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Monday, 26 June 2000
—————

The PRESIDENT (Senator the Hon.
Margaret Reid) took the chair at 12.30 p.m.,
and read prayers.
CHILDERS BACKPACKER TRAGEDY

The PRESIDENT—On behalf of all
senators, I express our deepest sympathy to
the families and friends of those who were
killed and to those injured in the Childers
backpackers hostel fire in Queensland. I also
wish to highly commend the efforts of rescu-
ers and support teams in the extremely deli-
cate and difficult operations following the
fire, and the people of Childers for their sup-
port of the backpackers made homeless by
the fire. I invite honourable senators to stand
in silence in memory of those who died and
in sympathy with their loved ones and
friends, with whom we join in mourning.

Honourable senators thereupon stood in
their places.

INDIRECT TAX LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2000

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 21 June, on motion

by Senator Ian Campbell:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Senator LEES (South Australia—Leader
of the Australian Democrats) (12.32 p.m.)—
The Indirect Tax Legislation Amendment Bill
2000 is quite extensive. It covers many issues
relating to the new tax system, but I am not
going to go through each individual matter in
detail. It contains a range of amendments that
the government has delivered that we pushed
very hard for, particularly amendments re-
lating to charities, the public education sys-
tem—public schools—and small winemak-
ers. I want to start by acknowledging that. I
also want to mention a couple of issues on
which the government has not as yet deliv-
ered. Undertakings have been made by gov-
ernment leadership in those areas, and port-
folio ministers have not yet completed what
was agreed during the last 12 months.

Let us begin by looking at the good news.
Over the last year, the Democrats have been
pushing very hard to improve the operation
of the GST in respect of charities and not-for-

profit bodies. In our agreement with the gov-
ernment last year, it was an essential part of
the agreement that a Charities Consultative
Committee be set up. This was chaired by the
deputy commissioner, Rick Matthews, and
consisted of representatives of the charitable
sector. That committee has been a huge suc-
cess, in large part because of the work of its
members—I should single out the excellent
work of our nominee on the committee, As-
sociate Professor Myles McGreggor Low-
nes—also because of the openness to good
argument of the tax officials, led by Mr
Matthews, and because the Democrats have
kept pushing the needs of this sector in our
negotiations with government. Since last
June, the government has already agreed to
make GST exempt the fundraising ventures
of not-for-profit organisations in subentities
with incomes of less than $100,000. It has
also agreed to broaden GST-free treatment to
goods sold for less than 75 per cent of their
direct cost and to issue generous rulings on
the definition of charities and the tax treat-
ment of things like accommodation, member-
ship fees and journals—to name just a few.

This bill goes even further, containing
even more amendments. It includes making
GST exempt major one-off fundraising
events run by charities, which is something
that we first proposed last April. It will allow
for more flexible quarterly reporting and the
reimbursement of volunteers’ expenses. It
cleans up compliance costs for tuckshops and
allows church groups to eliminate internal
transactions for GST purposes. All of these
recommendations have come out of the
Charities Consultative Committee. Compar-
ing the concessions for charities now avail-
able under the GST—as improved by the
Democrats’ work over the past year—to the
treatment of charities by any of the 28 OECD
countries with a GST, we really can say that
in Australia we will deliver the most gener-
ous treatment in terms of zero rating and ex-
emptions. In addition, there are two major
new concessions for schools: government
schools will now have the same GST-free
treatment as charities and private schools,
which is something we lobbied very hard for;
and equipment leased or hired by schools will
be GST free—another one of our key de-
mands. I only hope that the state govern-
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ments will make it very clear to schools how
this entire section of the act is actually going
to impact on them.

The bill also puts into legislation the $46
million rebate scheme for small winemakers,
agreed between the Democrats and the gov-
ernment in September last year. This rebate
effectively means that small winemakers with
a turnover on cellar door or mail-order sales
of less than $300,000 will be exempt from
the wine equalisation tax—WET—with the
15 per cent state rebate and the 14 per cent
federal rebate. That means that WET will not
apply to around two-thirds of wineries at
all—the small, boutique wineries that are so
important to our rural and regional tourism
industries. In addition, this bill contains 58
pages of other technical amendments to the
GST legislation that have flowed out of the
industry consultative process and the ATO,
which clarify aspects of the law as it pertains
to a wide range of issues.

This is the sixth bill amending the GST act
that the Senate has dealt with since July last
year. This should not be any surprise to those
who have been following the implementation
of our new tax system. The GST is a new tax
system, and it was inevitable that aspects of
its operation would be modified as the Aus-
tralian Taxation Office came to better under-
stand different types of businesses and differ-
ent sections of industry. The government has
been prepared to keep working through tech-
nical issues for many business groups as well
as for charities, and that has certainly been a
real positive.

I will move on to other issues. The gov-
ernment’s plan to offer caravan park opera-
tors the choice of input taxing or half of the
5.5 per cent rate of the GST was on the table
and in the package before we started our ne-
gotiations with the government. In principle,
we can, and could at that stage, see the merit
of this approach. It will overcome the prob-
lems that operators would have had in trying
to divide between permanent residents and
temporary residents and in trying to deter-
mine where tax credits could be claimed and
where tax credits could not be claimed. In-
deed, the operators themselves were very
comfortable with this arrangement.

The big question, though, is: what is the
impact in the short term on the permanent
residents of caravan parks and boarding
houses? Has the right rate been chosen? This
was a matter of discussion between the
Democrats and the Treasurer and the Prime
Minister back in June last year, and this is
where we accepted the government’s under-
taking that specific modelling on the issue
would be commissioned. We asked the gov-
ernment to model the specific circumstances
of specific types of caravan parks and
boarding houses, and the government com-
missioned a study on boarding houses
through the Department of Family and
Community Services. This was completed in
January. It was sent back to the consultant for
some reworking and finalised in March. As
Senator Newman has told us during question
time on a couple of occasions, it was then
sent back to Treasury.

This is where the problems seem to have
started because, despite our asking for the
study on numerous occasions, it finally sur-
faced only when Channel 9 released sections
of it a week or so ago, which did not impress
many of us. It seems that the reason it be-
came lost for so long—and certainly once we
had read it—was that it was not that favour-
able in the short term, particularly for resi-
dents in homes where there is little, if any,
refurbishment and upgrading. We then an-
nounced that the best way to overcome this
was to halve the rate, and we believed that
this was, on all the modelling, the fairest pos-
sible outcome. It was clear that the 5.5 per
cent rate was not a good deal in the short
term for boarding house residents. Indeed,
the model that we suggested was the pre-
ferred one of the Caravan and Camping In-
dustry Association, the key industry body.
Our option—that is, reducing the rate of 5.5
per cent by half to 2.75 per cent—would have
resulted in a one per cent to 1¼ per cent rise
in boarding house fees. This compares with
the rate found in the report of about four per
cent under the government’s proposal. The
suggestion that the Labor Party made that
there should not be a tax option but only in-
put taxing would have meant about a 3.6 per
cent increase. If you forced the caravan parks
and boarding houses to do it, the option that
the Labor Party has offered would have
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meant at least a 3.6 per cent rise in the short
term. Obviously, we could not accept that
either.

Very early in the debate, Senator Cook, on
behalf of the ALP, announced that the ALP
would be voting down our amendment in this
chamber, which left us wanting to get a better
result, particularly for those in boarding
houses and caravan parks where there were
not going to be a lot of write-offs. You have
to look right across the spectrum and give a
full range of options and opportunities to the
operators so that they can choose what will
give the best result for those who live perma-
nently in their establishments. Even though
our rate delivered a better outcome for resi-
dents than Labor’s input taxing model, the
ALP made it very clear that they would vote
down our amendment. With no hope of our
amendment getting up in the Senate, at the
end of the day the Democrats got another $33
million increase in rent assistance and a guar-
antee that the ACCC will keep a very tight
watch on all operators and that operators will
actually be encouraged to get—

Senator Murphy interjecting—
Senator LEES—No, it goes a lot further

than what the National Party was able to ne-
gotiate, because the reporting back process
will be to parliament and the emphasis will
be not on what is best for the operator but on
what will get the best outcome for their resi-
dents. That is the key issue here: the outcome
has to be for the residents. It is not as good
for caravan park and boarding house resi-
dents as our first option, but it is a lot better
than the position the ALP left us. One other
positive about the option that we have nego-
tiated is that this $33 million is not just for
those living in boarding houses and caravan
parks but for all renters who are eligible for
rent assistance, and all of the people who are
receiving some form of support payment
qualify for rent assistance. It will therefore
spread to those renting flats, houses, et cet-
era. It is one of those issues on which we
have an outcome, even if it is not the one we
preferred.

I will touch briefly on some of the other
discussions where we still have what is best
described as unfinished business. In particu-
lar, this is in the area of the environment,

where I believe there is serious white-anting
of our proposals by a number of ministers.
They may think that they are white-anting us,
but in fact they are white-anting their own
government’s commitments on issues such as
genetically modified foods, the greenhouse
trigger and second-hand diesel engines. Un-
fortunately, quite a list is beginning to grow.
They are all in our pending, not yet finalised
basket, and we will keep harassing govern-
ment in whichever ways we can. I say to
those ministers: commitments have been
given in a number of areas, the issues are not
finalised yet and we will be watching with
great interest to see the final decision.

In the few minutes I have left, I must touch
on the government’s advertising campaign. In
this area, I think the government has really
shot itself in the foot. Obviously, a lot of
what is being spent is essential spending. The
seminars, the money that is going into the
field trips, the web site—although there still
seems to be an enormous backlog there—the
information packs and a lot of the specific
industry targeted assistance are obviously
essential, although I note that the ALP seems
to have managed to wind it all up into the one
basket and talk in very general terms when it
criticises one particular series of television
ads.

In my view, the spending of $40 million
on those television ads has been largely an
exercise in wasting money and alienating
some of the people who were on the side of
tax reform in the first place. I do not know
what sort of research and development the
government did. I presumed they had better
access to focus groups and polling, which
would have told them that the community
was after specific details and specific infor-
mation. As difficult to get across in a 20- or
30-second ad as some of that may be, I would
suggest that primary school classes set the
exercise of selling basic GST information
would have managed it in a more acceptable
way—with far more detail—than the gov-
ernment have managed it. Hopefully, people
will see the last of the Unchain My Heart ads
very shortly. I do not think they will be
missed. We stayed with tax reform because
we thought it was a story worth being in-
volved in. We thought tax reform was essen-
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tial. We are very disappointed that we have
not had a government program of advertising
that gets information across to the many peo-
ple who are still unnecessarily concerned
about how the tax system will help them.

We stayed on the side of tax reform in this
debate because we will be seeing more
money for schools, hospitals and public
transport, et cetera, and we have heard snip-
pets of stories about the additional money
that will be raised. The ABN registrations are
now running 25 per cent ahead of govern-
ment forecasts. In other countries where these
registrations were well ahead of forecasts—
Canada and New Zealand, for example—it
led to considerably more money being raised.
Indeed, Canada raised 20 per cent more than
was forecast, and New Zealand raised 40 per
cent more than was forecast. So it has been a
worthwhile exercise, and the states will have
no excuses for not spending this money
where they should: on public services.

The extra $4.6 billion that it seems will be
raised represents an awful lot of black econ-
omy and grey economy activity being
smoked out of the system, with people now
being forced to pay tax. According to the
Access Economics report from earlier this
week, some states are already out spending
the expected windfall. Hopefully, everybody
will agree that that is a good news story. Re-
ducing the price of Australian exports is a
good news story, as is cracking down on tax
avoidance. In particular, removing the whole-
sale sales tax from orange juice and other
items where it never should have been in the
first place is a good news story, and so are the
long-term increases in pensions and allow-
ances. So it is disappointing that so much of
this is not being presented.

