is provided. The amendment adds three further regulations: 9.1, 9.5
and 9.20. These regulations are similar to regulation 8.10 and require an exemption for the
same reason—that is, each regulation sets out a minimum age of 18 years for a person to un-
dertake a role in workplace bargaining where they represent the interests of others. | com-
mend the amendment.

Question agreed to.
Bill, as amended, agreed to.
Ordered that the bill be reported to the House with an amendment.
DEFENCE HOUSING AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL 2006
Second Reading
Debate resumed from 30 March, on motion by Mr Billson:
That this bill be now read a second time.

MAIN COMMITTEE



Wednesday, 10 May 2006 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 183

Mr McCLELLAND (Barton) (11.31 am)—Defence housing is a fundamental condition of
military service and is central to the retention of experienced personnel and the attraction to
the service of talented young Australians. The Defence Housing Authority has evolved as a
separate authority from the cumbersome bureaucracy which preceded it, and the Defence
Housing Authority Amendment Bill 2006 is a further step in that process of evolution.

Under the previous bureaucracy, housing was the subject of numerous complaints by serv-
ing members of the ADF. While the situation is far from perfect, there have in recent years
been a number of improvements. The previous complaints related to the basics, such as lack
of maintenance or a poor standard of accommodation, and it would be naive to suggest that
some of those problems do not remain, certainly in some areas. It is entirely relevant because,
for a long while, when members were posted to different locations they expected that their
families would suffer the same poor standard of housing. Fortunately, in a number of areas
conditions have significantly improved. In particular, better management and attention to de-
fence housing as a critical issue in the early 1980s saw the establishment of the Defence
Housing Authority.

In the current strategic climate in which the ADF is experiencing a high operational tempo
it is clearly unacceptable for defence families to have to live in substandard accommodation
or receive substandard service while partners and parents are deployed overseas. It is the hus-
bands or wives or the children who are most affected by poor quality housing and poor ser-
vicein the provision of that housing.

DHA has matured and its responsibilities have grown with maturity to include removals.
The service requirement of postings is another issue which potentially impacts on the reten-
tion of experienced personnel. Moving house can be a traumatic experience. The frequency of
removals for service families demands quality and efficiency in the delivery of that service.
Our military men and women deserve no less. The authority’s task in facilitating removals on
posting is rightly expected to minimise the inconvenience occasioned to defence families.

A further step in the evolution of the DHA is the move from providing and maintaining its
own properties to being a broader property management business which is active in the rental
and leaseback fields. DHA now performs commercially and reports accordingly. This bill will
improve on that by establishing a smaller, more commercially focused board in an arms-
length relationship from government, thus providing, in theory, greater freedom to act.

The bill establishes an advisory committee to assist the DHA board in meeting Defence's
operational requirements. |mportantly, the bill emphasises the importance of people in De-
fence by confirming that the primary function of the DHA is to provide housing and housing
related services to Defence and its members.

The commercialisation of DHA has seen improvements in the quality of housing provided
to ADF members. The success of the commercialisation is evidenced in last year’s figures.
Last year's earnings, before interest and tax, were $82.3 million, up some $8 million on the
previous year. Net profit was $66.9 million, which was $26.5 million above target.

During the year, 451 houses were built and a further 520 purchased. The combined cost of
this was $396 million, which equates to more and better quality houses for defence families.
Investors in the Australian property market can also appreciate the benefits of renting to the
DHA, including guaranteed year-round rental income and total property maintenance. The
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success of the government’s business enterprise is unfortunately not reflected in other De-
fence acquisition programs.

The greater commercialisation of DHA as provided by this hill is reflected in the name
change from the Defence Housing Authority to Defence Housing Australia; thus the bill con-
verts DHA from a statutory authority serving Defence exclusively to a commercial enterprise
providing housing related services to other Commonwealth agencies.

The bill also broadens DHA's powers to allow it to provide services that are ancillary to
housing. These ancillary services are not further defined except that they must have a nexus
with housing and housing related services, the minister having the discretion to broaden the
ambit of these ancillary services. These ancillary services may include the provision of access
to providers of social support such as education, recreation and financial services. Presumably
such ancillary services could include preschools and family support during absences on de-
ployment, all of which have a direct nexus with housing related services and all of which are
critical to the problem of retention and recruitment. We would certainly support such a holis-
tic approach to the provision of housing services to defence families.

The commercial focus of the bill sees a reduction, as | have mentioned, of DHA board
members from 12 to nine. This may, however, be adverse to Defence in that Defence repre-
sentation will now be reduced from five to two. The representatives being removed are from
the defence community, including a spouse representative. In light of the high operational
tempo and the result that spouses remain at home while serving members are deployed, the
removal of a spouse representative from the board is unquestionably a negative aspect of the
bill.

While it is intended that the DHA, as it will be renamed, will have a broader role in the
provision of housing for Commonwealth purposes, its primary emphasis will remain on de-
fence families, and we believe it is appropriate that defence representatives remain on the
board, including, most importantly, the spouse representative. We believe that defence fami-
lies deserve representation in matters which directly affect them, and housing is one of the
most significant matters that affect them and their families. Reflection on the number of com-
plaints related to housing, particularly in days gone by, and on the adverse impact on retention
that poor housing has had—and, it must be said, continues to have in some areas—is evidence
of the value of spousal representation.

The hill intends that representatives of defence families and the Department of Defence
will be members of the advisory committee to the board in lieu of having a representational
responsibility. The value of this advisory role, to the detriment of a representational function
as an actual board member, is questionable. The purely advisory function of the committee is
reinforced in clause 30 of the bill, which gives the board power to issue the committee with
directions as to how it should operate. Notwithstanding the criticisms as to the removal of the
defence family representation on the board, we support the bill, which it must be said does
enhance the welfare of ADF families.

Military life makes demands on individuals and families which are not necessarily re-
flected in the civilian world. Indeed, very few families in the civilian world face the same
level of dislocation of moving from base to base and of overseas deployment. The absences
from home and the service requirement to frequently relocate can be difficult for members
and their families and may affect the decision to remain in the service. It is said that increas-
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ingly the numbers of serving personnel are affected in their decision to remain with or leave
the military as aresult of the input, as would be understandable, from their family. Good qual-
ity housing and housing services go some way towards alleviating the pressures on defence
families.

Conditions of service are at the very heart of military life and directly impact on the re-
cruitment and retention of personnel, which is one of the real crisis issues facing our defence
forces and, hence, our nation’'s security. When the labour market is tight and recruitment is
difficult, the attraction of subsidised housing can be a very important incentive to people both
joining and remaining in the Defence Force. But obviously to have that impact it must be
good housing. Defence families deserve quality housing and a standard of living which rec-
ognises the unique and mobile nature of service life. The dedicated members of the ADF pro-
vide an invaluable service to this country. In return, good housing is part of the deal and that
iswhy we support this bill as going some way towards enhancing that condition of service.

Mr BILLSON (Dunkley—Minister for Veterans' Affairs and Minister Assisting the Minis-
ter for Defence) (11.42 am)—in reply—I would like to thank the member for Barton for his
considered contribution and | welcome his sincere, genuine and ongoing interest in the wel-
fare of our Defence Force and its members and in its important work. | thank him for his
comments.

In summing up on the Defence Housing Authority Amendment Bill 2006, let me reiterate
some of the key points. This bill will help to underpin the long-term viability of the Defence
Housing Authority as a government business enterprise. The existing DHA Act is 19 years
old. It requires updating to better reflect the current governance arrangements that are to be
applied to the DHA. The proposed amendments are supported by both the shareholder minis-
ters and the DHA itself.

The amendments reinforce the government’s clear and ongoing commitment to provide
quality housing and housing related services to defence personnel and their families. As the
member for Barton mentioned and as is very clear in my role, the link between support for
Defence Force members and their families and the important role that appropriate housing
plays is very clear to the government and is very much a priority and a focus for me. Thisis
also why these amendments allow DHA to expand its commercial base to include other gov-
ernment agencies whilst ensuring that the interests of Defence are safeguarded. The expansion
of DHA's client base and services will enable it to provide a more diverse range of services to
Defence and will assist it in competing more effectively in the marketplace for new accom-
modation projects, and | remind the House of the ongoing efforts of the government and the
DHA to constantly review and improve the housing stock available for ADF members and
their families.

The bill also proposes amendments that will expand the scope of the DHA and increase its
operations beyond defence. DHA will be able to provide housing and housing related services
to other Commonwealth agencies, and ancillary services to both Defence and other Com-
monwealth agencies. The ability for Commonwealth agencies to utilise DHA's expertise in the
provision of housing and housing related services has the potential to benefit the whole of
government.

The changes to the structure of the DHA board will provide a more commercial focus and
will better reflect the best practice outlined in the Uhrig review. The member for Barton men-
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tioned some of those changes. For those who are interested in this subject, the new board will
in fact have a nominee representing the Secretary of Defence and the Chief of the Defence
Force, so that direct link with the client group, if | could put it that way, is reflected in the
board itsdlf.

The member for Barton also mentioned the issue about Defence Families Australia’s repre-
sentation. Let me just draw out what is embodied in this bill, and it is in line with the Uhrig
review recommendations. Those representative roles for Navy, Army, Air Force and Defence
Families Australia will be appointed to the advisory committee. As the member for Barton
would know, the decision to restructure and reform DHA presents board members of DHA
with corporate governance responsibilities which go to the wellbeing of the entity itself.
Therefore, those people seeking to play a key advocacy role in arguing and pressuring and
raising issues is potentially inconsistent with the governance responsibilities and the directors
responsibilities on the board. So what we have done—and it has been recommended in the
Uhrig review and | think it will be a very effective method—is establish this advisory com-
mittee, including representatives from Navy, Army and Air Force and Defence Families Aus-
tralia, as the primary vehicle for representation of the defence and defence families commu-
nity to the DHA board.

That committee will assist and support the board in its primary role as the provider of hous-
ing to meet the operational requirements of defence, but not lead to a confusion between the
role of directors that goes to the welfare, viability and ongoing responsiveness of DHA and
the advocacy role of the advisory group. That group can stridently and with great vigour put
its case through the advisory committee to the DHA board. | also meet regularly with Defence
Families Australia and other interest groups, so there is plenty of opportunity for those ave-
nues to provide feedback and insight and for the views of the families themselves to be fac-
tored into the operations of DHA. So the concerns there are noted. We have tried to take ac-
count of them and provide those advocates with a strong advocacy role, and not have that
cluttered or confused with the specific responsibilities of directors which go to the welfare
and wellbeing of the entity. We think that will work quite well, but we will certainly keep on
an eye on that and make sure that the defence community’s voice is heard loudly and clearly
in the deliberations of DHA.

The bill proposes amendments that will improve the harmonisation between the Defence
Housing Authority Act 1987 and the Commonwealth Authorities and Companies Act 1997.
The DHA governance arrangements will be more closdly aligned with those of other govern-
ment business enterprises. The bill is an investment and an assistance to ensure the long-term
viability of the DHA and to support the DHA in making sure the defence community has the
housing stock and support it needs for its crucial role. | welcome the input of the member for
Barton and thank him for his encouraging remarks. | commend the bill to the House.

Question agreed to.

Bill read a second time.

Ordered that the bill be reported to the House without amendment.
Main Committee adjourned at 11.49 am
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QUESTIONSIN WRITING

Migrant Information Centres
(Question No. 810)

Mr Kelvin Thomson asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and
Multicultural Affairs, in writing, on 14 March 2005:

(1) How many Migrant Information Centres currently operate in Australia.
(2) What are the distinctions between Migrant Resource Centres and Migrant Information Centres.
(3) Does heintend to establish any new Migrant Information Centres anywherein Australia.

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:

(1) and (2) The term ‘Migrant Information Centre’ is a name used only by the Migrant Information
Centre of Eastern Melbourne (MICEM). It was established in 1998 to deliver migrant settlement
services in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne.

The MICEM is aMigrant Service Agency (MSA). Although different in name, MSAs and Migrant
Resource Centres (MRCs) provide similar settlement services and receive core funding from the
Australian Government. There are currently four M SAs and twenty-four MRCs funded to provide
Settlement services.

Two of the MSAs, including the MICEM, were established as companies limited by guarantee on
the recommendation of steering committees established to advise on the most appropriate model
for the two agencies. The committees also recommended that the Board of Directors be appointed
by the Minister.

(3) Asnoted in my previous answer above, Migrant Information Centres do not exist as discrete enti-
ties.

Migrant Information Centre (Eastern M elbour ne)
(Question No. 811)

Mr Kelvin Thomson asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and
Multicultural Affairs, in writing, on 14 March 2005:

(1) In respect of the appointment of Board members to the Eastern Mebourne Migrant Information
Centre in December 2004, what advice did he act upon in determining that the Board's recommen-
dation of Mr Tony Robinson should not be accepted.

(2) How does he reconcile his view that Mr Robinson lacked experience with migrant settlement ser-
vices with the fact of Mr Robinson’s leadership of a Victorian Parliamentary Committee inquiry
into Cultural Diversity which delivered a report in September 2004 featuring extensive comment
on how settlement services could be enhanced.

(3) Did he receive any oral, written, or eectronic advice from the Member for Deakin recommending
that Mr Robinson’s appointment not proceed.

(4) Did his office disclose to the Member for Deakin any indication of his decision on board member
approvals prior to the receipt by the former Migrant Information Centre Board Chairman of the
Minister’'s advice.

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:
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(1) Through the Department, Mr McGauran sought further information on the seven nominations rec-
ommended to him by the Deputy Chairperson of the Migrant Information Centre. Mr Robinson’s
CV, among others, was forwarded to him.

(2) Mr McGauran determined that an essential criterion for membership would be first-hand experi-
encein the provision of settlement services. Mr Robinson did not have any such experience.

(3) | do not have access to Mr McGauran's records so cannot provide an answer to this part of the
guestion.

(4) 1 do not have access to Mr McGauran's records so cannot provide an answer to this part of the
guestion.