We do have to ask why, a week from im-
plementation, the government has now
picked a fight with oil companies and created
more uncertainty and more consternation in
the community that the promises will not be
kept. It is almost as though some within gov-
ernment have a death wish. Relying on mar-
keting forecasts and Treasury estimates, pre-
dictions and modelling on this particular is-
sue, why aren’t we standing up and making
sure that basic promises are kept? Also, lis-
tening to what the government has been say-

ing on tax reform, why is it not undoing
many of the misrepresentations and the
bleating from the Labor opposition? I do not
believe the government has properly coun-
tered a lot of the horror stories that have
been, in many cases, on the front pages in our
media. So many of those could have been
countered and clearly explained. So much of
what the opposition has been saying about
tax reform is deliberately alarmist, negative
and incorrect. But its scare campaign was let
run by a government that did not seem to be
on the front foot on many of these issues.

Senator Cook—Because it wasn’t a scare
campaign!

Senator LEES—Senator Cook, you say
that it is not a scare campaign, but you would
like us to believe that the world is about to
end next Saturday and that we are somehow
guinea pigs in the world. You would like us
to believe we are the first country to intro-
duce a tax on services in this way when, in
fact, we are one of the last. We are not guinea
pigs. We have designed a system that picks
up the better features of other systems in the
OECD. You would like us to believe that we
are all doomed and that it is going to be the
end of the world as we know it, and it is utter
nonsense. It has been up to the government to
counter a lot of those attacks, but the gov-
ernment’s effort in doing that has been very
poor. Twenty-seven OECD countries have
already made this transition, and 23 of them
have food either zero rated or taxed with
concessions.

In 1985, then Labor Treasurer Paul Keat-
ing went in to bat for a broad based con-
sumption tax, but he was eventually com-
pletely rolled on the issue. At that stage, I
understand he was backed in cabinet by Kim
Beazley and Gareth Evans, but the Labor
Party never had the bottle to get in and do it
and to raise the money the country needs for
services. In 1993, for political purposes, Mr
Keating decided to dump this basic principle
and to oppose a GST. This is where the Labor
Party is now: opposing the new tax system
purely for political purposes. The deceit in all
of this is that the angst the Labor Party has
whipped up in sections of the community has
been the result of a campaign which it knows
is perpetrating a fraud on the Australian peo-
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ple. The past year has seen one of the worst
abrogations of responsibility we have ever
seen from an opposition party. The opposi-
tion should be coming up with new ideas. It
should be looking at initiatives.

Senator Cook—We’re not imposing this
tax; you are!

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Chapman)—Order! Senator Cook,
you know interjections are disorderly, and I
ask you to abide by the standing orders of the
Senate.

Senator Cook—I’m being misrepre-
sented.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT—
You can make a statement at the conclusion
of the debate.

Senator LEES—We would hope to see an
opposition pushing the envelope in a con-
structive manner, looking at new ideas and
initiatives. Instead, they have come up with
no new alternatives, and they talk vaguely
about some sort of a roll-back. But, if we
leave untaxed the services sector in this
country, the fastest growing part of our econ-
omy, we cannot provide the essentials, par-
ticularly for people on low incomes—the
very people Labor have scared the most with
the campaign they have been running. They
know more services—indeed, 4.2 per cent
more services—are used by the top 10 per
cent of income earners. Over four times more
services are used by the wealthy, the top 10
per cent of income earners, compared with
the bottom 10 per cent, and they know it is a
con trip to suggest it is unfair to tax services.
It has been a shameful performance from a
party that do not seem to have any ideas in
this area. They are hoping the polls will go
up—and they have. Presumably they think
they have done a good job undermining the
introduction of our new tax system. But, in
12 months time, they will be seen very
clearly for what they have done. (Time ex-
pired)

Senator IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister for Communications, Information
Technology and the Arts) (12.52 p.m.)—in
reply—I thank all honourable senators for
their contributions to the second reading de-

bate on the Indirect Tax Legislation Amend-
ment Bill 2000 and particularly the contribu-
tion from Senator Lees which I thought, in
most of its content, was spot-on. I know from
my own perspective, and on behalf of the
Treasurer’s and the Assistant Treasurer’s of-
fices, that we certainly have not been allow-
ing Labor’s misrepresentations and their
hollow campaign to go unrebutted. We are
certainly working hard to ensure that, wher-
ever we pick up a misrepresentation, we
quickly rebut it.

As Senator Lees would know better than
most, Labor set out many months ago to be a
one-trick pony when it comes to the Austra-
lian political debate—that is, criticise the
GST, criticise the GST and do nothing else—
by coming up with a misrepresentation or a
scare every day. Virtually every time you
track down a Labor Party scare on the GST,
you will find that it has no basis in fact or
truth, that it is a scare, that it is made up and
that it does require rebuttal. Much of the
Treasurer’s time, the Assistant Treasurer’s
time and my own time has been spent going
onto radio programs and talkback programs
around this nation trying to rebut the gross
misrepresentations put forward by people
such as Mr Beazley and Mr Crean. They
seem to believe that it is some sort of substi-
tute for a rigorous, intellectual pursuit of new
policies to keep kicking the GST in a mis-
guided and misrepresentative way. You need
only to go through any of the transcripts of
Mr Beazley’s or Mr Crean’s contributions on
this debate on the radio in the past six months
to find that they are generally full of gross
misrepresentations and distortions.

Senator Lees will find that ultimately the
people of Australia will judge the tax system
on how it affects them. We are confident that
it will not only improve Australia’s economy
but also provide a sustainable basis for taxa-
tion which will, as Senator Lees has quite
properly said, create a substantial increase in
the reliability of the tax base, which all goes
to the states. It will ensure that the crucial
parts of government supplied infrastructure in
this nation—education and health in particu-
lar but also road funding, which is so crucial
to ensuring that Australia is a successful,
prosperous and safe nation—will have a
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source of funding. You will not have the an-
nual charade of premiers coming to Canberra
and having to wait in their hotel rooms and
have the envelope slipped under the door
with the latest offer from the Commonwealth
as to how much money they will have each
year.

The states will have a sustainable base of
funding from a tax system that is a modern
tax system and that replaces the system that
Labor stood by for so many years. That is
despite the very strong efforts by the younger
Treasurer Keating who, as Senator Lees said,
put in an enormous effort in the first 18
months of the Labor government, recognising
the tax system that he had inherited as a
Treasurer in the early 1980s was not sustain-
able. He used up a lot of his political capital
trying to get a consensus of the then Hawke-
Keating government to move to a modern tax
system. I recommend to anyone who wants to
study the development of the new tax system
that they carefully read the books—particu-
larly the Keating biography by John Ed-
wards, Keating: the inside story—of that era
in Australian politics when Mr Keating spent
a lot of time and effort and political capital
trying to get a modern tax system. Of course,
he was brought down by the troglodytes in
the Labor Party—those people who did not
want change and who wanted to keep every-
thing the way it was—who saw the golden
era of the Labor Party as something that
should not be fiddled with and who thought
we should be careful about change. Labor
was not able to stand behind Mr Keating,
who was a reformer, who was someone who
wanted to modernise the Australian economy
and who was brought down. It was one of the
biggest failures in his career and Senator
Cook, as a personal friend of Mr Keating’s at
the time, would know that he was devastated
by that defeat. That devastation comes out
through reading the transcripts at the time
and also in the John Edwards book.

Australians did need a new tax system
then. We need one now and, within a few
days, we will get one. We will get one in
spite of the negativity, the whingeing, the
carping, the whining, the undermining and
the misrepresentation of the Australian Labor
Party. What will happen on 1 July is that the

people of Australia will expect more of the
Labor Party. They will have a new tax system
that has been introduced honestly and openly.
We have gone out through advertising and
told the Australian people what prices are
going to go up and what prices are going to
come down.

It is worth contrasting that with what La-
bor did after the 1993 election when they
campaigned against a GST, campaigned
against indirect tax increases and promised
tax cuts. What did they do after the elec-
tion—within weeks? They said, ‘Look, we’re
going to increase indirect taxes,’ and they
went up 20 per cent or 30 per cent in some
cases. Labor increased by 10 per cent the
taxes on a whole range of necessary day-to-
day items in the supermarket, such as tooth-
paste and toilet paper. As Senator Lees said,
the tax on orange juice was increased by 10
per cent; there were increases on a whole
range of food items. A whole range of school
stationery items—something that people do
not know about—was taxed by Labor. Every
single item that a kid needs to put in their
pencil case when they go to school has a hid-
den Labor sales tax on it. Labor did not want
you to know that other items that are neces-
sities of life were going up. Even when it
comes to hardware items, Labor had a 22 per
cent tax on a whole range of those things. Mr
Dawkins came back after the 1993 election
and, with the full support of Senator Cook,
who sat in the cabinet room, Labor stuck up
all of those taxes.

Those opposite did not take out ads saying,
‘Look, by the way, we’re putting up the price
of wheelbarrows, we’re putting up the price
of lawn mowers, we’re putting up the price of
guttering, we’re putting up the price of every
single hardware item—taps and spouts and
everything else you need to build a home,’
because they did not compensate you for it.
This government is not only compensating
people with increases in rental assistance and
pension increases and a range of other bene-
fits; we also will be delivering as at 1 July
$12 billion worth of personal tax cuts.

In 1993 Labor put up indirect taxes on all
of those items I have mentioned: pens, pen-
cils, pencil cases and paper—and computers.
Here we are, trying to build a clever country,
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trying to build a nation that is the most con-
nected on earth, trying to get people onto the
Internet, and Labor stuck the tax up on com-
puters and modems by 10 per cent. You did
not tell anyone that. You are defending a tax
system that puts a 22 per cent tax on comput-
ers. So, at the entry gate to the knowledge
economy, the information economy, that was
the Labor Party’s policy. Senator Cook every
question time screams and yells and says,
‘We’re not backing the GST, that’s not our
policy.’ He is backing the wholesale sales tax,
which is a 22 per cent tax on the knowledge
economy. An absolutely stupid policy!

Senator Cook—That is not our policy.
Senator IAN CAMPBELL—We are

rolling back that tax, are we? Could we get
you on the record there?

Senator Cook—We propose to modify
some of those taxes. They will be constantly
under review and—

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Chapman)—Order!

Senator Cook—I’m answering the ques-
tion.

Senator IAN CAMPBELL—This will be
a good debate to have. We have a committee
stage, and it will be very good for Senator
Cook to put down on paper what they were
going to do to the 22 per cent tax on comput-
ers and modems, because no other Labor
spokesman has had the guts to do that. We
have just abolished it. On 1 July, that iniqui-
tous, stupid, low brow policy of taxing com-
puters and modems will have gone. It will be
out. The tax on all of those items is coming
down. The price of computers and modems
and all of that equipment will come down
from between eight to 15 per cent, the indus-
try tells us. That is a very big blow in favour
of building a clever country, a connected so-
ciety. The Labor Party did not tell people that
in 1993, and it did not deliver the tax cuts
either.