Migrant Resource Centres
(Question No. 812)

Mr Kelvin Thomson asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and

Multicultural Affairs, in writing, on 14 March 2005:

(1) Has heor his office staff, at any time, sought advice on ways in which Migrant Resource Centres
might have their constitutions changed to alow the Minister greater influence in the appointment
of directors.

(2) Hasheor his office staff, at any time, received advice on the possibility of Migrant Resource Cen-
tre constitutions being changed through the withholding of Commonwesalth funds, with a view to
allowing the Minister greater influence in the appointment of board members.

(3) Has the Department of Immigration, Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs provided any advice
referred to in (2) to the office of the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural affairs or any other
Minister in the past three years; if so, () what are the details of the advice and (b) to whom was it
provided.

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:

(1) Mr McGauran sought such advice in the context of briefing on his portfolio responsibilities.

(2) Mr McGauran sought such advice, again in the context of briefing early in his term of office.

(3) Theadvicereferred toin (2) was provided to the former Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural
Affairsin November 2004. The Department has not provided this information to any other Minister
in the past three years.

(8 Theadvicewas provided by email, the relevant section of the email is attached.
(b) TheMinister’s Chief of Staff and the Minister’s Adviser.

ATTACHMENT QON 812 (3)(a)

Relevant section of an email sent to the former Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Affairs in

November 2004.

MRC appointment process

You aso enquired about the possibility of having other MRCs change their constitution to allow the
Minister to approve its Board nominations and appoint Board members directly (along the lines of the
MIC).

Most, if not all, MRCs are incorporated associations and their affairs are government by their Constitu-
tion. The Constitution (we have assumed that the Gippsland one is typical of all others) does not pro-
vide for any involvement of the Minister in the appointment process of members to the MRC committee
of management. The Constitution does provide that Federal Government nominees may be co-opted to
the committee of management as observers and or advisers but they will not have voting rights.
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For the Minister to have involvement in the appointment process of the MRC committee of manage-
ment, the Constitution would have to be amended to include specific provisions providing for such in-
volvement.

It is possible that this requirement could be made a condition of continued Commonwealth funding on
the basis that the Commonwealth through the Minister would like to have some involvement in the se-
lection of the committee of management if it will be making decisions to spend funds provided by
Commonwealth taxpayers. The question then would be whether this is a condition to be placed on one,
several or all MRCs.

If it wereto be all MRCs, the Minister could write to MRC/M SAs requesting that they amend their con-
stitutions to make provision for the Minister to have formal involvement in appointment processes. For
example, this condition could be identified when we write to MRC/M SAs in requesting their bids for
core funding for 2005-06. Should they decline funding could be denied. However, if organisations
wanted to comply, we have been advised that enacting amendments to an organisation’s constitution can
be a lengthy and very public process. It would involve the calling of special meetings etc, and will at-
tract attention and publicity. Denial of funding would also be seen as provocative.

An alternative would be an informal approach on a one-to-one basis between Minister, the dept and the
organisation.
M edia Monitoring and Clipping Services
(Question No. 1279)
Mr Bowen asked the Treasurer, in writing, on 11 May 2005:

(1) What sum was spent on media monitoring and clipping services engaged by the Minister’s officein
(8) 2002-2003, (b) 2003-2004, and (c) 2004-2005 to date.

(2) What was the name and postal addresses of each media monitoring company engaged by the Min-
ister’s office,
Mr Costello—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) Sum spent on media monitoring and clipping services engaged by the Minister’'s officein:
(8 2002-2003, $9,375.96.
(b) 2003-2004, $7,315.90.
(c) 2004-2005 to date, $5,491.83.
(2) MediaMonitors.
131 Canberra Avenue
GRIFFITHACT 2603
Super annuation
(Question No. 1438)
Mr M cClelland asked the Treasurer, in writing, on 24 May 2005:

(1) What mechanisms are available for employees to recover unpaid superannuation contributions
from their employer.

(2) What time limits apply to the commencement of recovery action.

(3) What procedures are in place to notify employees of the non-payment of superannuation contribu-
tions.

(4) For 2004-2005, how many (&) instances of non-payment of superannuation contributions were
identified by the Australian Taxation Office (ATO), (b) enforcement and/or recovery proceedings
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were commenced by the ATO, (c) enforcement or recovery proceedings were successful, and (d)
enforcement or recovery actions are current.

(5) Isthe ATO permitted to notify an employee when an employer is not fulfilling employer superan-
nuation obligations to that employee; if not, is the ATO aware of the number of instances in which
employees have been deprived of the opportunity to commence recovery proceedings because the
employees were ignorant of the fact that employers had not complied with their superannuation ob-
ligations.

(6) Will the Government (a) remove the restrictions preventing the ATO notifying employees of the
failure of their employers to comply with their superannuation obligations and (b) require the ATO
to notify employees of those instances where their employers have failed to comply with their su-
perannuation obligations.

Mr Dutton—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
The Treasurer has referred this question to me as it falls within my ministerial responsibilities.

(1) An employee can report unpaid contributions to the Tax Office as the Commissioner of Taxation
has the general administration of the Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Act 1992 (s 43).
The Tax Office investigates all employee complaints of unpaid superannuation contributions.

The Commissioner will raise a superannuation guarantee (SG) charge assessment if he is of the
opinion that the employer is liable to pay the SG charge (and the employer has not lodged an SG
statement). The Commissioner will also pursue payment of any unpaid SG charge assessment.

An employee also has the ahility to take action under Commonwesalth or state workplace relations
legislation to recover unpaid award superannuation contributions.

(2) Oncean SG charge debit assessment issues thereis no time limit for recovery of that debt.

(3) Superannuation funds and retirement savings account (RSA) providers are required to issue annual
account statements to their members. Employees can identify non-payment of superannuation con-
tributions when they receive their annual account statement and can ask their employer or superan-
nuation fund at any time. Note, some superannuation funds and RSA providers issue statements
more frequently and/or provide online access to accounts.

(4 (@ From 1 July 2004 to 30 June 2005, 10,439 cases were finalised where the Commissioner is-
sued a debit SG charge assessment. These cases related to cases started in the 2004-2005 year
and earlier years.

The Commissioner undertakes audits of all employee natifications of non-payment of super-
annuation guarantee. However, this does not mean that there is necessarily a non-payment of
superannuation contributions. This is only determined when an audit case is finalised and an
employer isissued adebit SG Charge assessment.

(b) From 1 July 2004 to 30 June 2005, 13,154 new audit cases were commenced. Of these, 5,850
were finalised. It was determined that no further action was required on 2,632 cases as the em-
ployer had in fact complied with the law and a debit SG charge assessment was raised in 3,218
cases

(¢) In 627 cases identified from 1 July 2004 to 30 June 2005, the debt SG charge raised has been
collected in full.

(d) Asat 30 June 2005, 7304 of the audit cases commenced were still being investigated and re-
covery action was still being undertaken in 2,591 cases where the audit action had been com-
pleted.

(5) No. The ATO is unable to advise employees when an employer is not fulfilling their superannua-

tion obligations due to secrecy provisions in the SGAA (section 45). The answer to the second part
of the question is no.
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(6) The Government will give consideration to these matters.
Religious Organisations. Funding
(Question No. 1902)

Dr Lawrence asked the Minister for Families, Community Services and Indigenous Af-
fairs, in writing, on 9 August 2005:

(1) Isthe Minister’s department providing any funds to organisations which reguire their employees to
meet certain religious requirements (eg membership of a particular church or religious group) as a
condition of their employment; if so, will the Minister identify the organisations.

(2) Does the Minister's department provide funds to any organisations for programs which include
reigiousinstructions, or faith-based counselling; if so, will the Minister identify the organisations.

(3) Does the Minister’s department place any requirements on church and charitable organisations
which receive funds from the department that the funds not be used for religious or evangelical
purposes; if so, what are the guidelines or requirements.

(4) How does the Minister’s department ensure that services and programs funded by the Government
and delivered by church and charitable organisations are not used for religious or evangelical pur-
poses.

Mr Brough—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) and (2) My department provides funding to a wide variety of organisations to deliver programs on
behalf of the Australian Government. Some of these organisations are faith-based however, FaC-
SIA does not fund programs for religious instruction or faith based counselling. As part of the con-
ditions of funding set out in funding agreements, all funded organisations are required to comply
with all relevant legislation, which would include employment legislation and regulation.

(3) Programs funded through FaCSIA have specific guidelines and/or performance requirements. The
funding agreements between organisations and my department require organisations to only expend
funds for the purposes for which it they been given and to meet specific outcomes, milestones
and/or ddliver specific services to individuals or families, also set out in the funding agreement.

(4) Any funds expended for purposes other than those covered by the funding agreement have to be
refunded by the organisation.

Consultancy Services
(Question No. 2413)

Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources, in writing, on
10 October 2005:

Did his department engage Jaguar Consulting Pty Ltd to provide consulting services at a cost of
$32,400; if so, what consulting services are being provided under the terms of this contract.

Mr lan M acfar lane—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Yes. Jaguar Consulting has been engaged by the Australian Building Codes Board to provide impact
assessment services for the consultation draft of the Disability Standard for Access to Premises Regula-
tion Impact Statement.
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Consultancy Services
(Question No. 2414)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources, in writing, on
10 October 2005:

Did his department engage L P and Associates to provide consulting services at a cost of $72,000; if so,

what consulting services are being provided under the terms of this contract.

Mr lan M acfar lane—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Yes. LP and Associates were contracted by the Australian Building Codes Board (ABCB) at a cost of

$72,000 to undertake regulatory reform activities identified under the ABCB 2005/2006 Work Plan, in

both the national and international building regulatory environment. This includes work involving in-
ternational code and research collaboration, the Japanese Evaluation Body and the Strategic Review of
the Building Code of Australia (BCA).
Electoral Roll
(Question No. 2468)
Mr M urphy asked the Special Minister of State, in writing, on 12 October 2005:

(1) Hasheread the articletitled ‘New democracy: fewer parties, voters’ in the Sydney Morning Herald
on 11 October 2005 which discussed the findings of the Joint Standing Committee on Electoral
Matters following the committee’s inquiry into the conduct of the 2004 Federal Election and re-
ported that “the government majority recommended the earlier closure of the electoral rolls when
an election is called, amove that could cost hundreds of thousands of people their right to vote’.

(2) How many Australians (a) enrolled to vote, and (b) varied their enrolment details during the five
day period before the electoral rolls closed following the calling of the Federal Election on Sunday,
29 August 2004.

(3) Of those Australians identified in part 2(a), how many were (a) enralling for the first time, (b) un-
der twenty-five years of age, (c) of non-English spesking background, and (d) not tertiary edu-
cated.

(4) How many Australians enrolled to vote during the five day period before the electoral rolls closed
in (a) 1996, (b) 1998, and (c) 2001.

(5) Inrespect of the statement in the report that “to date the Committee has had no evidence to indicate
there has been widespread electoral fraud”, is the Minister aware of evidence of widespread elec-
toral fraud at any recent Federal Election.

(6) Will the Minister ensure that the Government’s proposed changes to Australia’s electoral system
will not disenfranchise any Australian citizen.

Mr Nair n—The answer to the honourable member’s questionis as follows:
(1) Yes.
The Australian Electoral Commission has provided the following information in response to the
guestion.

(2) (3) (8 and (b) It should be noted that there was a period of seven working days between the an-
nouncement of the 2004 federal election and the closing of the rolls. The statistics provided in the
following three tables represent enrolment transactions in that seven-day period.
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No Total En-
New Reinstate Transfer Transfer Intra-  Change Address  rolment
Enrol- Reenrol - ment Inintra-  Ininter- Area Enrol- Renum-  Transac-
ment ment date date  Transfer  ment ber tions
State (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (iv) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii)
ACT 2,279 2,038 54 636 1,690 2,572 1,084 6 10,359
NSW 23,706 24,645 483 29,464 7,244 26,486 8,242 176 120,446
NT 835 1,160 31 315 1,439 1,250 698 0 5,728
QLD 10,098 13,066 359 18,116 8,443 20,736 5,799 169 76,786
SA 9,163 5,337 29 8,630 1,984 8,773 3,363 52 37,331
TAS 2,136 1,890 6 1,376 1,288 3,128 1,274 1 11,099
VIC 15,863 19,456 310 23,101 5,902 22530 11,326 162 98,650
WA 14,736 10,903 93 14,408 2,763 13,040 7,637 14 63,594
Audralia 78,816 78,495 1,365 96,046 30,753 98515 39,423 580 423,993

(i) Inclusion of an elector’s name on the roll based on the receipt of a claim, where no previous
enrolment record exists.

(i) Inclusion of an eector’s name on the roll based on the receipt of a claim, where a non-current
record exists.

(iii) Re-instating an eector’'s name to the roll from a non-current enrolment record where the re-
moval of the elector was in error.

(iv) Alteration of an elector’s enrolment details based on the receipt of an enrolment claim form, or
in some circumstances written notice, from an eector. A ‘transfer in intrastate’ means the eector’s
enrolled address moved from one division in a state to another division in the same state. A ‘trans-
fer in interstate’ means the elector moved from their previous enrolled address to an address in a
division in another state or territory. An ‘inter-area transfer’ is an alteration to an elector’s enrolled
address within one division.

(v) Theéeector submitted an enrolment form that was identical to the eector’s current enrolment
details and no change was required.

(vi) Alteration of a currently enrolled eector’s address details after the receipt of information from
the appropriate authority that the address details have been amended.