On 1 July, the people of Australia will be
able to see, in stark contrast, the difference
between Labor and Liberal. We honestly and
fairly and openly brought in a new tax sys-
tem. We do not underestimate how hard it
will be. We do not underestimate the amount
of information about it that people need to be

provided with. And we do not apologise for
having high profile ads like the Unchain my
heart TV ads to draw people’s attention to all
of the different sources of detailed informa-
tion, either in full-page print ads, in seminars,
on hotlines or in all of the other places. If
Senator Lees and others think we should in-
crease that information campaign as the days
and months roll on, then we will listen very
closely to that message because you do need
quality information. I do defend those ads
because it is very hard to get messages
through about what could be seen as turgid
sort of information about tax scales, benefits
and changes in indirect tax rates. Most mar-
keting people would tell you that you do need
some cut-through ads in order to draw peo-
ple’s attention to that information.

So I defend those Unchain my heart TV
ads. They were a very small portion of the
overall budget. Most of the $430 million-odd,
as Senator Lees knows, was spent on semi-
nars, information campaigns, booklets and
pamphlets, and the thousands upon thousands
of seminars that have been run either by the
tax office or by a range of other organisa-
tions—including, I believe, the ACTU to
inform their members of the changes. So
there is a very big difference between the
way the government has handled tax reform
and the Labor Party has. We will deliver
these big tax cuts, which will see people
across Australia with a lot more money in
their pockets. We will deliver tax cuts on
many items and, of course, a new tax on
many other items.

Senator Forshaw—A tax on petrol.
Senator IAN CAMPBELL—We have

never hidden that. It is not politically popular
to go around taxing things that have not been
taxed before. That is Politics 101. Your tutor
would say, ‘Look, it’s not popular to go and
put a new tax on all of these different things.’
Even Mr Keating understood that. He knew
that the only way you could get that sort of
generational change to take place in a policy
way and a politically achievable way would
be to ensure that the people most at risk from
those new taxes were compensated, and in
fact overcompensated, to ensure that they did
not feel the brunt of them. That is exactly
what the government has done. That is what
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Labor was never able to achieve. I think all
Australians will come to learn in their own
time that the change was worth the pain.

But we do not underestimate the benefits
to be gained by so many people, after having
gone through the transitional pain, in moving
from an old tax system, defended by an old
out-of-date Labor Party, to the new tax sys-
tem. I thank all honourable senators who
have contributed to this important debate. I
commend the bill to the Senate.

Question resolved in the affirmative.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The CHAIRMAN—Order! An explana-

tion has been provided by the Office of Par-
liamentary Counsel for the government
amendments to this bill having been framed
as requests, though I note that the explanation
has come to us indirectly. The explanation
states that the amendments would increase
payments out of a standing appropriation. If
that is correct, the Senate would normally
treat the amendments as requests. In addition,
the explanation suggests that amendments
should also be requests under the so-called
‘legally possible test’.

The Senate has never accepted that test,
which has not been adopted by either house
of the parliament and is contrary to the Sen-
ate Procedure Committee’s report on the
subject. There is no basis for the Office of
Parliamentary Counsel to adopt that test. Two
of the amendments are merely associated
with the amendments which affect expendi-
ture out of the appropriation and, in accor-
dance with the practice of the Senate, these
amendments will be treated as amendments.
It may be considered appropriate for the Sen-
ate to take some steps to ensure that an ex-
planation is received in advance of the Sen-
ate’s consideration of amendments in future
cases.

The bill.
Senator COOK (Western Australia—

Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.06 p.m.)—I have a question. I note
the remarks that you have just read into the
Hansard. I would be grateful if the chair
could indicate which of the proposed
government amendments satisfy your
description of requests and which satisfy

quests and which satisfy your description of
amendments so that we can direct our atten-
tion to what needs to be done in each case.

I do note your remarks that the Senate may
need to turn its attention to requiring the gov-
ernment to provide an explanation of what it
is proposing to do. I certainly endorse that
view. My reason for rising is that we have
had some further amendments tabled by the
government. The Indirect Tax Legislation
Amendment Bill 2000 proposes 211 new
amendments to the GST legislation. We are
four days out from the implementation of the
legislation. Those 211 amendments come on
the top of 1,700 amendments that the gov-
ernment have made to their own GST legis-
lation before this bill came into this chamber.
One does not have to be a political scientist,
as the Manager of Government Business was
reflecting on a moment ago, to realise that if
you have 1,911 amendments to a bill on the
GST—a complicated bill—you are apt to
confuse people in the community, not to
mention the Taxation Office to complicate
the issue of tax rulings, as to what it is you
are trying to do. We now have an additional
number of amendments today.

Throughout the debate, from the time the
bill was first introduced into this chamber, I
asked the government a set of questions
which went to this: is this all there is; is this
now what the legislation being proposed by
the government looks like or will there be
further amendments? Now that we are up to
nearly 2,000 amendments to the govern-
ment’s GST legislation and four days out
from its implementation, I ask the govern-
ment: are there further amendments; are there
additional ones that we do not yet know
about; can you tell us what is in the works
and, if there are any, how many there are?

The CHAIRMAN—On the issue of what
are amendments and what are requests,
Senator, I would advise you to check the run-
ning sheet because they have been listed
there as amendments and requests.

Senator IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the
Minister for Communications, Information
Technology and the Arts) (1.07 p.m.)—I table
a supplementary memorandum and a further
supplementary explanatory memorandum
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relating to the government amendments and
requests to be moved to the Indirect Tax
Legislation Amendment Bill 2000. These
memoranda were circulated in the chamber
on 21 and 26 June respectively.

Could I just say that Senator Kemp, who
joins us now, would have made the point in
his second reading contribution that the
measures in these bills have been arrived at
after extensive information and community
education programs, comments from the New
Tax System Advisory Board and detailed
examination of the law through the Austra-
lian Taxation Office’s rulings program. They
are improvements to the law. I regard it as
petty and churlish to start counting amend-
ments to tax laws. I have been in this place
for 10 years—I was in opposition for six of
them—and I remember this chamber spend-
ing day after day, after day, after day, after
week, after month and after year debating tax
laws amendment bills Nos 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7—
up to 10 or so a year.

Senator George Campbell interjecting—
Senator IAN CAMPBELL—There were

changes upon changes to the wholesale sales
tax system to create laws to try to retrospec-
tively fix up rulings made by the Commis-
sioner of Taxation or rulings made by the
court or High Court in relation to sales tax
measures. Labor say, ‘Will there need to be
amendments made to the new tax system as
the years go by?’ The answer will clearly be:
yes, there will of course need to be. To an-
swer the interjections of Senator George
Campbell, ‘Will there need to be changes at
the level made to the old tax system?’—we
certainly do not think so. We have a much
simpler tax system. I remember that, last
week or the week before when the ACCC’s
guide to GST in the supermarket came out,
Mr Crean and I debated each other on the
radio. He was saying, ‘This is still a really
complicated system.’ The bottom line now at
a supermarket is that there are two tax rates;
under Labor there were up to four in the su-
permarket. We have had to draw one line
between taxed and untaxed goods; Labor
used to have to draw three or four. So it is
simpler but it would be wrong to say it is not
hard to move from an old system to a new
system. We are moving to a much simpler tax

system that should take up a lot less time in
the parliament of Australia so that we can
devote that time to many other portfolios and
much less time fixing up Labor’s old tax
system. We think we have done that very
effectively and everyone will get to see it on
1 July.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.12 p.m.)—I thank the
parliamentary secretary for the political
speech, but I did ask him a question which he
has managed to successfully evade
answering. Now that the Assistant
Treasurer—the actual minister responsible in
this chamber for the new tax system—is at
the desk, perhaps he can do better than his
colleague the parliamentary secretary.

Senator Kemp—It is very hard to do bet-
ter than him.

Senator COOK—I take that interjection.
It is very hard to do better than Senator Ian
Campbell, and in your case, Minister, that
would be absolutely right. You will recall that
last year when we were debating this legisla-
tion I asked you if you could indicate to the
chamber, given the bills before us, whether or
not the government would have any addi-
tional amendments to that legislation. Since
that time, there have been close to 2,000
amendments to your own legislation and we
are four days from the implementation of it.
The question I asked your colleague the par-
liamentary secretary and which I now ask
you is: can you give this chamber an assur-
ance that, in the intervening time between
now and when this tax comes into force at
midnight on Friday, there will be no further
amendments from the government to this
legislation?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (1.14 p.m.)—Senator, let me make
a couple of general points. Of course, each
measure sometimes involves quite a few
amendments, as you know, so I do not think
quoting total numbers of amendments adds
hugely to the understanding of what has oc-
curred. The second point is that a lot of these
amendments are a result of consultation with
the community, and this is a government re-
sponding to requests from the community.
Sometimes, of course, it is a result of some
accountants pointing out particular problems
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with the way that a clause is drafted, and it is
quite appropriate that the government make
these changes.

By trying to put this in a disparaging con-
text, you have not actually picked up the con-
cept that this is a government consulting, this
is a government working with the commu-
nity, this is a government listening and this is
a government making refinements, where
people have made suggestions. I am not
aware of any further amendments, except the
ones that have already been announced. If
any come to the minds of my advisers, they
will tell me and I will inform you in the
course of the debate.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.15 p.m.)—I thank the minister for
his answer. I was not going to the reason for
making amendments. Whether you are right
about consulting with the community is an
open question, Minister, and one that we may
have an opportunity to debate. I was simply
wanting to know whether or not there will be
any more amendments. The answer that you
have given is the answer you gave on day
one—that you are not aware of any more
amendments—and since then we have had
nearly 2,000 of them. I take it, since you have
not ruled out the possibility of any amend-
ments, that there will not be any further
amendments. I now give you the opportunity
in answering the question to rule out any addi-
tional amendments. Can you now rule out
that there will be further amendments to this
legislation before the bill comes into force?
Can you rule that issue out?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (1.16 p.m.)—I am not aware of any
further amendments. I am now looking
closely at my advisers, and I notice that the
relevant ones are shaking their heads. They
are not aware of any that have been an-
nounced publicly. I cannot add anything fur-
ther. I think that is the test, and I think that is
a fair, responsible and reasonable answer.
Again, I note that, if anyone looks at the
2,000 amendments, they should take them in
the context of the comments that I have al-
ready made.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.17 p.m.)—Since the form of words
in answer to that question now is exactly the

swer to that question now is exactly the same
as it was a year ago, and we have had 2,000
amendments—or near enough—in that inter-
vening time, I take it that you are not for-
mally ruling out the possibility of additional
amendments between now and the introduc-
tion of this legislation?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (1.17 p.m.)—Given the time limit
and what is happening in the Senate, I think it
would be very difficult to bring in anything
which is additional. But, as I said, apart from
any public announcements that we have
made in recent times, I am not aware of any
further amendments. I seek leave to move
government requests Nos 1 and 2 and
amendments Nos 3 and 4 together.

Leave granted.

Senator KEMP—I move:

(1) Schedule 5, item 5A, page 31 (lines 3 and 4),
omit “you make the acquisition for the pur-
pose of providing *fringe benefits”, substi-
tute “the acquisition would (but for this sec-
tion) be a *GST-creditable benefit on the
provision of which *fringe benefits tax is
payable”.

(2) Schedule 5, item 5A, page 31 (lines 11 and
12), omit “you make the importation for the
purpose of providing *fringe benefits”, sub-
stitute “the importation would (but for this
section) be a *GST-creditable benefit on the
provision of which *fringe benefits tax is
payable”.

(3) Schedule 5, page 34 (after line 14), after
item 10, insert:

10A  Section 195-1
Insert:
fringe benefits tax means tax imposed
by the Fringe Benefits Tax Act 1986.

(4) Schedule 5, page 34 , after proposed
item 10A, insert:

10B  Section 195-1
Insert:
GST-creditable benefit has the meaning
given by section 149A of the Fringe
Benefits Tax Assessment Act 1986.

The government is introducing a technical
amendment to the bill relating to the interac-
tion of FBT and GST. The provisions as
drafted are too broad and should not operate
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to deny a financial supply provider an input
tax credit or an acquisition where no FBT
would be payable. The amendments would
ensure that financial supply providers are not
denied an input tax credit on an acquisition or
importation where no FBT is payable. The
amendments will benefit financial supply
providers by reducing compliance costs and
reflecting the intended outcome.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.19 p.m.)—The minister at the table
will be aware that the Labor Party has
opposed the introduction of a GST. But since
we were defeated in this chamber in our
opposition to it, we have supported
amendments that the government has
proposed in the operation of the GST and in
the provisions for tax cuts. The minister
would be aware of that. I rise in respect of
these further additional amendments that you
are now proposing on interaction with fringe
benefits tax simply to say that, while not
opposed in principle to what you are
intending to do, it is a little light on in terms
of explanation about what the meaning of
these amendments is. Dare I suggest,
Minister, that from your slightly mumbled
reading of your instructions, the extent to
which these amendments go is not entirely
clear.You said, as I recall, that you regarded the
existing provisions as being too widely
drawn, and there is now a need to more
sharply focus on the intention of the fringe
benefits tax interaction with the GST. I won-
der if you would do this chamber the service,
Minister, of explaining more fully what the
purposes of these amendments are, by start-
ing with an explanation of where, in your
view, the original amendments were too
widely drawn.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (1.20 p.m.)—I was under the im-
pression, Senator, that you wanted to speed
the journey on these things.

Senator Cook—I do want to speed the
journey, but I want an explanation.

Senator KEMP—Okay. Let me deal with
your issue. The government announced on 22
December that two different FBT gross up
rates would apply. A GST inclusive FBT

gross up rate will apply to a situation where
input tax credits have been allowed on the
acquisition of the fringe benefit, and the ex-
isting FBT gross up rate will apply where no
GST is payable or where no input credits are
claimable on acquisitions. It is acknowledged
that this measure does not deal specifically
with entities that make input tax supplies but
where partial input tax credits are allowed—
that is, for fringe benefits. In the absence of
any change, they would be subjected to a
higher gross up rate on purchases where only
a small proportion of the input tax credit is
claimable. Conceptually, they should be sub-
ject to a higher gross up rate on that part of
the fringe benefit that they could claim an
input tax credit for. However, it would be
difficult to determine the extent of the input
tax credit entitlement for goods and services
acquired for the purposes of the fringe bene-
fit. To address this issue, item 5A inserts new
division 71 into the GST act to deny input tax
credits for goods and services acquired or
imported for the purpose of providing fringe
benefits to employees and the financial sup-
plier that is wholly or partially denied tax
credits on its acquisitions. The input tax
credits are only denied under this division
where the supplier exceeds the financial ac-
quisitions threshold contained in division
189. Where suppliers are denied input tax
credits, under new division 71, the existing or
lower FBT gross up will apply to the fringe
benefit. I hope that deals with the issue.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.23 p.m.)—The opposition is trying
to expedite this bill because we are aware
that there are only four days to go between
now and the introduction of the GST and we
would want to try to quell community confu-
sion about what the state of the government’s
legislation is. So we do want to move
quickly, but I reject the onus being shifted to
us. It is for the government to bring forward
its amendments, should it desire to do so, in
appropriate time with adequate explanation
so that this chamber can be aware of what it
is being asked to vote for. It would be an ab-
dication of our responsibility to the electors if
we were to simply tick off amendments
which the government described as technical
but which had other implications that were
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not adequately explained to the chamber. It is
for that reason that I have asked for a fuller
explanation.

I also convey to the minister that there are
a number of other government amendments
on the running sheet. When we come to those
I would appreciate a full explanation. Some
of them have been put down today, and the
explanatory memorandum was circulated just
a few minutes ago. In those circumstances,
with a debate on the foot like this, it does
require the government at least to show some
respect for the requirement of senators to be
properly advised as to what the intent of its
amendments might be. We reject any sugges-
tion that that constitutes delay. It does not; it
constitutes proper considerations of issues
and the discharge of our responsibilities in
the interests of the electorate. That having
been said, we will support these amendments
and requests at this time.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN
(Senator Chapman)—The question is that
requests 1 and 2 and amendments 3 and 4 be
agreed to.

Question resolved in the affirmative.
Senator COOK (Western Australia—

Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (1.25 p.m.)—I move opposition
amendment No. 1 on sheet 1834:
(1) Page 65 (after line 4), after Schedule 10A,

insert:
Schedule 10B—Residents in caravan
parks and boarding houses
A New Tax System (Goods and Services
Tax) Act 1999

1  Section 195-1 (definition of
commercial residential premises)

Repeal the definition, substitute:
commercial residential premises
means:

(a) a hotel, motel, inn, hostel or board-
ing house; or

(b) premises used to provide accommo-
dation in connection with a *school;
or

(c) a *ship that is mainly let out on hire
in the ordinary course of a *business
of letting ships out on hire; or

(d) a ship that is mainly used for enter-
tainment or transport in the ordinary

course of a *business of providing
ships for entertainment or transport;
or

(e) a caravan park or a camping ground;
or

(f) anything similar to *residential
premises described in paragraphs (a)
to (e).

However, it does not include:
(g) premises to the extent that they are

used to provide accommodation to
students or in connection with an
*education institution that is not a
*school; or

(h) any of the following:
(i) an inn, hostel or boarding house;

or
(ii) a caravan park or a camping

ground; or
(iii) anything similar to the

*residential premises described in
subparagraphs (i) or (ii);

if used by an individual for *long-
term accommodation.

2  Section 195-1 (definition of
residential premises)

Repeal the definition, substitute:
residential premises means land or a
building occupied or intended to be oc-
cupied as a residence, and includes:

(a) a *floating home; or
(b) any of the following:

(i) an inn, hostel or boarding house;
or

(ii) a caravan park or a camping
ground; or

(iii) anything similar to the
*residential premises described in
subparagraphs (i) or (ii);

if used by an individual for *long-
term accommodation.

This amendment deals with the applicability
of this tax for residents of caravan parks and
boarding houses. As such, this amendment is
quite important to the Labor Party because
we believe that there is evidence of discrimi-
nation against people who, in the main but
not always, are low income earners who live
in boarding houses and who live in caravan
parks. In the federal electorate of Kalgoorlie,
for example—I have my electorate office in
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the city of Kalgoorlie—there are some
14,000-odd residents of caravan parks. In the
electorate of Richmond—the electorate for
which Minister Anthony, representing the
National Party, is a member—there are some
6,000 residents of caravan parks. In that
electorate and the electorate of Minister Vaile
in the other place, those constituents were
told prior to the last election that there would
be no GST on caravan rents. They were lob-
bied and, if they voted for the government,
they were induced to vote on that belief. We
know that that is not true. We know that the
National Party is twisting in the wind on this
matter, and we know that they have been
trumped in the negotiations about it by the
Australian Democrats.

But it is a question of discrimination—
people who live in penthouses do not have to
pay the tax when people who live in caravan
parks do—against lower income earners or
retired Australians enjoying their sunset years
travelling the country and in the cold of an
Australian southern winter taking up resi-
dence in the northern climes of this country.
Discrimination is being practised by the gov-
ernment. We do not support this tax. We do
not support this tax at all. We have cam-
paigned solidly against it. We do not support
the discrimination involved in this either. We
believe that the amendment that I have had
crafted and circulated will deal with that and
deal with that properly. So we commend the
amendment to the chamber.

Before I sit down and anticipate a reply to
my remarks from the minister, there are a
number of questions that we want to pursue
about this matter. In order to put those ques-
tions into proper context, it is necessary to
canvass some of the background about this
issue. Last year when the Australian Demo-
crats decided that there would be a GST and
that they would break from their former po-
sition and negotiate what they regarded as an
acceptable GST with the government, they
announced that part of their terms was that
there would be no GST on residents in cara-
van parks and boarding houses. That was a
commitment that they made. A lot can be
said, and much has been, about the Demo-
crats ratting on their previous position about
no GST and negotiating with the government

in the manner in which they did in order to
bring in a GST.

Let us pursue the position of the Austra-
lian Democrats for a moment. The Democrats
tell us that in those negotiations they re-
quested, and had an agreement from the gov-
ernment, that particular modelling be under-
taken to see what the impact of the tax would
be on lower income Australians in caravan
parks and boarding houses. Indeed, that point
was made in her speech on the second read-
ing by Senator Lees just now. What we have,
though, is an example of not being dinkum
about what you announce. Clearly, the
Democrats—and the government, for that
matter—did not mind the headline in which
they said they were moving to remove this
tax and this unfair discrimination of residents
of caravan parks and boarding houses. They
did not mind the headline. But what did they
do to actually deliver on the commitment?
The fine print does matter; the difference
between the headline and the fine print is
what actually happens. In this case, what ac-
tually happened was that the government was
requested to conduct some modelling, and
some modelling occurred. The Democrats
now complain that they asked for the infor-
mation to be provided to them but it was not
provided to them. One could question how
sincere or conscientious was their commit-
ment to obtaining the information, because
we know that Econtech, the government’s
favourite private sector modellers, always
give you the answer that you pay them to get.
We know that they conducted the sort of
modelling that the government wanted, but
we know that the government never provided
that information to the Australian Democrats
and, although meekly asking, the Australian
Democrats never put their foot in the door
and insisted on obtaining it.

Senator Kemp—I rise on a point of order.
I seek a ruling. Senator Cook has made an
attack that somehow Econotech is for hire
and will provide any answers that anyone
wants. That was an unfortunate slur.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN
(Senator George Campbell)—There is no
point of order.
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Senator Kemp—Senator Cook is better
than that, and I give him the opportunity to
withdraw.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN—
There is no point of order. Resume your seat.

Senator COOK—The minister said
‘Econotech’, but the actual firm was Econ-
tech, Minister, and the modeller was Chris
Murphy, the Prime Minister’s preferred eco-
nomic modeller. I do not withdraw my re-
marks, because every piece of modelling I
have seen come out of that outfit suits the
needs of the government, despite the empiri-
cal truths, and the government refers to it in
order to bolster a weak argument.

Let me go back. The government did not
provide this information to the Democrats.
And what happened? The Democrats appar-
ently did not insist strongly enough. But last
Monday night, on the Channel 9 news, the
Canberra political correspondent for Channel
9, Laurie Oakes, actually had a copy of the
report that the Democrats had not received,
and he provided some insights into the find-
ings of Econtech’s study. The insight was—
surprise, surprise!—that there would in fact
be higher costs and charges to Australian resi-
dents living in caravan parks and boarding
houses. Did the government release this in-
formation? Did the government, in an infor-
mation campaign to ordinary Australians,
provide the facts? Did the Democrats persist
in pushing for it? No. It came down to an
investigative reporter on Channel 9 to blow
the cover on what was clearly a cover-up.

And it is not as if this is the first time. Just
look at events this week. We have a cover-up
on providing the information about Econ-
tech’s study done at the request of the Demo-
crats, and the government then proceeds to
negotiate a package of compensation as a
consequence of that report becoming public.
It beggars the mind to wonder: if Channel 9
had not got a copy of the report and leaked it,
would there ever have been any proposal for
compensation at all? Or would it be a case of
ordinary Australians who just happen to live
in caravan parks and boarding houses getting
slugged in the neck yet again and ‘Oops! An-
other mistake; but who cares; we got away
with it?’ That is the attitude of the govern-
ment.