(vii) Total enrolment transactions that added, amended or confirmed an eector’s enrolled address.
Close of roll new enrolments by age — States and Territories — 2004 federal election

Ageat ACT NSW NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA Australia

Palling

Day

17 131 690 41 400 566 146 1253 1534 4,761
18 846 13,176 268 5538 3465 1084 7522 5108 37,007
19 561 3410 142 1,098 2,159 468 2,866 3428 14,132

20-24 588 3,039 215 1,443 2,108 280 1,863 3,522 13,058
25-29 52 843 49 326 207 38 650 288 2,453
30-34 30 644 30 292 154 25 473 204 1,852
35-39 16 504 25 227 138 17 362 182 1,471

40-44 23 424 21 225 122 18 301 149 1,283
45-49 12 281 20 175 94 19 198 114 913
50-54 14 272 13 130 69 18 146 85 747
55-59 3 157 6 102 29 11 85 65 458
60-64 2 117 4 64 19 7 56 28 297
64-69 0 56 1 38 13 4 47 10 169
70-74 0 40 0 23 8 1 20 10 102
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©)
(4)

©)
(6)

Ageat ACT NSW NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA Australia
Polling

Day

75-79 1 36 0 8 8 0 10 7 70
80+ 0 17 0 9 4 0 11 2 43
Total 2,279 23,706 835 10,098 9,163 2,136 15,863 14,736 78,816

Close of roll other transactions by age — States and Territories — 2004 federal election
Ageat ACT NSW NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA Australia

Palling

Day

17 6 35 5 31 28 8 90 70 273
18 113 1,188 41 975 406 242 1,320 894 5,179
19 179 1590 84 1,400 684 296 1,949 1,273 7,455

20-24 1,710 13,746 743 10,261 4,906 1,407 12,672 8131 53,576
25-29 1,812 17,390 862 9944 4860 1,328 15,749 8,072 60,017
30-34 1,410 16,383 763 9,209 3953 1,164 13,622 6,951 53,455
35-39 865 10,825 590 7,001 2,828 838 9,121 4,972 37,040
40-44 636 9,019 512 6,165 2571 839 7,214 4567 31,523
45-49 460 7,080 411 5331 2117 670 5779 3,802 25,650
50-54 308 5739 377 4,731 1,741 615 4,444 3224 21,179
55-59 221 4701 260 4,039 1289 517 3530 2477 17,034
60-64 133 2,894 130 2624 776 298 2219 1505 10,579
64-69 70 1877 52 1,772 520 216 1,431 1,007 6,945

70-74 52 1,367 28 1,152 440 176 1,128 651 4,994
75-79 35 1,128 20 942 391 132 975 550 4,173
80+ 70 1,778 15 1,111 658 217 1544 712 6,105
Total 8,080 96,740 4,893 66,688 28,168 8,963 82,787 48,858 345177

This table provides numbers of all other enrolment transaction types (that is, the total transactions
minus the new enrolments) by age on a State and Territory basis.

(c) and (d) The information sought on non-English speaking background and non-tertiary educated
is not data that are captured or recorded on the electoral roll.

The following table sets out the number of new enrolments and the total number of enrolment
forms received during the period between the issue of writ and the close of ralls. It should be noted
that this was a period of five working days.

Election Number of new  Total number of

enrolments enrolments forms
received
1996 100,718 428,694
1998 64,014 351,913
2001 83,027 369,966

No evidence of widespread fraud has been detected, however current systems could result in
fraudulent activities not being detected until after the ballot has been finalised.

The aim of any proposed changes to Australia’s electoral system is to provide an eectoral system
which ensures the franchise of al Australians. However, it is each person’s legal responsibility to
ensure they are correctly enrolled and that they cast a vote at each election. Not being enrolled cor-
rectly isillegal.
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Foreign Affairsand Trade: Small Business Payments
(Question No. 2657 and 2660)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Foreign Affairs and the Minister for Trade, in writing, on
28 November 2005:
For 2004-2005, (a) how many and (b) what proportion of payments made by the Minister’s department

to small business were not made within (i) 30 and (ii) 60 days of receipt of the goods or services and a
proper invoice in accordance with Government procurement policy.

Mr Downer—On behalf of the Minister for Trade and myself, the answer to the honour-
able member’s question is as follows:

The department’s finance system is not configured to provide information relating to payments made to
small businesses. It would be an unreasonable diversion of resources to provide the specific information
requested on payments to small businesses only.

Retirement Visas
(Question No. 2686)
Mr Martin Ferguson asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and
Multicultural Affairs, in writing, on 28 November 2005:

(1) How many people who hold a Retirement Visa (subclass 410 — Temporary) are resident in (a) Aus-
traliaand (b) each Commonweslth electoral division.

(2) Will the Government adopt the recommendations of the Joint House Committee on Migration to
permit self-funded retirees who renew their visas a second time to be digible to apply for perma-
nent residence under a new category of visa based on the same principles applying to the retirement
visa

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:

(1) Asat 1 March 2006, there were 5,020 Retirement Visa (subclass 410 — Temporary) holders. It is
estimated that the vast majority of these currently reside in Australia. A breskdown of these visa
holders by Commonwealth e ectoral division, however, is not available.

(2) | am aware of proposals put to the Joint Standing Committee on Migration (JSCM) by Retirement
visa holders that they be able to access permanent residence. The Chair of the Committee, Mr Don
Randall MP wrote to me on 16 March 2005 seeking my agreement to conduct a short inquiry into
“Aged Parent and Retiree visas'. | replied on 19 April 2005 declining this request but indicated my
willingness to consider issues relating to aged parent and retiree visas at a later date.

Legal Services
(Question No. 2700)
M s Roxon asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural
Affairs, in writing, on 28 November 2005:

(1) What sum did the Minister’s department spend during 2004-2005 on external (&) barristers and (b)
solicitors (including private firms, the Australian Government Solicitor and any others).

(2) What sum did the Minister’s department spend on internal legal services.
(3) What isthe Minister’s department’s projected expenditure on legal services for 2005-2006.

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:
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(1) During the 2004-05 financial year the Department of Immigration and Multicultural and Indige-
nous Affairs spent:

(@ $5.5million on external barristers, and

(b) $32 million on external solicitors. This figure includes all disbursements, with the exception of
barristers’ fees.

(2) During the 2004-05 financial year, the Department of Immigration and Multicultural and Indige-
nous Affairs spent $9.1 million on internal legal services. This figure includes administrative staff-
ing support costs attributable to the provision of legal services.

(3) The projected expenditure on legal services for 2005-06 is $52.5 million. It should be noted that
Indigenous Affairs was part of this Department’s portfolio for part of the financial year 2005-06,
however, as they are no longer included in the Department’s portfolio we have excluded their ex-
penditure from this projection.

All figures quoted in the answers above are GST exclusive.
Security Clearances
(Question Nos 2761 to 2779)
Mr Bevis asked all ministers, inwriting, on 5 December 2005:

(1) How many staff of the Minister’s department are required to have a security clearance higher than
abasic palice check.

(2) How many special project positions require a security clearance.

(3) How many staff requiring a security clearance are currently waiting for it to be completed.
(4) What isthe (a) longest and (b) average period taken to obtain a security clearance.

(5) What are the factors contributing to the delays in obtaining security clearances.

(6) In each year since 2001, were there any staff undertaking tasks requiring a security clearance be-
fore they had received the appropriate level of clearance for those tasks; if so, (a) how many and
(b) where were they.

Mr Ruddock—I provide the answer to the honourable member’s question on behalf of all
ministers as follows:

(1) (2) and (3) For reasons of security, the government does not comment on the numbers of staff un-
dergoing security clearance processes through Australian Government agencies.

(4) For reasons of security, the government does not comment on the length of time required to obtain
aclearance.

(5) Factorsimpacting on security clearance timeines include:

« thedegree of accurate completion and submission of supporting documents by the vettee

« theavailability and degree of cooperation of the vetteein providing further information, and

« thetimeliness of responses by other organisations and persons to requests for necessary infor-
mation.

(6) Where a person’s security clearance is yet to be finalised, Agency Heads have the discretion to
implement interim temporary arrangements to enable a person to start in a position without a secu-
rity clearance and without access to classified material. In those cases, continuing employment is
contingent on a security clearance being obtained so that the full measure of the person’s responsi-
bilities can be carried out.
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Legal Services
(Question No. 2913)

M s Roxon asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural
Affairs, in writing, on 8 December 2005:

(1) For 2004-2005, what sum did the Minister’s department and portfolio agencies pay to (a) Clayton
Utz, (b) Blake Dawson Waldron, (c) Phillips Fox, (d) Sparke Helmore, () Freehills, (f) Minter
Ellison, (g) Corrs Chambers Westgarth, (h) Mallesons Stephen Jaques, (i) Deacons, and (j)
Craddock Murray Neumann Solicitors for legal services.

(2) Which partners or principals of (a) Clayton Utz, (b) Blake Dawson Waldron, (c) Phillips Fox, (d)
Sparke Helmore, (€) Freehills, (f) Minter Ellison, (g) Corrs Chambers Westgarth, (h) Mallesons
Stephen Jaques, (i) Deacons, and (j) Craddock Murray Neumann Solicitors were responsible for
undertaking or supervising legal services supplied by the firm to the department or agency in 2004-
2005.

(3) For each partner or principal listed in response to part (3), what was the total amount billed to the
department or agency for services undertaken or supervised by that partner or principal in 2004-
2005.

(4) What are the details of the legal services provided to the department or portfolio agencies by (@)
Clayton Utz, (b) Blake Dawson Waldron, (c) Phillips Fox, (d) Sparke Helmore, (€) Freehills, (f)
Minter Ellison, (g) Corrs Chambers Westgarth, (h) Mallesons Stephen Jaques, (i) Deacons, and (j)
Craddock Murray Neumann Solicitors in 2004-2005.

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:

(1) For the period 2004-05 the Department and portfolio agencies paid the following firms for the pro-
vision of legal services:

@ Clayton Utz $9,278,434
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron $5,212,913
(©) Phillips Fox $1,725,888
(d) Sparke Helmore $5,989,160
G) Freehills Nil

(f) Minter Ellison $53,115
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth $195,128
(h) Mallesons Stephen Jagues Nil

0] Deacons Nil

()] Craddock Murray Neumann Nil
(2) Set out below are the partners or principals of each firm who were responsible for undertaking or
supervising legal services for the Department.

@ Clayton Utz Robert Cutler
Richard Morrison
Peter Crowley
John Carroll
Sally Sheppard
Brigitte Markovic
Barry Dunphy
Joanne Daniels
Fred Hawke
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©)

(b)

(©

(d)

(€
(f)

9
(h)

(i)
0)

Blake Dawson Waldron

Phillips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills
Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephen Jagues

Deacons
Craddock Murray Neumann

John Clark

Paul Dawson
Shaun Gath

GL Hughes

PC Vane-Tempest
Guy Humble
Anne Dalton
Andrew Carter
Anthony Willinge
Anthony Willis
Caroline Atkins
Gary Rumble
George Marques
Leonard Leerdam
Lex Holcombe
Richard Potter
Stuart Imrie
Norman Abrams
Paul Mentor
Phillip Salem
Julie MclIntyre
Michad Will
Not applicable
Garry Hamilton
David O'Brien
Tig Paecock
JWhittaker

Tom Brennan
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable

For the period 2004-05 the Department paid the following legal firms professional fees for services
undertaken or supervised by principals or partners as set out below. The professional fees paid in
respect of litigation have been apportioned against the partner in the state where the litigation was
undertaken.

@

(b)

Clayton Utz
Robert Cutler
Richard Morrison
Peter Crowley
John Carrall

Sally Sheppard
Brigitte Markovic
Barry Dunphy
Joanne Danidls
Fred Hawke
Blake Dawson Waldron
John Clark

Paul Dawson
Shaun Gath

8,437
163,576
2,594
172,863
2,496,617
5,617,390
714,293
102,575
89

29,732
78,334
18,033
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(4)

(©

(d)

(©
(f)

9

(h)
(i)

G L Hughes

P C Vane-Tempest
Guy Humble
Anne Dalton
Andrew Carter
Anthony Willinge
Phillips Fox
Anthony Willis
Caroline Atkins
Gary Rumble
George Marques
Leonard Leerdam
Lex Holcombe
Richard Potter
Stuart Imrie
Norman Abrams
Sparke Helmore
Paul Mentor
Phillip Salem
Julie MclIntyre
Michad Will
Freehills

Minter Ellison
Garry Hamilton
David O'Brien

Corrs ChambersWestgarth

Tig Paecock

JWhittaker

Tom Brennan

M allesons Sephen Jaques
Deacons

3,019
5,523
381,079
785,698
3,776,471
135,024

3,942
46,138
49,045
8,790
1,513,548
4,011

800
3,759
95,855

1,777
5,015,123
950,375
15,885
Nil

50,430
2,685

55,619
35,000
104509
Nil
Nil

Set out below are the details of legal services provided to the Department or portfolio agencies by

()] Craddock Murray Neumann Nil
thelegal firms.
@ Clayton Utz

(b)

Blake Dawson Waldron

Advice relating to commercial issues

Advice relating to migration issues

Representation on behalf of the Minister and the Depart-
ment in migration matters before the Courts and the Admin-
istrative Appeals Tribunal

Advice relating to native title issues

Advice relating to commercial issues

Advice relating to migration issues

Representation on behalf of the Minister and the Depart-
ment in migration matters before the Courts and the Admin-
istrative Appeals Tribunal
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(0 Phillips Fox
Advice relating to commercial issues
Advice relating to migration issues
Representation on behalf of the Minister and the Depart-
ment in migration matters before the Courts and the Admin-
istrative Appeals Tribunal
Advice relating to native title issues
(d)  SparkeHelmore
Advice relating to migration issues
Advice relating to personnel issues
Representation on behalf of the Minister and the Depart-
ment in migration matters before the Courts and the Admin-
istrative Appeals Tribunal
Advicereating to corporate governance issues
G Freehills Nil
)] Minter Ellisons
Advice relating to indigenous issues
(99  Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Advice relating to indigenous issues
Advice relating to native title issues
(h) Mallesons Stephen Jaques  Nil

0] Deacons Nil
()] Craddock Murray Neu- Nil
mann

All figures quoted in the answers above are GST exclusive.

It should be noted that in the financial year 2004-05 the portfolio included Indigenous Affairs and
their expenditure has been included in this response.