It is not as if that was the only thing this
week. Yesterday, the Prime Minister admitted
that the undertaking he gave to the Australian
electorate on petrol pricing was not the truth.
He admitted that it was not the truth at all.
And now there is another hidden piece of
government modelling which he has used to
justify his assertions, contested by the oil
companies in Australia. One thing you might
say about the oil companies—and there is a
lot that can be said about them—is that they
do not lack the resources to model costs in
their own industry; they do know what those
cost structures are, and they are entitled to be
believed when they pooh-pooh what the gov-
ernment says is the case. If the government is
right, let them produce the report that the
Prime Minister referred to yesterday that says
that he is right and the oil companies are
wrong and that Australians will not have to
pay an extra 1.5c per litre for petroleum un-
der the GST.

I mention that not because it is the issue
before the chair; no doubt we will deal with
this matter, and preferably before Friday,
when the tax clicks in and Australians will
have no choice about reversing it—no choice
except for what we can do if we come to
government. I mention it because of the pat-
tern of deceit that is applicable here. Why
didn’t the government, as soon as it knew
Econtech’s report findings, be honest with the
Australian people and produce them? Why
didn’t the Democrats press for that informa-
tion to come out? Why was there a flurry of
activity to do something about this point only
at the time at which it was leaked on Channel
9? This is the mushroom treatment: keep
them in the dark and feed them on rubbish
and hope that the whole thing will be washed
away. Well, it will not be washed away in this
chamber.

There has been quite an unseemly rush to
claim credit, among the coalition and the
Australian Democrats, for the now negotiated
compensation package. There is a range of
questions that flow from the very compensa-
tion measures. The law is not proposed to be
changed; and the tax increases will apply. But
there is now a $33 million compensation
package that is going to offset the impact on
low income earners living in caravan parks.
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They would not have got this had the report
not been leaked on Channel 9, but now we
have got it as a compensation package. There
is a range of questions that go to whether this
adequately meets the issue and whether only
people in the worst circumstances—but not
people adversely affected across the board—
get the package. Under which section of
maximum entitlement do people get a pack-
age but those on less than maximum entitle-
ment do not? There is a range of questions
like that.

The government has not introduced any
legislation for this package, and the first and
most obvious question, which I now ask the
minister to note and reply to, is: when are
you going to bring forward legislation to give
meaning to your commitment that there will
be a $33 million compensation package to
residents in caravan parks and boarding
homes? Or do you not intend to bring it for-
ward? Do you intend to escape parliamentary
scrutiny and do it as an administrative meas-
ure? How will the appropriation of the extra
money be made? I put those questions to you,
Minister, and I hope that you will answer
them.

Secondly, we know from the government’s
press release—the Treasurer said it in black
and white—that there will be extra monitor-
ing provided. What extra monitoring will
there be in addition to the much vaunted
monitoring on price increases that the gov-
ernment is supposed to have on foot now?
Most Australians believe, with considerable
justification, that prices have already gone up
in anticipation of the GST, and they con-
stantly are told, ‘Well, this is not true because
we’ve got these price police running around
making sure it does not happen.’ But the evi-
dence is before our eyes every time we shop
at the supermarket. So what additional
monitoring is to be provided here to protect
these residents? That is the second group of
questions. Then I have some questions to
both the National Party and the Australian
Democrats. I see the National Party is not
represented in this chamber at the moment,
but I do see a representative of the Australian
Democrats in the chamber. I have questions
to both those parties.

Since Senator Meg Lees, here a few min-
utes ago and in a press release last week,
claimed credit for negotiating the extra $33
million, I ask: is that true? I ask the Austra-
lian Democrats: did it result from a negotia-
tion between you and the Commonwealth
government, the Treasurer? Was that your
doing or was it not? I have a question to ask
of the National Party. I note that they are not
represented in the chamber, but they are part
of the coalition and they do monitor the tele-
vised broadcasts of these debates. I ask
Senator Boswell to attend the chamber if he
is watching, and to answer this question: last
week the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Ander-
son, and the president of the National Party
claimed credit for negotiating the $33 billion
extra compensation. I ask Senator Boswell: is
that true? Was it the National Party that ne-
gotiated it and not the Australian Democrats?
Thirdly, I ask you, Minister, who negotiated
it with you? Which party can rightly claim to
have negotiated this compensation package?
Was it the National Party—as claimed by
their president and by the Deputy Prime
Minister, Mr Anderson—or was it the Aus-
tralian Democrats—or did both do it?

This is the problem we have in this place:
deals are done offstage, in the cloakroom, in
order to get over an immediate parliamentary
problem and to get over the fact that Austra-
lians actively disbelieve this government and
what it says about the GST. Let us get a few
of these things out in the open. Let us see
what is the case. Who did negotiate this, and
why did the government sit on the report for
so long? (Time expired)

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (1.40
p.m.)—Firstly, in relation to the direct ques-
tion that Senator Cook asked the Democrats
to answer, I am happy to respond that my
knowledge of the process that led to extra
money for rent assistance for many renters
around Australia is that quite obviously it
was a direct result of Democrat discussions
with—and representations and concerns ex-
pressed to—the government, specifically the
Treasurer. I do not know whether the Treas-
urer had other meetings with National Party
people; they certainly were not in the room at
the same time as the Democrats were talking
with the Treasurer. But the fact is that the
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announcement by the Treasurer of this extra
money for renters—a significant increase, as
I think all senators would acknowledge—was
made in conjunction with the release of let-
ters confirming that agreement between the
Treasurer and Senator Lees. I think that gives
a pretty clear indication that it was an agree-
ment between the Democrats and the gov-
ernment. It was obviously a direct result of
Democrat concerns and representations to
ensure that concerns about the potential
negative impact on renters were addressed.

It is worth mentioning the report that
Senator Cook mentioned in relation to
boarding houses. I think his own comments
detailing the history of that report recognised
that that report was a specific result of
Democrat actions—that there would not be a
report and that we would not even have the
information were it not for the Democrats. I
very much agree with Senator Cook’s com-
ments about it being appalling that the gov-
ernment took so long to release that report
and about the circumstances under which it
happened. The extreme annoyance of the
Democrats about those matters, along with
other matters, is pretty clearly on the record.
Our concern about these issues clearly is not
just driven by our concern for caravan
parks—which have got most of the attention,
and it is appropriate that this issue be exam-
ined—but even more so by our concern for
the potential impact on boarding house resi-
dents. Clearly, people in boarding houses are
amongst the least well-off, and it was the
concerns the Democrats had that led us to try
to have the government produce more infor-
mation about the potential impact. Whilst it
was produced very late and under very inap-
propriate circumstances, it was nonetheless
produced. As a result of that, further concerns
were raised by the Democrats and we were
able to get further assistance provided.

The Democrats themselves indicated that
it was not necessarily the best outcome. We
would have preferred the opportunity to re-
duce the tax from 5½ per cent to 2.75 per
cent; we think that would have been better
targeted at the boarding house and caravan
park people who were the focus of the de-
bate. But the ALP made it clear that they
would not support such a change, so we were

in a position where our preferred option was
not able to get up in terms of the legislative
amendments, so we pursued other options.
Ironically, they cost the government twice as
much—but that is, I guess, their choosing—
and they actually provide for an increase in
rent assistance for people across the board
rather than just those in caravan parks and
boarding houses.

I would be interested in the minister’s re-
sponse. Given that Senator Cook directed the
questions to him, I will let the minister re-
spond to his questions about what the en-
forcement procedures and the monitoring and
education processes will be that the govern-
ment also agreed to enhance. I trust the min-
ister will answer those questions in appropri-
ate detail. I think it is an important part of the
approach to the impact on caravan park and
boarding house residents, because we are
now finally about to move—for better or
worse—into a new tax system. That is proba-
bly a key point to make.

As all senators would know, I was not one
of those Democrats that supported us moving
to this new tax system. But that decision was
made nearly 12 months ago now. In fact, the
anniversary may well be upon us today or
tomorrow. That decision has been made, and
we are now going to get it. So I think it is
appropriate for all parties, regardless of
whether they were supportive or not of the
GST, to recognise we are going to get it and
to start looking at how it is going to operate
in practice, how we can improve it if neces-
sary and how we can ensure that the tax we
are going to get does not negatively impact
on the less well-off.

One of the interesting things with this La-
bor amendment—and I think it is an extra by-
product, if you like, of the Democrat pressure
over rental costs in caravan parks and board-
ing houses—is that for the first time we do
have a clear commitment, a clear indication,
from the ALP about one component of what
their roll-back is going to be. They are on the
record—and I presume they will stay on the
record—about this issue. I guess in that sense
we have flushed out the ALP on one small
component of what their roll-back package
will be, and I look forward to seeing more
details about that over time.
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There were some comments—and I am
sure there will be some more before this de-
bate is out—about inappropriateness of back-
room deals, et cetera. As I have already ex-
plained, the Democrats’ preferred option was
to move an amendment to this legislation
reducing the tax rate. Because the ALP indi-
cated they were not going to support that, that
legislative approach was not open to us. So
we had to negotiate about it. I think we have
been quite open. Obviously, our concerns and
irritation about the process were quite public.
The outcome is quite public. I hope the min-
ister will give further flesh to the details of
how that is going to work.

But there is some idea that it is only
Democrats and the coalition that reach
agreements about issues. If we look at other
bills that are on the Notice Paper that we are
debating this week it is clear-cut that a lot are
to do with the new business tax arrangement.
Let us not forget the agreement—the Cos-
tello-Crean agreement—on the whole busi-
ness tax deal, which provided huge tax cuts
for the highest income earners and gave a
blank cheque to the Treasurer. It was an
agreement reached outside the chamber be-
tween the Treasurer and the shadow Treas-
urer. Presumably, the ALP thought that was
the way to go—to give massive tax cuts in
capital gains tax.

Senator Sherry—You supported a mas-
sive new tax on just about anything—the
GST.

Senator BARTLETT—I did? There must
be some sensitivity in the opposition, as they
react whenever that major deal between the
ALP and the Liberals about giving massive
tax cuts to the highest income earners is
mentioned. But that is part of that whole
business tax deal that they did—the Costello-
Crean deal. We are dealing with that legisla-
tion and the outcome of that now. The oppo-
sition are locked into that, because they basi-
cally gave Mr Costello a blank cheque to
implement his business tax package. That is a
decision they chose to make. I think it is ap-
propriate to emphasise it, because it really
gives the lie to the suggestion that somehow
or other there is something particularly evil
and nasty about the Democrats going to the
government and saying, ‘There are people

here who are potentially disadvantaged. We
think you should do something about it,’ and
delivering an outcome that produces some-
thing better. There is no doubt that people
will be better off as a result of this extra
money that will be provided to renters, and
that is the crucial component.

Senator Sherry—So, if we withdraw our
support for business tax reform, will you
withdraw your support for the GST?

Senator BARTLETT—Will I withdraw
my support for the GST? I did not support it
in the first place. It would not be too hard for
me. Senator Sherry is making an offer to
withdraw from the business tax package. I
am sure that is an official Labor Party posi-
tion.

Senator Sherry—If the Democrats with-
draw from the GST.

Senator BARTLETT—If you are want-
ing to enter into negotiations about that, it
would be an interesting line for Mr Crean to
try to run—that they are now prepared to
even consider backing off from their business
tax deal with the coalition. I would be inter-
ested in him making that statement, if that is
a position he wants to take.