Legal Services
(Question No. 2920)

Ms Roxon asked the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, in writing, on
8 December 2005:

@

2

©)

(4)

For 2004-2005, what sum did the Minister’s department and portfolio agencies pay to (a) Clayton
Utz, (b) Blake Dawson Waldron, (c) Philips Fox, (d) Sparke Helmore, (€) Freehills, (f) Minter Elli-
son, (g) Corrs Chambers Westgarth, (h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques, (i) Deacons, and (j) Craddock
Murray Neumann Solicitors for legal services.

Which partners or principals of (a) Clayton Utz, (b) Blake Dawson Waldron, (c) Philips Fox,
(d) Sparke Helmore, (€) Freehills, (f) Minter Ellison, (g) Corrs Chambers Westgarth, (h) Mallesons
Stephens Jacques, (i) Deacons, and (j) Craddock Murray Neumann Solicitors were responsible for
undertaking or supervising legal services supplied by the firm to the department or agency in 2004-
2005.

For each partner or principal listed in response to part (3), what was the total amount billed to the
department or agency for services undertaken or supervised by that partner or principal in 2004-
2005.

What are the details of the legal services provided to the department or portfolio agencies by
(a) Clayton Utz, (b) Blake Dawson Waldron, (c) Philips Fox, (d) Sparke Helmore, (€) Freehills,
(f) Minter Ellison, (g) Corrs Chambers Westgarth, (h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques, (i) Deacons,
and (j) Craddock Murray Neumann Solicitors in 2004-2005.
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Mr M cGaur an—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

@
(b)
©
(d)
e
)
(9
(h)
0)
@)

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

$20,918.49
$40,420.93
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$3,041,646.78
$139,162.57
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Portfolio Agency #1 — Australian Wine and Brandy Corporation

Nil

Portfolio Agency #2 — Cotton Research and Devel opment Corporation

@
(b)
©
(d)
©
)
(9
(h)
0)
@)

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

$0.00
$0.00
$19,564.60
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$3,968.25
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #3 — Fisheries Research and Devel opment Corporation

@)
(b)
©
(d)
(e
®
()
(h)
0)
@)

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

$0.00
$222,692.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$10,229.00
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #4 — Forest and Wood Products Research and Development Corporation

Nil

Portfolio Agency #5 — Grains Research and Development Corporation

@
(b)
(©
(d)
®
Q)
(9)
(h)

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques

$0.00
$16,931.40
$45,089.35
$0.00
$0.00
$17,029.10
$0.00
$0.00
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(i)
i)

Deacons
Craddock Murray Neumann

$41,350.10
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #6 — Grape and Wine Research and Devel opment Corporation

Nil

Portfolio Agency #7 — Land and Water Australia

@
(b)
©
(d)
©
)
(9
(h)
0)
@)

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

$0.00
$0.00
$21,874.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #8 — Rural Industries and Devel opment Corporation

@)
(b)
©
(d)
(e
®
()
(h)
0)
()

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$10,636.50
$8,748.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #9 — Sugar Research and Devel opment Corporation

Nil

Portfolio Agency #10 — Australian Fisheries Management Authority

@)
(b)
©
(d)
(e
®
()
(h)
0)
()

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

$63,406.20
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #11 — Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority

@
(b)
(©
(d)
®
Q)
(9)

Clayton Utz

Blake Dawson Waldron
Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth

$90,580.00
$14,200.00
$0.00
$10,144.00
$0.00
$300.00
$0.00
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(h)
()
0)

Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons
Craddock Murray Neumann

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Portfolio Agency #12 —Whesat Export Authority

Nil

(2) Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Firm Partners/Principals

@ Clayton Utz n/a

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron Paul Dawson

(©) Philips Fox n/a

(d) Sparke Helmore n/a

(e Freehills na

Q) Minter Ellison Alan Bradbury, April Purry, S. Soh, L. Richardson,
Paul M cGinness, Elizabeth Whitelaw, N. Parkinson,
D. O'Brien, A. McCormick, F. Fior, D. Tippett

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth Dorothy Terwiel

(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques n/a

0] Deacons n/a

()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a

Portfolio Agency #1 — Australian Wine and Brandy Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #2 — Cotton Research and Devel opment Corporation

Firm Partners/Principals
)] Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron n/a
(0 Philips Fox Stuart Imrieand lan T Warfidd
(d) Sparke Helmore n/a
(e Freehills na
Q) Minter Ellison n/a
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a
(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques  n/a
0] Deacons Edwina Menzies and Alan Grinsdll-Jones
()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a
Portfolio Agency #3 — Fisheries Research and Devel opment Corporation
Firm Partners/Principals
@ Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron Angdla Summersby, Paul Vane-Tempest, Richard
Bunting, Geoffrey Man, Shaun Gath, John Clark,
Phillip Wiseman, Barbara Phair
(©) Philips Fox n/a
(d) Sparke Helmore n/a
(e Freehills n/a
Q) Minter Ellison n/a
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a
(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques  n/a
0] Deacons n/a
()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a
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Portfolio Agency #4 — Forest and Wood Products Research and Development Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #5 — Grains Research and Development Corporation

Firm Partners/Principals
)] Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron Elizabeth Hohnstone
(0 Philips Fox Anthony Willis, George Marques, Lex Holcombe
(d) Sparke Helmore n/a
(e Freehills na
Q) Minter Ellison Raoul Salpeter
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a
(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques  n/a
0] Deacons EdwinaMenzies
()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a

Portfolio Agency #6 — Grape and Wine Research and Devel opment Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #7 — Land and Water Australia

Firm Partners/Principals
@ Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron n/a
(0 Philips Fox George Marques, Anthony Willis
(d) Sparke Helmore n/a
(e Freehills na
Q) Minter Ellison n/a
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a
(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques  n/a
0] Deacons n/a
()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a

Portfolio Agency #8 — Rural Industries Research and Devel opment Corporation

Firm Partners/Principals

@ Clayton Utz n/a

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron n/a

(©) Philips Fox n/a

(d) Sparke Helmore n/a

(e Freehills na

() Minter Ellison Michael Brennan, Michael Tehan, Paul M cGinness
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth Kerry Rehn, Tom Brennan

()
(i)
0

Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons
Craddock Murray Neumann

n/a
n/a
n/a

Portfolio Agency #9 — Sugar Research and Devel opment Corporation
Not applicable.
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Portfolio Agency #10 — Australian Fisheries Management Authority

Firm

Partners/Principals

@ Clayton Utz

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron

(0 Philips Fox

(d) Sparke Helmore
G) Freehills

() Minter Ellison

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth

(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques
0] Deacons
() Craddock Murray Neumann

Robert Cutler, Brian Gallagher, John Carroll
n/a
n‘a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Portfolio Agency #11 — Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority

Firm

Partners/Principals

)] Clayton Utz

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron

(©) Philips Fox

(d) Sparke Helmore
G) Freehills

() Minter Ellison

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth

(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques
0) Deacons
() Craddock Murray Neumann

John Carroll, Paul Amarego, Robert Cutler
n/a

n/a

Michadl Will

na

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Portfolio Agency #12 —Whesat Export Authority

Not applicable.

(3) Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Partner or principal Amount
Alan Bradbury $382,956.00
April Purry $264,290.40
Paul McGinness $7162.80
Elizabeth Whitelaw $91,556.00
N.Parkinson $3,553.20
D. O'Brien $53,993.60
A. McCormick $13,667.20
Fiona Fior $44,593.60
D. Tippett $52,452.00
Dorothy Terwiel $139,162.57
M. Window $77,380.80
Mary Jordan $27,034.40
Portfolio Agency #1 — Australian Wine and Brandy Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #2 — Cotton Research and Devel opment Corporation
Partner or principal Amount
Stuart Imrie $5,698.00
EdwinaMenzies $760.00

QUESTIONSIN WRITING



206 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Wednesday, 10 May 2006

Partner or principal Amount
Alan Grinsdll-Jones $2,847.50
Portfolio Agency #3 — Fisheries Research and Devel opment Corporation
Partner or principal Amount
Angela Summersby $31,982.50
Paul Vane-Tempest $1,485.00
Richard Bunting $6,771.20
Geoffrey Man $97.50
Shaun Gath $2,860.00
John Clark $110.00
Phillip Wiseman $1,820.00
Barbara Phair $130.00

Portfolio Agency #4 — Forest and Wood Products Research and Development Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #5 — Grains Research and Development Corporation

Partner or principal Amount

Elizabeth Johnstone $16,931.40
Anthony Willis, George Marques, Lex Holcombe =~ $45,089.35
Raoul Salpeter $17,029.10
EdwinaMenzies $41,350.10

Portfolio Agency #6 — Grape and Wine Research and Devel opment Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #7 — Land and Water Australia

Partner or principal Amount
George Marques $2,864.00
Anthony Willis $4,370.00
Portfolio Agency #8 — Rural Industries Research Devel opment Corporation
Partner or principal Amount
Michael Brennan $250.00
Michael Tehan $7,842.50
Paul McGinness $2,544.00
Kerry Rehn $1,931.00
Tom Brennan $6,817.00
Portfolio Agency #9 — Sugar Research and Devel opment Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #10 — Australian Fisheries Management Authority
Partner or principal Amount
Robert Cutler $11,658.90
Brian Gallagher $46,247.30
John Carroll $5,500.00
Portfolio Agency #11 — Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority
Partner or principal Amount
John Carroll $22,348.00
Paul Amarego $925.00
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Partner or principal Amount
Robert Cutler $204.00
Michae Will $1,494.00

Portfolio Agency #12 —Whesat Export Authority

Not applicable.

(4) Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Firm Legal services provided
Clayton Utz General legal advice
Blake Dawson Waldron General legal advice
Philips Fox
Sparke Helmore n/a
Freehills n/a
Minter Ellison General corporate legal advice, Contract advice, standard

departmental template designs, property and leasing, ad-
ministration law, governance, probity

Corrs Chambers Westgarth Probity advice, RFT business advice
Mallesons Stephens Jacques n/a
Deacons n/a
Craddock Murray Neumann n/a
Portfolio Agency #1 — Australian Wine and Brandy Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #2 — Cotton Research and Development Corporation
Firm Legal services provided
Clayton Utz n/a
Blake Dawson Waldron n/a
Philips Fox Cotton Catchment Communities CRC - Agreements
Sparke Helmore n/a
Freehills n/a
Minter Ellison n/a
Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a
Mallesons Stephens Jacques n/a
Deacons CRDC Deed and employment advice
Craddock Murray Neumann n/a
Portfolio Agency #3 — Fisheries Research and Devel opment Corporation
Firm Legal services provided
@ Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron General Corporate, Project Management Agreements,

Investment Agreements, Employment Adviceand Is-
sues, Lease Issues

() Philips Fox n/a
(d) Sparke Helmore n/a
(e Freehills n/a
Q) Minter Ellison n/a

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth  n/a
(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques  n/a
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Firm Legal services provided
0] Deacons General Corporate, Project Management Agreements,

@

Craddock Murray Neumann

Investment Agreements, Employment Adviceand Is-
sues, Lease Issues
n/a

Portfolio Agency #4 — Forest and Wood Products Research and Development Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #5 — Grains Research and Development Corporation

Firm Legal services provided
)] Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron Governance
(0 Philips Fox Commercial, Governance, Administrative Law
(d) Sparke Helmore n/a
(e Freehills na
Q) Minter Ellison Employment
(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a
(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques n/a
0] Deacons Commercial
()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a

Portfolio Agency #6 — Grape and Wine Research and Devel opment Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #7 — Land and Water Australia

Firm Legal services provided
@ Clayton Utz n/a
(b) Blake Dawson Waldron n/a

(©

(d)
©
)
(9
(h)
0)
()

Philips Fox

Sparke Helmore

Freehills

Minter Ellison

Corrs Chambers Westgarth
Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons

Craddock Murray Neumann

Lease negotiations, contract advice, contract semi-
nar/training, advice on PBS and outcome state-
ments, general legal advice

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Portfolio Agency #8 — Rural Industries Research and Devel opment Corporation

Firm Legal services provided

@ Clayton Utz n/a

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron n/a

(©) Philips Fox n/a

(d) Sparke Helmore n/a

(e Freehills na

() Minter Ellison General legal advice

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth Audit advice, Employee-Independent Contract Ad-

vice, Advice on Superannuation Entitlements of
Consultants
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Firm

Legal services provided

(h)
()
Q)

Mallesons Stephens Jacques
Deacons
Craddock Murray Neumann

n/a
n/a
n/a

Portfolio Agency #9 — Sugar Research and Devel opment Corporation
Not applicable.
Portfolio Agency #10 — Australian Fisheries Management Authority

Firm Legal services provided

@ Clayton Utz Legal professional privilege, advice on director’s
duties, Procurement Guidelines and associated tem-
plates, Permits and deregistration of companies

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron n/a

(©) Philips Fox n/a

(d) Sparke Helmore n/a

(e Freehills n/a

Q) Minter Ellison n/a

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a

(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques n/a

0] Deacons n/a

()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a

Portfolio Agency #11 — Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority
Firm Legal services provided

@ Clayton Utz Advice on labelling issues, electronic submissions,
approval of active constituents, paraguat seizure,
authorised investments, levy issues, liability for
minor uses, preparation of tender documents

(b) Blake Dawson Waldron Legal awarenesstraining for APVMA staff

(©) Philips Fox n/a

(d) Sparke Helmore Staff employment matters, lease agreements, recall
undertaking — deed poll

(e Freehills na

) Minter Ellison Salicitor’s representation | etter

(9) Corrs Chambers Westgarth n/a

(h) Mallesons Stephens Jacques n/a

0] Deacons n/a

()] Craddock Murray Neumann n/a

Portfolio Agency #12 —Whesat Export Authority
Not applicable.

Foreign Doctors
(Question No. 2938)
Mr Katter asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 7 February 2006:

(1) Is he aware that following the ‘Dr Death’ Inquiry the Queensland State Government and Medical
Registration Board put in place stricter rules for overseeing foreign doctors that have directly con-
tributed to the closure of the Bedside Manor Medical Centre in Charters Towers because the opera-
tors were unable to engage any foreign doctors and this has forced the remaining 5 doctors to oper-
ate under enormous pressure.
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2
©)
(4)
©)

@

2

©)

(4)

©)

Is he aware that the Mareeba Hospital is open only because the remaining 8 Tableland doctors, for
atown of 20,000 peopl e, have agreed to work longer hours.

Is he aware that there are only 4 doctors in Thuringowa's northern beaches but that there should be
20 doctors for the 22,000 residents.

Will he explain what heis doing to circumvent the strict overseeing of foreign doctors by qualified
Australian doctors when there are few doctors to do this work.

What has he done to alleviate the current doctor shortages that are placing peopl€'s lives at risk.
Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Medical registration in Queensland is the responsibility of the Queensland State Government. The
rules and regulations governing medical practitioners in Queensland are promulgated by Queen-
sland legislation and the Queensland Medical Registration Board.

The provision of public hospital services in Queensland is the responsibility of the Queensland
State Government.

In order to confirm the number of doctors working in Thuringowa’s northern beaches, more spe-
cific information on the defined boundary of this area would be required.

Thuringowa is a district of medical workforce shortage. Therefore, it is likely that an overseas
trained doctor who was subject to Medicare provider number restrictions would be granted a pro-
vider number to work in this locality.

Overseas trained doctors who enter Australia must meet certain quality standards in order to be
registered to practise medicine. Medical registration is the responsibility of the states and territory
governments and all doctors must be registered before they can provide clinical services.

Under the auspices of the Strengthening Medicare package, the Commonwealth has been working

with state and territory health departments, medical registration boards, and major medical stake-

holders to devel op nationally consistent principles for the assessment and supervision of temporary
resident oversess trained doctors. On 10 February 2006 the Council of Australian Governments

(COAG) agreed to implement a national assessment process for overseas qualified doctors to en-

sure appropriate standards in qualifications and training, and to increase the efficiency of the as-

sessment process.

The Australian Government has made medical workforce a major focus of its $4 billion package

for Strengthening Medicare. The range of initiatives contained in the Strengthening Medicare

package have short, medium and long term objectives.

»  Since 2000, the Australian Government has increased the number of publicly funded medical
schooal places by more than 30%:

» It has supported the establishment of new medical schools at James Cook University and
Griffith University in Queensland, the Australian National University in the Australian
Capital Territory, and the University of Notre Dame in Western Australia.

«  The government has also announced its support for the establishment of three new medi-
cal schools at the University of Western Sydney, the University of Wollongong and the
University of Notre Damein Sydney.

« In 2005, the Australian Government introduced new arrangements that allow medical schools
to provide full fee paying places in medicine for Australian students. At that time, each school
could offer an additional 10% of their publicly funded places asfull fee paying places.

*  On 10 February 2006, COAG agreed to increase the number of full fee paying domestic medi-
cal school places available annually. In addition to the Higher Education Contribution Scheme
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(HECS) funded places, universities can now accept up to an additional 25% of the medical

student load as full fee paying.

« As part of the Strengthening Medicare package, the government is implementing a range of
other measures to increase medical workforce capacity including:

«  Morethan 1,600 general practices are now being supported to employ practice nurses and
all general practitioners can claim Medicare items for specific services undertaken by
practice nurses;

e The number of appropriately qualified overseas trained doctors working in Australia is
being increased through international recruitment strategies, reduced red tape in approval
processes and changes to immigration arrangements,

« 280 funded short term placements are being made available each year for junior doctors
to work under supervision in general practices in outer metropolitan, rural and regional
aress,

»  Refresher training courses and other support for general practitioners and specialists no
longer practising medicine to help them return to the medical workforce;

«  Higher Medicare rebates for services provided in areas of workforce shortage by doctors
registered before 1996 who don’t hold vocational registration;

»  Greater support for rural general practitioners who provide procedural services like ob-
stetrics and minor operations; and

« Additional funding for doctors who provide care to patientsin aged care facilities.
Australian Resear ch Council
(Question No. 2997)

Mr Murphy asked the Minister for Education, Science and Training, in writing, on 7 Feb-

ruary 2006:

@

2

©)

(4)
©)

(6)
)

How many grants under the Australian Research Council (ARC) (a) National Competitive Grants
Program and (b) Cooperative Research Centres Program were approved by the ARC College of
Experts for the year (i) 2004 and (ii) 2005.

In respect of the grants approved by the ARC in part (1), (@) how many were disallowed by the
ARC's Quality and Scrutiny Committee, (b) what are the names of the applicants and the titles of
the research projects that were disallowed, and (c) what were the reasons for disallowing each pro-
ject.

What are the names and qualifications of the appointees to the ARC’s Quality and Scrutiny Com-
mittee.

What are the rules and procedures under which appointments are made to the ARC Quality and
Scrutiny Committee.

Can she confirm that each appointment the former Minister, Dr Nelson, made to the ARC’s Quality
and Scrutiny Committee conformed with the rules and procedures for appointment; if not, why not
and what are the details.

What remuneration and other benefits are paid to members of the ARC Quality and Scrutiny
Committee,

In respect of ARC approved research grants that the former Minister, Dr Nelson, had personally
disallowed, (a) how many did he disallow, (b) what are the names of the applicants and the titles of
the research projects that he personally disallowed, (c) what were the reasons for disallowing each
project.
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(8) How did the former Minister or the ARC’s Quality and Scrutiny Committee inform each recipient
of agrant approved by the ARC College of Experts that his or her grant had been disallowed.

M s Julie Bishop—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) (a) None — the ARC College of Experts does not approve grants. (b) The Cooperative Research
Centres Program is not administered by the ARC.

(2) The ARC does not approve, and the ARC Quality and Scrutiny Committee does not disallow,
grants.

(3) The names and qualifications of members of the 2005 ARC Quality and Scrutiny Committee are
listed on the ARC website at http://www.arc.gov.au/info_users/quality& scrutiny.htm.

(4) and (5) Appointments to the 2005 ARC Quality and Scrutiny Committee were made under, and in
accordance with, section 32 of the Australian Research Council Act 2001.

(6) The terms and conditions of members of the 2005 ARC Quality and Scrutiny Committee were set
in accordance with section 33 of the Australian Research Council Act 2001.

(7) The ARC does not approve grants.
(8) The ARC College of Experts does not approve grants.
Youth Affairs
(Question No. 3001)
Mr Brendan O’ Connor asked the Prime Minister, in writing, on 7 February 2006:

How will he ensure that the interests of 6.4 million young Australians are properly represented in Cabi-
net and Parliament by the Government now that there is no Minister or Parliamentary Secretary explic-
itly designated with responsibility for Youth Affairs.

Mr Howar d—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Responsibility for youth affairs continues to reside within the Families, Community Services and In-
digenous Affairs portfolio. While the Hon Mal Brough MP has overall responsibility for matters within
that portfolio, youth affairs is the particular responsibility of the Minister for Community Services, the
Hon John Cobb MP.

Medicare
(Question No. 3003)
M s Hoare asked the Minister for Human Services, in writing, on 8 February 2006:

(1) Can he confirm that Australian citizens who reside outside Australia for a period of five years lose
their entitlement to M edicare benefits.

(2) Isit the case that an Australian citizen who has lived outside of Australia for more than five years
and who requires hospital treatment during a visit to Australia will not have the costs associated
with that hospital trestment covered by Medicare in circumstances in which a resident Australian
citizen would.

(3) Can he say what the annual savings are from excluding non-resident Australian citizens from ac-
cessing Medicare benefits.

(4) Can he explain how information on these arrangements is provided to Australian citizens living
abroad.

(5) Will the Government restore the entitlement of all Australian citizens to Medicare benefits; if not,
why not.
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Mr Hockey—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) Yes. These peoplewould not be covered until they return to Australia to reside.
(2) Yes.
(3) No.

(4) From the Department of Foreign Affairs website and overseas posts, as well as Medicare Australia
and Department of Immigration websites.

(5) Thisisamatter for the Minister for Health and Ageing.
To prepare this answer, it has taken 8 hours at an estimated cost of $380.
Family Relationship Centres
(Question No. 3004)
M s Geor ge asked the Attorney-General, in writing, on 8 February 2006:

(1) Inrespect of his announcement on the location of the first 15 Family Relationship Centresin which
he indicated that they were to be located in areas with high numbers of families with young chil-
dren and high numbers of divorced, separated and blended families, what data were used in deter-
mining the locations of the centres.

(2) From where were the data obtained.

(3) Arethe datarelied upon available for each of the 15 centres; if so, will he release the data relating
to each centre.

(4) Weas the number of payers and payees in the child support system a relevant consideration; if so, do
the locations of the 15 centres correspond to those areas having the highest numbers of people as
clients of the child support system.

Mr Ruddock—The answer to the honourable member’s questionis as follows:

(1) In determining the location of the centres, the Attorney-General’s Department analysed demo-
graphic information obtained through the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) along with infor-
mation on the need for family services provided by the Department of Family and Community Ser-
vices (now the Department of Family, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs). Factors taken
into account were:

* population

« proportion of divorced or separated people with children
* proportion with oldest child under 5 yrs old

« the number of blended families

* separationsin the last 6 months and the last 3 years

« Child Support Agency clients

* people receiving parenting payments

« Domestic Violence Hotline referrals

« the accessibility of the proposed Family Relationship Centres to people elsewhere in the region,
and

« thelocation of the courts and Government funded services such as those under the Family Rea-
tionship Services Program, Indigenous services and community legal services and the distribu-
tion of other Government agencies such as Centrelink and the Job Network.

(2) The demographic information, in the form of raw data tables, was obtained through the Australian
Bureau of Statistics. The Department of Family and Community Services (now the Department of
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Family, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs) provided input on the need for family ser-
vices.

(3) Theraw datatables, which were obtained from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, werein the form
of electronic ‘Concord’ spreadsheets for each State and Territory. Due to their large size and inter-
active features, it is not feasible to provide these spreadsheets in written form.

In relation to the other data, the Attorney-General’s Department relied on input by the Department
of Family and Community Services (now the Department of Family, Community Services and In-
digenous Affairs). The information that was provided to the Attorney-General’s Department is
available from the House of Representatives Table Office.

(4) Thenumber of payers and payeesin the child support system was considered by the Department of
Family and Community Services (now the Department of Family, Community Services and In-
digenous Affairs) in providing advice to the Attorney-General’s Department about the relative
needs of various locations.

However, the locations of the first 15 centres do not necessarily correspond to those areas having
the highest numbers of people as clients of the child support system, as a number of factors indicat-
ing need were taken into account as shown in (1) above.

Consultancy Services
(Question No. 3006)

Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer, in writing, on
9 February 2006:

Did the Australian Tax Office engage Thinksmart consulting under two contracts valued at $24,750 and
$55,000, respectively; if so, what services were obtained under the terms of these contracts.

Mr Dutton—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

The ATO has engaged Thinksmart Consulting to assist with the redesign of recruitment, promotion and
mobility processes. The arrangement is under one contract and the amounts identified in the question
relate to payments made for the months of December 2005 and January 2006.

Airport Security
(Question No. 3015)

Mr Murphy asked the Minister for Transport and Regional Services, in writing, on 9 Feb-
ruary 2006:

Further to the answer to question No. 1320 (Hansard, 7 February 2006, page 83), what are the entities
that operate security cameras at Sydney Airport.

Mr Truss—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
The entities that operate security cameras at Sydney Airport include:

«  Sydney Airport Corporation Limited, which operates security cameras across the airport and inside
Terminals 1 and 2;

«  Qantas Airways Limited, which primarily operates security cameras in areas controlled by Qantas,
including Terminal 3 and the Jet Base;

+  TheAustralian Customs Service, which operates security cameras in Customs controlled areas and
parts of the international baggage halls and apron aress;

« Airservices Australia, which operates security cameras at some of its premises within the airport;
and
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«  Many of the tenants at Sydney Airport operate private security cameras on leased premises, includ-
ing some retail stores and some leased areas of the landside and airside perimeter of the airport.

Australian Electoral Commission
(Question No. 3024)
Mr Gibbons asked the Special Minister of State, in writing, on 13 February 2006:

(1) Isthe Minister aware that the Australian Electoral Commission (AEC) commissioned a report in
2005 seeking to find links between political engagement and youth voting behaviour, and that the
report found that there were significant links between student participation in school based elec-
tions and a subsequent intention to vote when 18 years old.

(2) Isthe Minister aware that the report also found that political engagement of young people would
assist in their propensity to vote when they turn 18 years of age, that this was particularly so for
those students who had participated in student elections and that of the students who had voted in
school eections, 52.2% said they would vote in a federal e ection when they turn 18 years of age
and, of those who had not participated, only 34.7% said they would vote in a federal election when
they turn 18 years of age.

(3) Canthe Minister explain why the AEC is withdrawing from the conduct of school based elections.

(4) Isthe AEC withdrawing from the activity because it has insufficient resources, if so, will additional
funding be provided to the AEC to enableit to continue this work.

Mr Nair n—The answer to the honourable member’s questionis as follows:

(1) Yes, | am aware of the report and its findings. Researchers at the Australian National University
and the University of Sydney have been working with the AEC on the Youth Electoral Study (Y ES)
project since May 2003.

The study is a longitudinal one of young people aged 17 —24 to identify attitudes and behaviours
towards enrolment, voting and democratic engagement.

The findings quoted in this question come from the second Y ES report released in October 2005;
thefirst was released in December 2004.

(2) Yes. Asstated in my answer to question (1), the YES project is a study of 17 to 24 year olds and the
AEC is now focusing attention on young people at or near voting age.

The Australian Electoral Commission has provided the following information in response to the
guestion.

(3) and (4) The AEC is not withdrawing from the conduct of school-based eections. The AEC re-
viewed its eectoral public awareness program in 2002-03 and decided to adopt a more targeted ap-
proach. This meant directing resources to specific areas such as young people at or near voting age,
new citizens, people from non-English speaking backgrounds and indigenous voters.