Senator SHERRY—It was conditional on
you lot supporting the GST.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN
(Senator George Campbell)—Order! I sug-
gest that, if you want to negotiate a new deal,
you do it in the lobby.

Senator BARTLETT—In any case, in
getting back to the amendment before the
chamber, I would like to provide a bit of time
for the minister to respond to some of the
questions Senator Cook made directly to the
government, because I would be interested in
those answers as well in terms of getting the
specific detail on the record. It is important to
be able to deliver extra assistance to people
who are amongst the least well-off, and there
is no doubt that those who are in receipt of
full rent assistance come into that category.
Certainly I am not going to apologise for
supporting any change which provides a
positive improvement, regardless of my per-
sonal position about the broader tax package,
because, as I say, the tax system is coming in
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and we now have to deal with trying to con-
tinue to address any problems that may arise.

One of the other important aspects to note
as we are moving into the new tax system is
we will finally shift from debate over eco-
nomic modelling about what is going to hap-
pen to proper assessment of what actually is
happening and what actually does happen.
We can move out of debating mathematical
hypotheses into accurate assessment of what
the actual outcome is. That will be a positive
change. It will be incumbent on all parties,
the Democrats included, where the reality
does not match all of the different modelling
and possible negatives flow up, to put for-
ward positive solutions to address them. I
hope the ALP will move on from continually
just saying they oppose the GST—I think
people have figured that out; as I say, the
decision about it made over a year ago—to
now putting forward proposals to improve
the situation.

Senator MURPHY (Tasmania) (1.52
p.m.)—Mr Temporary Chairman—

Senator Kemp—We always like to hear
from you, Shayne.

Senator MURPHY—I am pleased you
say that, Minister. It is interesting to have
listened to Senator Bartlett again claim on
behalf of the Democrats their success—I do
not whether it is success or not—in getting
another $33 million for those people living in
caravan parks, hostels and the like. It is un-
fortunate that the minister did not take up the
opportunity to answer before and say whether
or not it was the Democrats. Or is the minis-
ter agreeing with the Democrats’ claim that
they were the ones who were successful? Or
was it the case that it was the National Party,
who are still to be represented in this cham-
ber in what is a very important debate for the
people they claim to represent so adequately?
They are not in the chamber, they have failed
to front up and put aside Senator Bartlett’s
claim about the $33 million and to actually
put the real position here.

If the National Party did not negotiate that,
then this is another aspect of the total deceit
that this government has been going on with
with regard to the introduction of the new tax
system, the GST. We have heard over a long

period of time now all of the claims that have
been made. From going right back to the
original ANTS package and documents that
dealt with all of these issues in terms of the
claims, I understood that modelling had been
done at that point in time to work out the ef-
fects of these things, so that there was some
appropriate assessment of what the impact of
price rises would be. But yet not on one oc-
casion, not once, through the introduction of
the legislation has it been the case that the
claims in the ANTS package have been accu-
rate.

A number of things remain to be tested,
but one of those that will probably not be
tested until it is introduced is the tax cuts.
When we were going through the debate
about the impacts of increased costs we
heard, ‘10 per cent is 10 per cent is 10 per
cent.’ ‘It will be nothing like 10 per cent,’
was put by the ACCC time and again. The
government backed the ACCC, which is sup-
posed to be the price watchdog, into a corner
and told them that they had to support the
government’s position. I give them credit
where credit is due. They endeavoured to do
that. But as the thing unravelled and as more
information came out from the business
community on this new simple tax, it became
abundantly clear that the statements on behalf
of the ACCC that they could not foresee any
price rises anywhere near 10 per cent was
just fundamentally wrong.

If we look at the issue of rents—and this
goes to the modelling that took so long to
surface—I think the ANTS package said that
the impact of the GST on residential rents
would be 2.3 per cent. But of course the
Econtech report shows that it will be 4.7 per
cent. If you look at that across the country in
terms of the medium rent per week increases,
you will see that that will be quite significant.
If you take somebody who is going to get
supposed tax cuts of $30 or $40 per week and
then take the rent increases, the supermarket
purchase price increases, the petrol increases,
the electricity increases and all of the other
price increases that are going to occur as a
result of the introduction of the GST, it is just
simply not enough.

We have been coming into this chamber
time and again, just on the petrol issue alone,
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saying that petrol prices will go up with the
introduction of the GST. We have been told
time and again by the Prime Minister and the
Treasurer, ‘Oh, no.’ The Assistant Treasurer
always said, ‘It need not rise.’ The Minister
for Financial Services and Regulation said
that petrol prices will actually go down as a
result of the GST—they will go down, not
up. Of course none of that has come to frui-
tion. The poor old Prime Minister had to
front up on Sunday and finally admit that the
price of petrol was in fact going to go up. He
was trying to do the best to deliver on his
promises, but the price of petrol was going to
go up. This is despite the headland
speeches—

Senator Sherry—The poor old National
Party.

Senator MURPHY—It will be interesting
to hear from the National Party ultimately as
to whether or not they had any say in the $33
million.

Senator McGauran—Of course we did.
Senator MURPHY—I take the interjec-

tion from Senator McGauran: ‘Of course we
did.’

Senator Sherry—That’s not what the
Democrats just said.

Senator MURPHY—Senator McGauran,
when you get the opportunity, you should
stand up and explain to us what contribution
you made, because at the moment the Demo-
crats say it is zilch, zero; you had no impact
and no effect whatsoever. We are and have
been opposed to the GST and are opposed to
the process that the Democrats have sup-
ported with regard to those people who, not
by choice, find themselves living in caravan
parks or boarding houses because of their
financial circumstances. Yet, as Senator Cook
pointed out, you are not going to impose any
tax on somebody who rents the top floor of
one of the highest rental properties in Can-
berra or anywhere else. There is no GST for
them.

Senator Conroy—Penthouse Pete.
Senator MURPHY—If you are not one of

the Penthouse Petes or the Penthouse Julians
and if, by virtue of your financial circum-
stances, you have to live in a caravan park or
a hostel, which as I said many people do,

then you are going to get it in the neck. It is
just another cost impost on you as a result of
the GST. The amendment we have moved
will go a long way to assisting the people in
caravan parks or hostels. We are simply op-
posed to what the government and the Demo-
crats are doing because it is discrimination at
its worst. Another amendment that Senator
Cook will move will also assist those who are
discriminated against in this way. We have
seen the Democrats’ form and we have seen
the National Party’s form when it comes to
high rollers and gambling, the casino
amendment. Senator McGauran, who is the
only National Party senator in here at the
moment, will have his chance to explain the
difference between those poor people, those
less financially well off who have to live in
caravan parks and get it in the neck, and
those who can sit in the top room, spend their
money and not pay anything. That is the
question that Senator McGauran and his col-
leagues have to answer. That is the issue that
they have to take up.

Progress reported.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Goods and Services Tax: Petrol Prices
Senator COOK (2.00 p.m.)—My question

is to Senator Kemp, the Assistant Treasurer.
Does the government stand by Minister
Vaile’s statement, made on 9 September
1998, when he said:
The coalition is promoting greater competition in
the retail petrol market and ensuring that the GST
has zero impact at the pump.

Will the minister guarantee that from this
Saturday the GST will have zero impact on
the price of petrol, as promised by Minister
Vaile?

Senator KEMP—I thank Senator Cook
for that very predictable question. It was not
a surprise that I got the first question, Senator
Cook; I think I flagged that to you just three
minutes ago. Let me make it clear that the
government’s commitment has always been
that the price of petrol need not rise as a re-
sult of the GST. That is the commitment the
government went to the election on, that is
the commitment that the government made to
the Australian people, and we intend to en-
sure it is delivered on.
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Senator COOK—I note that does not an-
swer the question. Madam President, I ask a
supplementary question. I refer to Minister
Vaile’s further statement in that press release:
Some in the motor industry predict more expen-
sive petrol as a result of the GST. They are wrong.

Does that mean that Shell spokesman Mr Ian
Mackenzie was wrong when he said last Fri-
day:
The effect of this package is that the tax on petrol
has been increased.

If he is wrong, would the minister please ex-
plain to the chamber how he is wrong?

Senator KEMP—The government’s po-
sition is that oil companies are no different
from any other company. They have a legal
and moral obligation to pass on the benefits
of tax reform to the consumer. The Labor
Party, in its desperate effort to create scares,
has decided to align itself with people whose
views may differ—I guess that is the role of
the Labor Party. But the government’s posi-
tion on this is very clear. As I stated in my
response to Senator Cook’s first question,
and as I have indicated in my response to his
supplementary, the oil companies have a le-
gal and moral obligation to pass on the bene-
fits of tax reform to Australians.

Workplace Relations: Policies
Senator TCHEN (2.03 p.m.)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister representing the Min-
ister for Employment, Workplace Relations
and Small Business, Senator Alston. Minis-
ter, would you inform the Senate what work-
place relations policies the coalition govern-
ment has introduced to benefit workers and
businesses? Is the minister aware of any al-
ternative policy approaches to workplace
relations, and what threats would these alter-
native approaches pose to Australia’s contin-
ued and continuing economic growth?

Senator ALSTON—If ever there was a
single issue that divides the major parties, it
is this one. We take the view that workplaces
are places where you ought to be able to gen-
erate productivity increases, deliver real in-
creases in earnings, share productivity gains
and have performance based pay and em-
ployee share ownership schemes. In other
words, they ought to be places where people
can cooperate, get together constructively

and produce more and better outcomes faster
and more efficiently that will benefit not just
the firms themselves but the workers and
their families. The crowd on the other side of
the chamber constantly tell us that somehow
they represent the ordinary workers of Aus-
tralia, that they are the peoples’ party and that
they believe in workers’ rights and all that
sort of nonsense. But look at their track rec-
ord, Madam President. We actually intro-
duced freedom of association laws to let
workers decide if they want to be a member
of a union or not. We made strike pay illegal.
We put the secondary boycott provisions in
the Trade Practices Act because we knew that
sympathy strikes were basically a very crude
form of political, industrial and, ultimately,
economic blackmail. We made all these
changes because we knew they would lead to
much better outcomes for workers them-
selves. We did not like the turmoil of the old
national stoppages, and we did want to en-
sure that there were exemptions for small
businesses from the unfair dismissals provi-
sions. We did support—and still do support—
youth wages, and we support democracy in
unions through secret ballots.