The AEC has recently reviewed that decision and, while assistance with school dections (and pub-
lic awareness activities) will continue to be focused on secondary students near voting age, the
AEC will provide eection and education services to primary schools whenever possible. Where it
is not possible for AEC staff to be involved directly in school eections, the AEC will continue to
provide assistance in the form of voting and polling equipment. Obviously this assistance would be
based on operational capacity.
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L ocal Palliative Care Grants Program
(Question No. 3026)
Mr s Elliot asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 13 February 2006:

(1) Why was the application by Tweed Palliative Support Inc under Round 1 of Local Palliative Care
Grants Program for a $40,000 grant to purchase a support vehicle, rejected.

(2) What criteria are used to judge that an organisation is ‘unsustainable’ under the application process
of the program.

(3) Issupport available to volunteer organisations such as the Tweed Palliative Support Inc to prepare
applications for the program; if so, what are the details; if not, why not.

(4) Which organisations in the electoral division of (a) Richmond and (b) Page were successful under
the program and what was the purpose and sum of each grant they recei ved.

Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) Asthedollar value of all grant applications far exceeded the funds available a rigorous and com-
petitive process was undertaken. It should be noted that more than 60% of applicants for Round 1
of the Local Palliative Care Grants Program were unsuccessful.

(2) Thesustainability of applicant organisations was not one of the assessment criteria.

(3) Application Guidelines are provided with the application form and an email address hotline is
available to answer queries and provide assistance to prospective applicants during the application
period.

(4) (a) No applications were successful in the e ectoral division of Richmond. (b) The application from
S Vincent's Hospital Palliative Care Service, Lismore, in the electoral division of Page, was suc-
cessful under Round 1 of the Local Palliative Care Grants Program. The grant is for up to $100,000
(GST exclusive) for the purpose of increasing access for palliative care patients to home care ser-
vices and training staff in specific palliative care service provision.

Defence: Remuner ation Agreements
(Question No. 3046)
Mr M cClelland asked the Minister for Defence, in writing, on 14 February 2006:

(1) In respect of the next (a) Australian Defence Workplace Remuneration arrangement and (b) Star
Ranks Remuneration Agreement, (i) when will negotiations commence and (ii) who will be con-
sulted on its terms and conditions.

(2) Will any person or organisation have the opportunity to negotiate a variation of proposals submit-
ted on behalf of the Commonwealth and will there be an appropriate avenue for adjudication of any
matters that cannot be resol ved by negotiation.

Dr Nelson—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) (& and (b) (i) The Chief of the Defence Force announced on 22 March 2006 the formal com-
mencement of widespread consultation with members of the Australian Defence Force (ADF) for
the next ADF Workplace Remuneration Arrangement (WRA) and the Star Ranks Remuneration Ar-
rangement (SRRA). (ii) All ADF members will have the opportunity to provide input to the new ar-
rangement by means of telephone, facsimile, email and the Defence Intranet. Information on the
next WRA will be circulated to all members through the chain of command and posted on the De-
fence Intranet. It will be supported by meetings in as many ADF establishments as possible.

(2) All ADF members and organisations representing them, such as the Armed Forces Federation and
ex-service organisations, will be given the opportunity to have their say about the proposals for the
next WRA/SRRA. The arrangements are subject to decision by the Defence Force Remuneration
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Tribunal (the independent pay fixing tribunal for the ADF). Defence is required to satisfy the Tri-
bunal that there has been consultation with ADF members and that the proposed arrangements en-
joy their support. Where ADF members, and organisations representing them, have a view on the
arrangements, they may seek leave from the Tribunal to appear before it to put their case.

Consultancy Services
(Question No. 3051)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, in writing, on
14 February 2005:

Did his department engage Australian Practical Project Management at a cost of $20,000; if so, (a) what
services were obtained under the terms of this contract and (b) why was it considered necessary to en-
gage outside consultants on this matter.

Mr M cGaur an—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
Yes.
(8 To conduct areview of the Department’s policies and procedures as they relate to a specific com-
plaint by an employee.
(b) Specialist expertise not available within the Department.
Consultancy Services
(Question No. 3053)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, in writing, on 14
February 2005:

Did his department engage Hassall and Associates Pty Ltd at a cost of $11,000 to provide management
consultancy services; if so, (a) what services were obtained under the terms of this contract and (b) why
wasit considered necessary to engage outside consultants on this matter.

Mr M cGaur an—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

The Department engaged Hassall and Associates Pty Ltd to provide consultancy services. Under this
contract the Department made payments of $11,000 on 30 November and 22 December 2005.

(8 Hassall and Associates Pty Ltd were engaged to assist the Australian wool industry to evaluate its
current position and challenges and opportunities over the next five to ten years.

(b) Outside consultants were contracted to provide an independent assessment.
Advertising Agencies
(Question No. 3055)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 14 February 2006:

(1) Did the Minister’'s department pay HMA Blaze Pty Ltd $77,124.30 to obtain advertising space for
the Cultural Partners for Parents and GP's program: if so, () what newspapers was advertising
space taken in and (b) on what dates did the adverti sements appear.

(2) What are the objectives of this program.
(3) What other costs are involved in the program.
Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) (2) and (3) Thereis no “Cultural Partners for Parents and GP's program”. An administrative error
occurred in recording the details of the payment for gazettal. The $77,124.30 relates to advertising
secured through HMA Blaze for the National Varicella (Chickenpox) Vaccination Program.

QUESTIONSIN WRITING



218 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Wednesday, 10 May 2006

Consultancy Services
(Question No. 3056)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Human Services, in writing, on 14 February 2006:

Did Centrdink engage Newton Wayman Chong and Associates to conduct market research at a cost of
$93,500; if so, what market research was conducted under the terms of this contract.

Mr Hockey—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
Yes.

The purpose of the research is to evaluate the effectiveness of Centrelink’s customer service centre
marketing.

To prepare this answey, it has taken 5 hours and 53 minutes at an estimated cost of $280.
Consultancy Services
(Question No. 3057)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Human Services, in writing, on 14 February 2006:

Did Centrelink engage Measured Insights Unit Trust at a cost of $12,502.55 to provide management
consultancy services; if so, (a) what services were obtained under the terms of this contract and (b) why
wasit considered necessary to engage outside consultants on this matter.

Mr Hockey—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
Yes.

(8 Measured Insights Unit Trust were asked to review Centrdink’s staff poll questions and to recom-
mend improvements in survey methodol ogies.

(8 Engaging an outside consultant provided Centrelink with experiencein a specialised field.
To answer this question, it has taken approximately 5 hours at an estimated cost of $227.
Consultancy Services
(Question No. 3058)
Mr Bowen asked the Minister for Human Services, in writing, on 14 February 2006:

Did Centrelink engage KPMG to provide management consultancy services at a cost of $58,000; if so,
(a) what services were obtained under the terms of this contract and (b) why was it considered neces-
sary to engage outside consultants on this matter.

Mr Hockey—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Yes. Centreink engaged KPMG to provide independent internal audit services (not management con-
sultancy services). While the work order was for $58,000, the actual cost of this work was $52,192.80
(inclusive of GST).

(8 Theservices provided were part of an independent project assurance review.
(b) To provideindependent expert advice.
To prepare this response, it has taken 8 hours and 40 minutes at an estimated cost of $420.
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Vigitor Visas
(Question No. 3065)
Ms Corcor an asked the Minister representing the Minister for Immigration and Multicul-

tural Affairs, in writing, on 15 February 2006:

(1) How many persons who were granted visitor visas in 2004-2005 and who were required to pay a
bond applied from (a) the United Kingdom, (b) Japan, (c) The United States of America, (d) the
Republic of Korea, (€) the People’s Republic of China, (f) Singapore, (g) Malaysia, (h) Germany,
(i) Canada, (j) France, (k) Taiwan and () Hong Kong.

(2) What was the (a) highest, (b) lowest and (c) average bond paid by applicants for visitor visas from
each of the countries listed in part (1).

(3) What are the criteria and guidelines used by the department in determining the bond, if any, that is
to be paid by applicants.

Mr Ruddock—The Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has provided the
following answer to the honourable member’s question:

Amongst the visitor visa classes, only the Sponsored Visitor Class has specific provision for a decision-

maker to request a bond. This class has two sub-classes, the Sponsored Business Visitor (Short Stay)

and the Sponsored Family Visitor visa. The data provided in response to this question therefore relates
to visa grants in those two sub-classes.

On 2 April 2005 the Sponsored Family Visitor visa was repatriated to Australia for processing in State

and Territory offices. Data for the repatriated cases is provided in a separate table at heading B Onshore

grants.

A. Offshore grants:

(1) Number of persons granted a visitor visaand required to pay a bond in 2004-05.

Place where visa granted Number of Number of
grants grantswith
bond
@ UK 22 1
(b)  Japan 3 0
(©) USA 39 14
(d  TheRepublic of Korea 0 0
(e Peopl€'s Republic of China 1396 918
Q) Singapore 11 6
(9) Malaysia 3 1
(h)  Germany 53 19
0] Canada 0 0
()] France 0 0
(k)  Taiwan 3 3
0] Hong Kong 10 4

(2) Thehighest, lowest, and average bond paid by applicants.
Country or territory where (a) highest bond (b) lowest bond  (c) average bond

visa granted amount amount amount
UK $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Japan n/a n/a n/a
USA $15,000 $5,000 $11,766
TheRepublicof Korea  n/a n/a n/a
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Country or territory where (a) highest bond (b) lowest bond  (c) average bond
visa granted amount amount amount
Peopl€'s Republic of $20,000 $2,000 $9,726
China
Singapore $15,000 $5,000 $11,667
Malaysia $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Germany $15,000 $1,000 $9,684
Canada n/a n/a n/a
France n/a n/a n/a
Taiwan $15,000 $10,000 $13,333
Hong Kong $15,000 $10,000 $12,500

B. Onshore grants: (For the period 2 April 2005 to 30 June 2005)

@
2

©)

Number of persons granted a visitor visa and required to pay a bond.
The highest, lowest, and average bond paid by applicants.

Country or territory where Number of visas (@) highest (b) lowest (c) average

visawas evidenced granted witha  bond amount  bond amount  bond amount
bond

UK 1 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Japan 0 n‘a n‘a n/‘a

USA 0 n/a n/a n/a

The Republic of Korea 0 n/a n/a n/a

People's Republic of China 105 $20,000 $2,000 $9,114

Singapore 1 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000

Malaysia 0 n/a n/a n/a

Germany 1 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000

Canada 2 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000

France 0 n/a n/a n/a

Talwan 0 n/a n/a n/a

Hong Kong 0 n/a n/a n/a

The authority to request a security bond is found at section 269 of the Migration Act 1958. The
guidelines for decision-makers in relation to deciding if a security bond is necessary and the
amount of bond sought are to be found in the Department’s Procedural Advice Manual 3. It is
worth noting that the bonds can be paid by anyone and are not restricted to the applicant or the
sponsor. In many cases it is the sponsor who pays when a bond is requested.

If the evidence provided by the applicant and the sponsorship undertakings are sufficient to satisfy
the decision maker that the visa applicant will abide by al of the conditions imposed on the visa
then the visa will be granted without the imposition of a security bond.

If the evidence and the sponsor’s undertaking are not enough to satisfy the decision maker that the
applicant will abide by their visa conditions, the decision maker may consider requesting a security
bond. A security bond is only requested if, when considered in addition to the other evidence pro-
vided, lodging it would be enough to satisfy the decision maker that the applicant will comply with
visa conditions and will leave Australia before their visa expires. It is requested after all other
checks and clearances in respect of the visa application have been obtained.

If requested, the security bond is set at alevel sufficiently meaningful to encourage the visa holder
to comply with the conditions of their visa and thereby satisfy the authorised officer that they in-
tend a “genuine visit”. Bonds are usually set at between $5,000 and $15,000 per applicant. How-
ever, depending on the circumstances determined by the delegate, the amount can be less than
$5,000 or more than $15,000.
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Defence: Remuner ation Agreements
(Question No. 3067)
Mr M cClelland asked the Minister for Defence, in writing, on 16 February 2006:

(1) During 2004-2005, did the Directorate of Military Salaries and Allowances Palicy consult with (@)
Servicemen and women and (b) any other organisation or agency about appropriate remuneration
and conditions of service for serving men and women; if so, with whom did the Directorate consult
and to what extent did those consultations result in recommendations by the Directorate.

(2) Werethe Directorate's recommendations accepted and acted upon; if not, why not.

Dr Nelson—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) (8 and (b) The Personnel Policy and Employment Conditions Branch in the Defence Personnel
Executive is responsible for the development of policy options on remuneration and conditions of
service. The Directorate of Military Salaries and Allowances Policy is one of a number of director-
ates in the branch involved in this task.

During 2004-05, the Personndl Policy Employment Conditions Branch consulted with Service
members throughout Australia as well as the Armed Forces Federation of Australia and Defence
Families Australia. The Defence Force Remuneration Tribunal aso consulted al ranksin consider-
ing matters beforeit.

The results of these consultations were taken into account in arriving at recommendations and deci-
sions.

(2) Proposals for remuneration and conditions of service are first considered by the Defence People
Committee, and then by one or more of other Defence committees, the Defence Force Remunera-
tion Tribunal, and the Minister Assisting the Minister for Defence, depending on the type of pro-
posal. In 2004-05, a number of proposals on remuneration and conditions of service became policy
and were promulgated widely.

Defence Special Needs Support Group
(Question No. 3068)
Mr M cClelland asked the Minister for Defence, in writing, on 16 February 2006:

What programs has the Defence Special Needs Support Group started, when were these programs
started, where are they | ocated and who will be entitled to access these programs.

Dr Nelson—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

The Defence Special Needs Support Group is a national volunteer charity organisation established in
1994 by families of Australian Defence Force members to provide support to each other. The group is
separate to the Department of Defence.