These are all the sorts of things that are in
the process of being rolled back. They are all
being rolled back because the national ex-
ecutive got together a few days ago and said,
‘Good God! What are we going to do? We’ve
got to wheel out poor old Mr Beazley, who
cannot even bear to read the newspapers
without bursting into tears because he cops a
bit of stick.’ Well, he ought to cop a lot more
stick. Their concern was that they had to pre-
sent something at this upcoming talkfest of
unionists where, of course, he is going to be a
keynote speaker. Sharan Burrow let the cat
out of the bag in no uncertain terms. She
started off dripping with sanctimony by
talking about how the unions represented
Australia’s working men and women and are
concerned about the plight of working fami-
lies. But then what did she say? ‘The first
thing we are going to do is campaign for
minimum wages of $500 a week for union
members.’ She is not interested in average
workers or ordinary non-unionists. ‘We are
going to get out there and campaign for union
members’—in other words, just another
grubby little special interest group.
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This is the outfit that Mr Beazley is going
along to talk to shortly. It is a classic report to
shareholders. He is going to tell them what he
has done to deliver the goods over the last 12
months. Presumably, he will also tell them
what he thinks of the charter of rights pro-
posal that has been put forward for workplace
delegates so that you will be able to use the
boss’s phone, fax and email. What will you
use it for? If you are Senator Conroy or if
you are the secretary of the union, the charter
of rights will say, ‘You’re entitled to a federal
preselection, so you can spend all your time
on the phone campaigning for that.’ If you
are just an organiser or a shop steward, basi-
cally you will have to campaign at state level,
so you will spend all the boss’s time out there
chasing votes, rounding up delegates and
belting them over the head to make sure that
they support you. In other words, not five
minutes will be spent on improving the plight
of ordinary workers, trying to achieve pro-
ductivity increases or in any shape or form
acting in the best interests of anyone other
than themselves. It is a disgrace. We are now
told that Labor will not spell out the detail of
their alternative to secondary boycotts but
that they might re-establish a special labour
court. Once again, as we know, it would not
be a real court at all, just a place where in-
dustrial muscle is used—the only language
that those on the other side understand. (Time
expired)

Goods and Services Tax: Petrol Prices
Senator LUDWIG (2.08 p.m.)—My

question without notice is to Senator Kemp,
the Assistant Treasurer. I refer to the Howard
government’s petrol excise fuel fudge and in
particular to the government’s claim in its
announcement of last Thursday:
Cost reductions that will flow to the industry as a
result of tax reform are estimated to reduce the
price of petrol ... by around 1.5c per litre.

Will the minister guarantee that this supposed
1.5c per litre saving will flow through imme-
diately from this Saturday? If not, when will
the full 1.5c per litre saving be passed on to
consumers in the form of lower fuel prices?

Senator KEMP—The cost savings gener-
ated by tax reform accruing to the petroleum
industry have, as the senator said, been esti-
mated at 1.5c per litre for petrol and diesel.

This figure was derived from the Treasury’s
Price Revenue Incidence Simulation Model,
PRISMOD.

Senator Murphy—In other words, a
smokescreen.

Senator KEMP—I will come to you in a
minute, Senator, seeing as you provoked me.
I was not going to say anything nasty about
you today, but just hold on. The PRISMOD
figures on the effects of indirect tax changes
were released in the tax reform, ‘not a new
tax, a new tax system’—the so-called ANTS
package. This was a document released by
the Treasurer in August 1998.

Senator Conroy—What assumptions does
it make on price effects?

Senator KEMP—Just hold on, Senator.
The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator Con-

roy, there is another occasion for you to ask a
question.

Senator KEMP—Thank you, Madam
President. I appreciate your protection from
the abuse of Senator Conroy. Unless it relates
to Senator Murphy’s interjection, I believe
PRISMOD’s accuracy has been accepted by
former Labor federal governments as well as
by various state and territory governments,
including Labor governments, in the inter-
governmental agreement on the reform of
Commonwealth-state financial relations. You
will be interested to know that the states and
territories accepted estimates based on
PRISMOD in negotiating the IGA with the
Commonwealth. In other words, the point I
am making to you is that these estimates
were based on the PRISMOD model. It was a
model which was accepted by the former
Labor government—and if there is anyone
who wishes to query that, they are quite wel-
come to stand up. It has been accepted by
state and territory governments, including
Labor governments, in negotiating their IGA
with the Commonwealth.

I do not think this debate with the govern-
ment is really so much about modelling as
about Labor wanting to align themselves with
the oil companies. I think that is a bit unfor-
tunate, to be quite frank. If you interpret what
Labor were saying, they clearly believe that
oil companies may well be entitled to a wind-
fall gain at the expense of consumers. We do
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not accept that. Let me make it clear that the
government’s view is that the oil companies
are no different from any other company in
Australia. As I have said—and in relation to
Senator Cook’s remarks—they have a legal
and moral obligation to pass on the benefits
of tax reform to consumers. With the reduc-
tion in excise to around 6.7c per litre, the
introduction of the Fuel Sales Grants Scheme
and the oil companies complying with their
obligation to pass on the benefits of tax re-
form, there is no reason why the price of pet-
rol need rise as a result of tax reform.

Senator LUDWIG—Madam President, I
have a supplementary question. Is Shell
spokesman, Mr Ian McKenzie, correct in
claiming:
The Government has taken 6.7c off in excise and
has replaced it with an 8c GST.

Does this mean—and this is the case accord-
ing to Shell—that petrol is going up by a
minimum of 1.3c per litre and that it is all
due to the GST, something that the Prime
Minister promised would not happen?

Senator KEMP—It sends you into fits of
despair. You go through the basis on which
these figures are calculated very carefully.
You might as well not have spoken, to be
quite frank, Senator Ludwig, with all the
shooting that you did to that first answer. I
know you had the supplementary all written
out, and I know it is a bit awkward if the
supplementary is covered in the response that
I give you—

The PRESIDENT—Minister, you should
direct your remarks to the chair.

Senator KEMP—In addition to the 6.7c
per litre—let me go through it with you
again—the cost savings generated by tax re-
form accruing to the petroleum industry have
been estimated at 1.5c per litre for petrol and
diesel. That is the position. On this latest pa-
thetic effort at a scare campaign by the Labor
Party, I conclude my remarks by reiterating
that there is no reason why the price of petrol
need rise as a result of tax reform. (Time ex-
pired)

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT—Order! I draw the

attention of honourable senators to the pres-
ence in the President’s Gallery of former

President and Western Australian senator
Michael Beahan. I welcome you on your re-
turn to the chamber.

Honourable senators—Hear, hear!
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Goods and Services Tax: Diesel Fuel

Senator TIERNEY (2.14 p.m.)—My
question is to the Leader of the Government
in the Senate, Senator Hill. Will the minister
inform the Senate how communities in rural
and regional Australia will benefit from cuts
to diesel fuel excise under the GST? Is the
minister aware of any alternative policy ap-
proaches? What would the impact of these
policies be if they were implemented?

Senator HILL—It is a very important
question. Australia’s new tax system, which
comes into force this Saturday, will deliver
benefits to all Australians, including $12 bil-
lion in personal income tax cuts, the removal
of $7 billion to $8 billion of embedded taxes
and the removal of $3.5 billion of taxes from
our exporters, with all exports being GST
free. There are major benefits for all Austra-
lians through reduced fuel costs. The new tax
system will deliver a cut of 24c a litre for
diesel fuel in rural areas—a major boost for
our rural and regional communities, who rely
so heavily on the transport sector. Despite
Labor’s negative scare campaign, our farmers
recognise they are on a winner with the new
tax system. Dale Perkins, President of the
South Australian Farmers Federation, stated
earlier this month:
Well, overall, because of the reduction in other
taxes and particularly tax on fuel, the rural and
regional people and the primary producers will be
beneficiaries out of the new tax system.

The farmers are saying that they will be bet-
ter off because fuel taxes will be lower.

Opposition senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT—Order! Several

senators on my left are literally shouting
across the chamber. Your behaviour is disor-
derly.

Senator HILL—Fuel is also effectively
10 per cent cheaper for small businesses, due
to the GST rebate. Our government has taken
every reasonable step possible to ensure that
Australians need not pay more for petrol be-
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cause of the GST. Again we get the Labor
scare campaign, but Labor is going to keep
the GST. If Labor is going to keep the GST,
what is it going to do about petrol? We heard
Mr Crean have a go at that this morning on
the radio. Rather than have a go, he was
ducking and weaving when asked that spe-
cific question. Asked time and time again, he
refused to answer. What did he say? He said,
‘Look, the question of our position on roll-
back will be known in advance of the next
election, when we know what the budget po-
sition is.’ That is not what he said about cara-
vans last week; he was prepared to have a go
at Labor policy on caravans. But, on fuel
taxes today, he was silent. Why won’t he take
a position on fuel? Because on fuel tax in-
creases, Labor has form.

Senator Conroy—He’s not going to Paris,
though.

Senator HILL—Senator Conroy, listen to
this: fuel excise rose by about 26c a litre over
Labor’s 13 years of government, with no re-
lief for rural and regional Australia. But, of
course, Labor said that there would be com-
pensation for all Australians. That became
the notorious l-a-w tax cuts, which all Aus-
tralians know Labor never delivered. The last
time Labor ran a scare campaign on the GST
was in the election campaign of 1993, and the
Australian people ended up getting ripped off
by about $7 billion a year in increased taxes.
That is Labor’s record. So, in summary, you
cannot trust Labor on petrol prices, you can-
not trust Labor on taxes and you cannot trust
Labor on roll-back.

Goods and Services Tax: Petrol Prices
Senator CONROY (2.19 p.m.)—My

question is to Senator Kemp, the Assistant
Treasurer. Is the minister aware of the Treas-
urer’s promise to Australian motorists of 7
September 1998, when he said:
The Government’s proposed New Tax System will
not lead to any increase in petrol prices.

That is ‘will not’, Senator Kemp. Can the
minister confirm that, unless the price of pet-
rol is 73.7c per litre or less, the price of petrol
for most motorists will be going up this Sat-
urday as a result of the GST? Where in Aus-
tralia is the price of petrol currently below
73.7c per litre?

Senator KEMP—Senator Conroy is get-
ting progressively more desperate. Our com-
mitment to the Australian people was very
clear. It was stated constantly during the
election, it has been stated constantly since
then and I have stated it twice in question
time today. The position is simply that there
is no reason why the price of petrol need rise
as a result of tax reform.

Senator Conroy—Costello said ‘will not’.
The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator Con-

roy, you have asked a question. The minister
now has the call to deal with it, and you may
ask a supplementary question if you wish to
at the end of this. But you should not sit and
shout all through the answer.

Senator KEMP—Thank you, Madam
President. Your help is certainly appreciated.
The price of petrol changes as result of many
factors. One is exchange rates; another is the
price on world markets. That is very well
known. But there is no reason why the price
of petrol need rise as a result of tax reform.
That is the very clear commitment that we
went to the public with, and the government
will deliver on the commitment.

Senator CONROY—Madam President, I
ask a supplementary question. Why is it more
important for the Treasurer to be in Paris
rather than be explaining to rural and regional
Australia why the fuel price differential be-
tween country and city motorists is about to
get worse as a result of the GST? Is it not a
fact that the Treasurer’s only policies for the
bush are to slash the wages of rural and re-
gional workers and to put up the price of their
petrol?

Senator KEMP—Truly, Senator Conroy
is becoming more and more desperate. This
tax package delivers huge reforms to regional
and rural Australia. We are waiting for some
confirmation from the Labor Party that they
will accept the changes we have made to fuel
excise which will deliver massive savings.
We are aware that the Labor Party wants to
have a roll back. But if you roll back some-
thing; you have to roll forward something.
Are they going to back to their bad old ways
and raise the price of excise or are they going
to cut back on the income tax cuts? People
know that if you roll something back you
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have to roll something forward. That is the
question which the public will certainly ask
the Labor Party and will want to get some
specific assurances about. This package is
particularly good for rural and regional Aus-
tralia. It is something this government, par-
ticularly the Treasurer, is very proud of.
(Time expired).

Research and Development: Business
Investment

Senator LEES (2.23 p.m.)—My question
is also to the Assistant Treasurer, Senator
Kemp, representing the Treasurer. Is the
minister aware of the OECD research re-
leased by the council, which is meeting in
Paris at the moment and being chaired by our
Treasurer, showing that investment in inno-
vation and research and development is a key
factor in promoting jobs and growth? Is he
aware that these reports show that Australia
is down at 20 out of 29 countries in terms of
business investment in research and devel-
opment? Is the minister concerned that busi-
ness investment in R&D fell sharply as a di-
rect result of this government’s decision to
cut the R&D tax concession?