Programs currently operated by the Defence Special Needs Support Group include:
«  Sdf-help Support Groupsin local military aress;

e ‘Computer 4 Kids — re-furbished computers that have been donated to the group matched to a spe-
cial needs child who requires a compuiter;

«  Oneof the Group — a social skills program for ADF dependants with special needs;

« Link Up - a free teleconference support group for spouses who have mobility and chronic pain
special needs;

*  Stepping Stones Playgroup — a specialised playgroup for children with special needs;
+  Get Real Teen group — an activity group for teens (special needs and others);
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»  Training programs for volunteer coordinators — specific to each volunteer role, for example, Senior
First Aid Certificate or training in child development and play;

»  Posting Plans — case management assistance provided to special needs families when planning for
rel ocating to a new area;

e Parent-to-Parent Link — linking parents to other parents who have a dependant with similar dis-
abilities; and

»  Circle of Friends Respite Program — provides host family respite or flexi respite to Defence fami-

lies with special needs who, because of long waiting lists in their posting location, are unable to
achieve respite from other organisations.

Some of the programs sponsored by this group, for example the local self-help support groups, were
established in 1994. Others have been devel oped more recently, responsive to the emerging needs of the
community.

Programs that are funded by the Defence Special Needs Support Group are open to all full-time uni-
formed personnel, ADF Reserve personnel and Defence civilians who are members of the group. Mem-
bership of the Group is free. However, programs that are funded by the Department of Defence (Circle
of Friends and the Family Support Funding Grants Program) can only be accessed by full-time uni-
formed personnd. The Circle of Friends also has specific eigibility criteria that comply with the Com-
monwealth Department of Health and Ageing National Respite for Carers Program.

Defence For ce Recr uiting Centres
(Question No. 3071)
Mr M cClelland asked the Minister for Defence, in writing, on 16 February 2006:

How many Defence Force Recruiting Centres are currently operational, where were they operating dur-
ing 2004-2005 and how many men and women were recruited to the armed services at each centre.

Dr Nelson—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
17.

Addaide 500
Albury 278
Brishane 689
Cairns 98

Canberra 338
Coolangatta 361
Darwin 162
Hobart 254
Maroochydore 321
Mebourne 994
Newcastle 460
Parramatta 766
Perth 487
Rockhampton 94

Toowoomba 203
Townsville 383
Wollongong 129
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Electric Powered Vehicles
(Question No. 3073)
Mr McClelland asked the Minister for Transport and Regional Services, in writing, on
16 February 2006:

(1) Is he able to say whether the British Government exempts electric powered vehicles and motor
scooters from road tax and other charges.

(2) Is the Government consulting with State and Territory Governments regarding reductions in
charges and/or rebates applying to e ectric commuter vehicles.

Mr Truss—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) No.
(2) No.
Trade Skills Training Visas
(Question No. 3077)
Mr Georganas asked the Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations, in writing,
on 27 February 2006:

(1) What are the wages and employment conditions for overseas workers on Trade Skills Training Vi-
sas and how do the wages and conditions compare to those of Australian workers in comparable
employment.

(2) Will the Minister guarantee that apprentice wages for Australian workers will not fall as a result of
the introduction of the Trade Skills Training Visa.

Mr Andrews—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) The Migration Regulations include a specific requirement that the applicant’s “proposed employ-
ment will comply with al relevant Commonwealth, State and Territory legislation dealing with
employment and working conditions of employment.” Persons recruited under the Trade Skills
Training visa would therefore be expected to have the same core protections as Australian appren-
tices and will work under any awards and conditions applicable to the Government’s New Appren-
ticeship Scheme.

(2) Minimum wages for apprentices under the new Work Choices system are protected at the level set
after the inclusion of the increase from the Australian Industrial Relations Commission’s 2005
Safety Net Review case. These minimum wages are locked in and cannot fall below this level. The
Australian Fair Pay Commission is empowered to increase these minimum wages if it so decidesin
the future.

Shortland Electorate: General Practitioners
(Question No. 3080)
MsHall asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 27 February 2006:

How many General Practitioners have relocated to the eectora division of Shortland under the Gov-
ernment’s More Doctors for Outer Metropolitan Areas Program announced in the 2002-2003 budget.

Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Three general practitioners have rel ocated to the electoral division of Shortland under the More Doctors
for Outer Metropolitan Areas Measure.
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Employment
(Question No. 3081)
MsHall asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 27 February 2006:

(1) Which suburbs within the electoral division of Shortland have been identified as areas of workforce
shortage by the Department of Health and Ageing.

(2) How many overseas doctors have been relocated to the electoral division of Shortland through the
program intended to address workforce shortage.

Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) The whole of the Shortland Electorate is currently classified as a district of workforce shortage,
including all suburbs within the electorate.

(2) There are currently 13 overseas trained doctors subject to the Medicare provider number restric-
tions who are approved to work in general practice in the electorate of Shortland.

Aged Care
(Question No. 3082)
MsHall asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 27 February 2006:

(1) How many aged care beds in (a) low care places and (b) high care places are there in the electoral
division of (i) Shortland, (ii) Dobell, and (iii) Robertson.

(2) How many of the aged care beds identified in (1) are (a) operational and (b) not operational.

Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) (i) (i) and (iii) Planning for aged care is undertaken on the basis of Aged Care Planning Regions,
not electoral divisions. The dectoral division of Shortland falls within the aged care planning re-
gions of Central Coast and Hunter. The electoral divisions of Dobell and Robertson fall within the
Central Coast Aged Care Planning Region. Total allocated residential aged care places in these
planning regions at 31 December 2005 were as follows:
Aged Care Planning Region (@) Low careplaces (b) High care places
Central Coast 2,059 1,660
Hunter 3,150 2,752

Note: Includes flexible places.

(2) (@ Operational places at 31 December 2005

Aged Care Planning Region  Low care places High care places
Central Coast 1,493 1,543
Hunter 2,616 2,521

(b) Non operational places at 31 December 2005
Aged Care Planning Region  Low care places High care places
Central Coast 566 117
Hunter 534 231

Commonwealth Departments. Programs and Grants
(Question Nos 3083 to 3101)
MsHall asked all ministers, inwriting, on 27 February 2006:

(1) What programs have been administered by the Minister’s department in the e ectoral division of (a)
Shortland and (b) Dobell for each financia year since 1996.
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(2) Inrespect of each project or program referred to in (1), (a) what is its name, (b) who operatesit, (c)
what are its aims and objectives, (d) what funding has it received each financial year since 1996
and (e) in what year did Commonwealth funding commence and cease (if applicable).

(3) What grants and benefits have been provided to individuals, businesses and organisations by the
Minister's department in the electoral division of (a) Shortland and (b) Dobell for each financia
year since 1996.

Mr Nairn—The answer on behalf of all ministers to the honourable member’s questionsis
asfollows:

(1) to(3) Thelegislation establishing every Australian Government programme is allocated to particu-
lar ministers under the Administrative Arrangements Order. Descriptions of programmes are avail-
able in various publicly available documents. Providing details of the benefits and grants provided
under those programmes would involve an unreasonable diversion of resources and in some cases,
may breach the privacy rights of the individuals who received benefits under various programmes.

Sudent Organisations. Funding
(Question No. 3102)

M s Macklin asked the Minister for Education, Science and Training, in writing, on 27 Feb-
ruary 2006:
Will student organisations be able to access funding for the appropriate financial management and ac-
counting bodies to assist with business plans, asset and financial restructuring where this may be neces-
sary and is requested: as promised by the former Minister on 12 December 2005, to assist with the tran-
sition process forced by the Government’s voluntary student unionism legislation; if so, when will the
assistance be made available; if not, why not.

M s Julie Bishop—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

Funding will be available to digible higher education providers for appropriate financial management
and accounting bodies to assist with business plans, asset and financia restructuring under the Work-
place Productivity Programme (WPP).

The former Minister did not indicate that student organisations would be digible. It will be at the dis-
cretion of universities to invite student organisations to collaborate on any transitional projects.

Submissions for the WPP's initial priority of review or reform of the efficiency of universities, includ-
ing of financial arrangements and operational management, have been invited, with applications closing
on 20 April 2006.

Workplace Relations
(Question No. 3103)
M s Macklin asked the Minister for Education, Science and Training, in writing, on 27 Feb-
ruary 2006:

(1) Is it the case that under the Higher Education Workplace Relations Requirements offers of em-
ployment by Australian universities may be made only on the basis that the employment is on an
Australian Workplace Agreement.

(2) Which universities are offering employment on this basis.
M s Julie Bishop—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) Under the HEWRRS universities must offer AWAs to al employees but they are free to offer alter-
native forms of employment in addition.

(2) See(1). All universities must offer AWAS.
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Aviation Charges
(Question No. 3112)
Mr Fitzgibbon asked the Treasurer, in writing, on 27 February 2006:

In respect of increasing aviation charges, are airport operators engaging in monopoly pricing practices;
if so, what is the policy response.

Mr Costello—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

The Government, in response to the Productivity Commission’s 2002 inquiry into airport price regula-
tion, introduced price monitoring to provide greater scope for airports to price, invest and operate effi-
ciently. The Government stated that the policy would be reviewed after five years to determine whether
there have been unjustifiable price increases that warrant the reimposition of price controls (the Gov-
ernment’s response is available on the Treasurer's website at
Www.treasurer.gov.au/tsr/content/pressrel eases/2002/024.asp).

The Government recently announced that the policy, which is due to expire on 30 June 2007, will be
reviewed in 2006 by the Productivity Commission. The Commission will be asked to consider whether
there have been any unjustifiable price increases and to make recommendations regarding the devel op-
ment of future regulatory arrangements.

In addition, it should be noted that, under Part I11A of the Trade Practices Act 1974 (which establishes a
national regime to facilitate access to essential infrastructure services) all Australian airports are poten-
tially subject to declaration. Declaration provides an access seeker with a legally enforceable right to
negotiate access to that service on reasonable terms and conditions. For a service to be declared under
Part I11A, the designated minister must be satisfied of all of the matters listed in section 44H(2). Where
commercial agreement cannot be concluded in relation to the terms and conditions of access to a de-
clared service, the parties have recourse to the ACCC for arbitration.

Super annuation Surcharge
(Question No. 3119)
Mr Fitzgibbon asked the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer, in writing, on 27
February 2006:

(1) Isheaware of the backlog of exception transactions relating to the Superannuation Surcharge that
appear to date back for 8 years and amount to around 10.4 million transactions.

(2) How current and accurate is the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) estimate that the backlog
amounts to $323 million of uncollected revenue.

(3) What steps have been taken to clear the backlog.
(4) What proportion of the $323 million does the ATO expect to collect and what effect does this have
on the accuracy of ATO revenue estimates.
Mr Dutton—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) Yes.
(2) TheATO revised its estimate in November 2004 to $195 million, then in April 2005 to $205 mil-
lion.

(3) In 2005 the ATO identified approximately 10.4 million work items relating to unquoted tax file
numbers that had accumulated prior to June 2004 and an additional 800,000 that had accumulated
during the course of the next financial year. During the second half of 2005 the ATO addressed
around 10.4 million of these items. The magjority of these work items did not result in a surcharge
liahility assessment. Of the residual 800,000 exceptions all but 18,000 are still awaiting attention.
Plans are on track to finalise this work.
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(4) TheATO has advised that 90% of the surcharge debt raised will be collected.
Taxation
(Question No. 3122)

Mr Fitzgibbon asked the Minister for Small Business and Tourism, in writing, on
27 February 2006:

(1) What isthe current outstanding tax liability for the small businesses sector.
(2) Hasthelevel of outstanding tax liability risen over recent years; if so, why.

(3) What action has the Government taken to try an ease the compliance burden on small business and
wasit effective.

(4) Can she say why the take up rate of the Simplified Tax Scheme by small business has been so low.
(5) Isthe Government considering other schemes to reduce the compliance burden.

(6) How much consultation is done with stakeholders when considering ways to reduce compliance
costs for small business.

(7) Can she say which (a) government agencies and (b) regulations place the highest compliance bur-
den on small businesses

Fran Bailey—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) This matter falls within the portfolio responsibilities of the Treasurer.
(2) This matter falls within the portfolio responsibilities of the Treasurer.

(3) The Government is actively pursuing a reform agenda to relieve small business of the burden of
unnecessary regulation. Last year the Government cut red tape in a number of key areas including
GST reporting, making AWA's, Superannuation Guarantee reporting and unfair dismissal laws. In
October 2005, the Prime Minister appointed a Taskforce to identify practical options for reducing
red tape on business, including small business. The Government is now considering the recom-
mendations of the Taskforce.

The Prime Minister and Treasurer also announced on 12 October 2005 new annual stocktakes of
existing regulation, and more rigorous use within government of cost-benefit analysis of proposed
regulation. In this regard, the Office of Small Business has developed a costing model to assist
government agencies to cost the compliance burden of proposed regulations with the aim of keep-
ing the burden to a minimum. The Government has endorsed the costing mode for use on any pro-
posals coming before it that have an impact on business. It is al'so recommended that the costing
model be used for proposals coming forward as part of the Budget process.

The Australian Government’s www.business.gov.au website is an online resource, which provides,
information and services eectronically in a business-friendly manner to businesses so that they can
more easily deal with the threetiers of government in Australia. Technology will continueto play a
part in reducing business compliance costs. In December 2004, | launched the ABN Lookup tool,
which allows businesses to undertake multiple searches of Australian Business Numbers. In No-
vember 2005, | launched Forms Manager, a valuable tool, which allows small business to
download and save government forms directly to their personal or laptop computer to complete at
their convenience.

On 5 July 2005, | launched the Regulation Reduction Incentive Fund (RRIF), a competitive grants
program to encourage local government to ease the regulatory burden on small business. In De-
cember 2005, | announced that Australia’s 1.2 million small businesses will save an estimated $450
million through local government projects to cut compliance costs that we have funded from the
$50 million RRIF.
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(4)

©)

(6)

)

International studies have generally concluded that Australia’s regulatory system performs well in-
ternationally. For example, a World Bank (2005) study Doing Business in 2006 considered the time
and cost involved in over 155 countries in performing essential business activities (such as starting
abusiness, hiring workers and enforcing contracts). This report rated Australia as sixth best.

The 1999 Review of Business Taxation chaired by John Ralph anticipated that in a mature system
around 60% of digible businesses would take up the Simplified Tax System. At that time the ATO
estimated that the system would take some 2 to 3 years after implementation to reach maturity. Fur-
ther questions should be directed to the Treasurer, as this falls within his portfolio responsibilities.

The Government is committed to reducing red tape for small business so they can concentrate on
growth and job creation. For example, the Board of Taxation is currently undertaking, at the Gov-
ernment’s instigation, a scoping study of small business tax compliance costs to identify areas
where compliance costs can be reduced. The Board's consultation processes commenced in early
2006 and afinal report will be provided to Government in the latter half of this year.

Consultation with stakeholders is standard practice in the policy devel opment process for new ini-
tiatives or programs. With regard to tax measures, the Department of the Treasury takes a number
of different approaches to liaison and consultation depending upon the time available or the com-
mercial and other sensitivities surrounding an issue. The ATO has various consultation processes
and it has a program on making it easier to comply, which is aimed at reducing the compliance
costs of businesses doing business with the ATO.

(@ Thereis insufficient data on this issue to provide a definitive answer. By way of context, as
indicated previously, international studies have generally concluded that Australia’s regulatory
system performs well internationally. For example, a World Bank (2005) study Doing Busi-
ness in 2006 considered the time and cost involved in over 155 countries in performing essen-
tial business activities (such as starting a business, hiring workers and enforcing contracts).
This reported rated Australiaas sixth best.

(b) Regulations at al levels of government, particularly the burden imposed by compliance proc-
esses, are the main source of red tape for the small business sector. Businesses have also raised
concerns with the Office of Small Business about the implications of business-to-business red
tape. It is often not a single regulation that causes problems for small business, but the cumula-
tive burden of numerous regulations that a business has to deal with on a day to day basis.

Workplace Relations
(Question No. 3123)

Mr Fitzgibbon asked the Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations, in writing,

on 27 February 2006:

@
2
©)
(4)
©)

(6)
)

Can the Minister say what the cost will be for small business of the new industrial relations
changes.

How and when will information on implementing the industrial relations changes be provided to
small business.

What new fees or costs can small businesses expect to incur under the industrial relations changes.
Will lawyers be required to draw up the individual contracts.

Will information need to be provided to lawyers about the changes before they draw up the con-
tracts.

Will small businesses be able to claim the legal fees as a tax deduction.

How long will small businesses have to arrange individual contracts for their existing employees
and will they be liable for penaltiesif it isn’t done before the deadline.
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(8) Isthe Government aware of concerns in the small business sector about the implications for them
of theindustrial relations changes.

(9) Has the Minister's department been contacted by small business representatives about the confu-
sion theindustrial relations changes are causing.

(10) Is the Government aware of the latest quarterly MY OB Australian Small Business Survey showing
that confusion in the small business sector about the industrial relations changes has seen hiring in-
tentions fall by 11 per cent.

(11) Will the Government undertake programs to educate small business owners about the industrial
relations changes; if so, what sum will be spent on the programs and for how long will they run.

Mr Andrews—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) Itis not possible to quantify in dollar terms the costs to small business of the WorkChoices re-
forms. However, any costs that may be incurred are expected to be minimal and are likely to be
outweighed by the benefits that will be provided by the simplification of Australia’s workplace re-
lations system. For instance, small business will greatly benefit from the reforms to unfair dis-
missal laws and the replacement of the costly agreement approval processes with a simple lodge-
ment process for all agreements. In addition WorkChoices will also restore protections from redun-
dancy pay obligations for small businesses with 15 or less employees.

(2) An information and education campaign to promote and explain the workplace relations reforms to
al Australian employees and employers, including small business, commenced following the proc-
lamation of the WorkChoices legislation.

(3) See the response to Question 1. WorkChoices will not impose any new fees on small business. In
fact, the Government has announced that from 1 July 2006 the upfront incorporation fee charged
by the Australian Securities and Investments Commission will be reduced from $800 to $400, at an
estimated cost of $216.4 million over four years. This reduction in fees will assist small businesses
wishing to incorporate and access the benefits of the WorkChoices system.

(4) No. The Office of the Employment Advocate will provide advice and assistance for employers and
employees who wish to enter into an agreement.

(5) No. See also the response to Question 2 above.

(6) Questions on the tax deductibility of specific expenses should be directed to the Australian Taxa-
tion Office.

(7) WorkChoices provides employers and employees with choice as to the most appropriate form of
agreement for their circumstances, whether that agreement is individual or collective. There is no
requirement for small business to arrange individual contracts with their existing or new employ-
ees.

(8) and (9). No. As noted in the response to question 2, an information and education campaign will be
undertaken to promote and explain the workplace relations reforms. The campaign will target small
business, among other groups.

(10) I am aware of the survey. Other recent surveys have also explored this aspect of the WorkChoices
reforms. For instance, the February 2006 Sensis Business Index — Small & Medium Enterprises
found that * Of those small businesses intending to make changes as aresult of the reforms, they are
most likely to do this by hiring more staff.’

(11) As part of the WorkChoices information and education campaign, information will be made avail-
able through a number of sources including, seminars, fact sheets, a website and an information
line. $7.31m has been provided through the 2005-06 Additional Estimates process, to deliver tar-
geted information and education activities.
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Workplace Relations
(Question No. 3124)

Mr Fitzgibbon asked the Minister for Small Business and Tourism, in writing, on
27 February 2006:

(1) Can the Minister say what the cost will be for small business of the new industrial relations
changes.

(2) How and when will information on implementing the industrial relations changes be provided to
small business.

(3) What new fees or costs can small businesses expect to incur under theindustrial relations changes.
(4) Will lawyers be required to draw up theindividual contracts.

(5) Will information need to be provided to lawyers about the changes before they draw up the con-
tracts.

(6) Will small businesses be ableto claim thelegal fees as a tax deduction.

(7) How long will small businesses have to arrange individual contracts for their existing employees
and will they be liable for penaltiesif it isn’t done before the deadline.

(8) Isthe Government aware of concerns in the small business sector about the implications for them
of theindustrial relations changes.

(9) Has the Minister's department been contacted by small business representatives about the confu-
sion theindustrial relations changes are causing.

(10) I's the Government aware of the latest quarterly MY OB Australian Small Business Survey showing
that confusion in the small business sector about the industrial relations changes has seen hiring in-
tentions fall by 11 per cent.

(11) Will the Government undertake programs to educate small business owners about the industrial
relations changes; if so, what sum will be spent on the programs and for how long will they run.

Fran Bailey—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) Itis not possible to quantify in dollar terms the costs to small business of the WorkChoices re-
forms. The principal object of Work Choices is to simplify Australia’s workplace relations system
and reduce the compliance costs on small business by reducing the complexity and red tape of the
current six separate | egislative systems in operation.

However, Work Choices does eliminate costs for small business in the form of ‘go away money’ —
money paid out by small businesses as a result ex-employees bring forward vexatious unfair dis-
missal claims. Businesses that employ up to and including 100 employees will be exempt from un-
fair dismissal laws.

(2) An information and education campaign to promote and explain the workplace relations reforms to
all Australian employees and employers, including small business, has been launched to coincide
with the proclamation of the Work Choices legislation.

(3) Seethe response to Question 1. As to fees, Work Choices will not impose any new fees on small
business.

(4) No. The introduction of a lodgement only process for individual and collective agreements has
simplified agreement making. The Office of the Employment Advocate provides templates and as-
sistance for employers and employees electing to initiate a workplace agreement.

(5) Asprofessionals, if alawyer is employed to draw up an individual contract then they would need to
ensure that it is alawful contract, the same as they do for any type of contract they assist with. It is

QUESTIONSIN WRITING



Wednesday, 10 May 2006 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 231

part of a lawyer’s role to keep abreast of applicable changes to the law and changes to workplace
law are no different in this respect.

(6) The Work Choices legislation amends the Workplace Relations Act 1996; | am advised that it has
not amended income tax legislation. Questions on tax deductibility of specific expenses should be
directed to the Australian Taxation Office.

(7) Itisnot compulsory for small business to arrange individual contracts with their existing or new
employees. Consequently, there are no deadlines to arrange individual contracts for existing em-
ployees. Existing agreements in place at the commencement of Work Choices will continue to op-
erate beyond their nominal expiry date until terminated or replaced.

(8) The Government is aware of concerns in the small business sector about what the Work Choices
reforms mean for them. Education campaigns are an important part of policy implementation as
they equip those affected to make the transition successfully. Accordingly, a targeted awareness and
education campaign will be delivered. Additional assistance and advice will be available through
the Office of Employment Advocate, the Department of Employment and Workplace Relations,
and employer organisations. The latest Sensis® Business Index released on 28 February 2006 re-
ported that industrial relations policy was the main reason SMEs gave for supporting the Federal
Government.

(9) Representations received by the Department from small businesses and industry associations have
not focused on confusion about the Work Choices changes.

(10) Yes. Other recent surveys have also explored this aspect of the Work Choices reforms. The Febru-
ary 2006 Sensis Business Index — Small & Medium Enterprises found that ‘Of those small busi-
nesses intending to make changes as a result of the reforms, they are most likdly to do this by hir-
ing more staff’.

(11) See response to Question 2. Questions on program details should be directed to the Minister for
Employment and Workplace Relations.

Employment
(Question No. 3128)
Mr Hayes asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 28 February 2006:

(1) Which suburbs within the dectoral division of Werriwa has his department identified as areas of
workforce shortage.

(2) How many overseas doctors have been relocated to the eectoral division of Werriwa through the
program intended to address workforce shortage.

Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) The following suburbs within the Werriwa Electorate are currently considered to be districts of

workforce shortage:
Austra Carnes Hill Cecil Hills
Edmondson Park Horningsea Park Hoxton Park
Kemps Creek Prestons West Hoxton

In addition parts of three suburbs are currently considered to be districts of workforce shortage.
These are: Cartwright, Cross Roads and Lurnea. My department is not able to advise whether a
specific medical practice in these suburbs is situated in a district of workforce shortage until my
delegate in the department has been supplied with the practice address.

(2) Thereis currently one overseas trained doctor subject to the Medicare provider number restrictions
who is approved to work in the electorate of Werriwa.
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Werriwa Elector ate: General Practitioners
(Question No. 3129)
Mr Hayes asked the Minister for Health and Ageing, in writing, on 28 February 2006:
How many general practitioners have relocated to the electoral division of Werriwa under the Govern-
ment’s More Doctors for Outer Metropolitan Areas Program.
Mr Abbott—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
Two general practitioners have relocated to the electoral division of Werriwa under the More Doctors
for Outer Metropolitan Areas Measure.
National Highway System
(Question No. 3130)
Mr Hayes asked the Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads, in writing, on
28 February 2006:

(1) Areinfrastructure works on National Highways fully funded by the Commonwedlth; if not, why
not.

(2) Since 1996, which infrastructure works on National Highways were funded by local councils,
whereis each work located and why was it not funded by the Commonwealth.

Mr Lloyd—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

(1) Until 30 June 2004, the Commonweglth accepted financial responsibility for the National Highway
System. The AusLink arrangements provide for the sharing of costs with the States and Territories
of projects on the National Land Transport Network, which incorporates the former National
Highway.

(2) Under the arrangements for funding the former National Highway System, matters such as the pro-
vision of access to service centres, shopping, housing and industrial developments and parking
lanes were indigible for Commonwealth funding and hence may have been funded by either the
State or relevant local council. Councils may have chosen to fund or contribute to infrastructure
works on the National Highway where there were significant benefits to their local communities.
As any such projects did not involve Australian Government funds, the Department of Transport
and Regional Services does not have the rel evant records.

Hume Highway
(Question No. 3131)
Mr Hayes asked the Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads, in writing, on
28 February 2006:

(1) Is he familiar with the Hume Highway, Campbelltown, Additional Ramps Study conducted in Oc-
tober 2001.

(2) What were the findings of the study on the benefits of the construction of on and off ramps at In-
gleburn.

(3) Will the construction of the Hume Highway on and off ramps at Ingleburn provide benefits addi-
tional to the reduction of traffic on local roads in the Campbelltown local government area.

(4) Will he explain the basis for the decision for the Commonwealth to only fund two thirds of the
construction of the on and off ramps at Ingleburn.

Mr Lloyd—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:
(1) 1 am advised that such a study was completed in early 2002.
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(2) The report found that the option that is currently under construction would have a benefit cost ratio
of 13.9.

(3) The study indicated that the benefits of additional ramps to most highway users are likely to be
small and will flow mainly to local residents through traffic reductions on the local and arterial
road network. Construction of the ramps would slightly increase the volume of traffic using the
southern section of the F5.

(4) The construction of the north-facing ramps at Brooks Road in the early 1990s was funded by NSW.

Given the high level of benefits flowing to local users, the Australian Government initially took the
view that the provision of the complementary south-facing ramps was a matter for the NSW and/or
local governments.
Subsequently, the former Minister for Transport and Regional Services, the Hon John Anderson
MP, agreed that the Australian Government would fund up to two-thirds of the cost of the ramps,
with the balance to be funded by NSW and/or the local community. The NSW Government de-
clined to fund the project and Campbelltown City Council agreed to pay the remaining third of the
cost.

National | nfrastructure
(Question No. 3132)

Mr Hayes asked the Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads, in writing, on
28 February 2006:

Will he explain the Government’s policy on when it is appropriate for local government to contribute to
the cost of providing nationally significant infrastructure.

Mr Lloyd—The answer to the honourable member’s question is as follows:

The AusLink White Paper encourages all levels of government to support and deliver a better land
transport system for Australia
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