Senator KEMP—I am glad you referred
to the OECD report. I have not read the re-
port in detail but I understand the government
got a tremendous pat on the back from that
report.

Senator Lees—Not from R&D.
Senator KEMP—I am not sure that was

clear from the way you phrased your ques-
tion, Senator. I have not been fully briefed on
this report, but my impression is this report
gave a very big pat on the back for Australia.
It showed that Australia is one of the great
growth economies in the world today and that
Australia is a country that we can all be
proud of. We can be proud of the manage-
ment of the Howard government in making
sure that we have achieved this particular
goal. This piece of paper has just appeared
magically, but there is an article in the Sydney
Morning Herald that states:
Australia is identified in a new OECD report as
one of the six countries which were the fast-
growth new economies of the 1990s.

. . . . . .
. . .

The Growth Project was investigating why
only a handful of OECD economies—the United
States, Australia, Denmark, Ireland, The Nether-
lands and Norway—had performed better than
other OECD countries ...

Senator Lees—Madam President, I raise a
point of order. The Assistant Treasurer is half
way through his answer and still has not
mentioned research and development. My
question is directed to the section of that re-
port that relates to research and development
and future jobs.

The PRESIDENT—There is no point of
order.

Senator KEMP—What we are showing is
the policy mix that this government has got
together.

Senator Lees interjecting—
Senator KEMP—Senator Lees shakes her

head, but I would have thought it was a
source of great pride for all Australians. The
Labor Party will not enjoy this because this
report actually shows how well the Austra-
lian economy is going. I have been able to
confirm that Australia is one of those stand-
out economies and an economy which people
are looking at to find out which was the pol-
icy mix that got us to this position. In relation
to research and development, as I said, I have
not read the report but I have no doubt there
were some comments made in this area. But I
point out, Senator Lees, that my colleague
Senator Minchin in this chamber handles
research and development.

Senator Lees—You have the tax conces-
sions.

Senator KEMP—If you had hinted to me
earlier on that you were going to ask about
this report, I would have made sure that I got
a full briefing on it. If I can add to my re-
marks at a later time, I will.

Senator LEES—Madam President, my
supplementary question to the Assistant
Treasurer is specifically looking at the tax
concession this government removed for re-
search and development—watered down
considerably. I ask the minister: is he at all
concerned at the after-effects of this govern-
ment’s decision to change the tax treatment
for research and development? It is one issue
to look at the current situation; it is a com-
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pletely different issue to look to the future at
future jobs and at future growth without the
spending we need on research and develop-
ment by our industries.

Senator KEMP—Again, thanks to one of
my colleagues, another bit of paper has
magically appeared on my desk. Let me
make it clear that the government strongly
supports Australian science and innovation.
We have provided almost $4.5 billion for
2000-01. We have increased general science
programs. We are providing over $614 mil-
lion for medical research. The relative level
of R&D in universities and government
agencies is very good, and I am advised that
in that measure we are ahead of the US, Ja-
pan, UK and Canada. We are also providing
some $851 million for business R&D and
innovation. There are a variety of other
measures. Since coming into office we have
strengthened venture capital through initiat-
ing the innovation investment fund and re-
vamping pooled development funds. All in
all, I think it is a very good record. But, if
there is anything more I can add, I will pro-
vide it to you. (Time expired)

Goods and Services Tax: Petrol Prices
Senator FAULKNER (2.29 p.m.)—My

question is directed to Senator Kemp, the
Assistant Treasurer. Given that the Prime
Minister has accepted that he did promise
that the GST would not increase the price of
petrol and that this promise was not just part
of the parry and thrust of an election cam-
paign, why is the Prime Minister reneging on
this promise?

Senator KEMP—The short answer is: he
is not.

Senator FAULKNER—Madam Presi-
dent, I ask a supplementary question. Given
that yesterday Mr Oakes put to the Prime
Minister:
You say, parry and thrust of the campaign ... you
gave an address to the nation on August 98, and
you said, the GST will not increase the price of
petrol for the ordinary man ... but it will—

and Mr Howard responded:
I’ve just accepted that ... Well, I mean, I accept
that point—

I ask again: why is Mr Howard reneging on
the promise he made that the GST would not
increase the price of petrol?

Senator KEMP—This will not be an
all-time first, but the answer to the first ques-
tion I gave is the answer to the second ques-
tion: he is not reneging.

Families: United Nations Proposals
Senator HARRADINE (2.30 p.m.)—My

question is addressed to the Minister for
Family and Community Services and the
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the
Status of Women. On Friday evening, 9 June
this year, the committee of the whole of the
UN session on women, development and
peace had before it proposals to strengthen
policies in support of the family. Why did
Australia vote against the inclusion of those
policies, which were designed ‘to ensure that
all activities of the United Nations system
which impact on the family contribute to its
protection’?

Senator NEWMAN—I am not sure
which specific measure Senator Harradine is
referring to because that committee worked
for nearly six days, while it was intended to
work for about five days, and it went on for
24 hours after everybody’s security passes
had expired. Nevertheless, the Australian
delegation was very strong—and I emphasise
‘very strong’—to maintain Australian gov-
ernment policy. It depends on the particular
measure that you are referring to, Senator.
The document that finally emerged from this
tortuous UN process was very, very long.
There were some delegations which wanted
to take the status of women backwards, there
were some delegations that wanted to take
the status of women further forward.

The Australian delegation maintained the
Australian government’s policy on all the
issues that came before it and did not, in fact,
in any way walk away from its support for
the family, Senator. So I am surprised that
you put your question in that way. I do know
that there was a very inaccurate media report
that appeared in the Herald Sun, I think when
we were on our way back from the UN
meeting, and it referred to the fact that this
was all going to happen in a week’s time. But
that was either speculative or grossly misin-
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formed. I do not know whether that is what
you are referring to.

Senator HARRADINE—Madam Presi-
dent, I ask a supplementary question. I do not
think I could have been more specific. Min-
ister, I did quote from part of the resolution
which was before you. Is it not a fact that the
JUSCANZ representative rose and said that
JUSCANZ, as a whole, would vote against it,
and that you were there and you did not raise
the flag in dissent from the JUSCANZ peo-
ple? Or is being in ‘good company’, as the
Department of Foreign Affairs and others
say, better than upholding the policy of the
government?

Senator NEWMAN—I have informally
offered a briefing to Senator Harradine about
the UN meeting, and obviously he has not yet
had an opportunity to take that up. I am still
not sure of precisely what he is referring to
because there were many, many resolutions
related to such matters. If he is referring to
the foreign affairs aid, which is a matter he
has pursued in Senate estimates and in the
Senate over the years, the wording of the
Beijing platform for action five years ago
was absolutely adhered to word for word. It
went neither backwards nor forwards, Sena-
tor. If that is what you are referring to in
terms of abortion assistance for women in
foreign countries, then there was no change
to the existing position. I do not know
whether that is what you are referring to.
There were a lot of resolutions over many
hours, many of them going until 4 o’clock in
the morning.

Goods and Services Tax: Price Increases
Senator MARK BISHOP (2.36 p.m.)—

My question is addressed to the Assistant
Treasurer, Senator Kemp. Minister, what is
the GST price rule? Is it ‘no price will rise by
more than 10 per cent’, as defined in the
ACCC publication GST talk 3; or is it ‘no
price should increase by more than 10 per
cent’, as defined in the ACCC publication
GST News for Business 2?

Senator KEMP—Let me make this clear:
the ACCC pricing guidelines, which were
issued on 9 March, indicate that no price
should rise by more than 10 per cent as a re-
sult of the new tax system changes. The

Trade Practices Act requires the ACCC to
issue written guidelines when it considers
that prices are unreasonable; hence, the
guidelines derive from their authority. That is
what the ACCC pricing guidelines state and
they are certainly the guidelines that the
ACCC will be following.

Senator MARK BISHOP—I think that
was the wrong answer, Madam President.
Anyway, I ask a supplementary question.
Does the minister agree that the difference
between ‘will’ and ‘should’ is significant?
Which is more accurate in the context of the
GST price rule?

Senator KEMP—Madam President, I
think there is a play on semantics here. There
clearly is. Senator, the ACCC will be en-
forcing its guidelines—that is what the
ACCC is there for—and I have stated for you
what those guidelines are.

Tax Reform: Information Campaign
Senator COONAN (2.38 p.m.)—My

question without notice is to the Special
Minister of State, Senator Ellison. Will the
minister advise the Senate what is being done
to update business, individuals and families
about the obligations and benefits of the new
tax system? Is the minister aware of any re-
ports of the campaign’s success to date?

Senator ELLISON—I thank Senator
Coonan for what is a very important question
with just days to go to the biggest tax reform
this country has ever seen. Of course, when
you are dealing with reforming the tax sys-
tem of a $500 billion economy, you need an
information campaign which is going to
reach all Australians. What we have done is
reach out to pensioners, to families, to indi-
viduals, to business both big and small, to
interest groups and to community organisa-
tions. To date, we have had over 2.3 million
calls to tax reform info lines. We have also
had some 12 million publications sent out to
businesses. We have had in excess of 90 mil-
lion hits to our web site in relation to our tax
reform. We have had 150,000 requests for
individual visits from the Australian Taxation
Office and we have had 129,000 of those
visits completed, and some 200,000 Austra-
lians have had the benefit of over 1,000
seminars around this country. We also have to
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look at the demand we have just had for the
food index, which we published for all Aus-
tralians, and at the fact that the Australian
Taxation Office has had to reprint another
100,000 of them for the Australian people.
We have also had the ACCC’s ‘Everyday
shopping guide to the GST’—a very useful
kit indeed for average Australians who want
to know about the GST and how it will affect
prices. We have also mailed out 10 million
copies of the tax reform booklet which details
the scales in relation to family benefits table,
tax cuts that normal Australians will enjoy
and the prices that will be affected—

Opposition senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT—Order! The level of

shouting amongst some senators on my left is
absolutely unacceptable and in breach of the
standing orders.

Senator Murphy interjecting—
The PRESIDENT—Senator Murphy, I

have just drawn senators’ attention to the fact
that shouting is disorderly.

Senator ELLISON—The Labor opposi-
tion do not want to know about this. It does
not want the Australian people to know about
the new tax reform. In fact, today we had the
Leader of the Opposition saying, ‘The adver-
tising campaign should never have occurred
and I am putting in parliament today a bill
that will make sure it won’t happen again.’ It
is outrageous that the Leader of the Opposi-
tion is saying that the Australian people do
not deserve to know about this tax reform
campaign. It flies in the face of what his own
frontbench have said. His frontbencher, Mr
Crean, has said, ‘Australian people want to
know; they want to know about this cam-
paign.’ In fact, you even had Senator Faulk-
ner saying that you can make out a case for
people having a right to know about a gov-
ernment program. It shows the division in the
ranks of the opposition. You have got the
opposition leader saying that this campaign
should never have happened and you have
got his frontbench saying that people want
more information. In fact, a poll in the Daily
Telegraph today shows that people are still
looking for more information.

This campaign is on track. We have seen
that with the ABN registrations—2.7 million

registrations, which is half a million more
than we expected. That is good news. It
shows that people listened to what was being
said and took action as a result of that. We
will not shy away from telling the Australian
people about the new tax reform and we will
not shy away from telling pensioners about
the four per cent increase in the pension. We
will not shy away from telling families about
the benefits that will be available to them, nor
about the tax cuts that will be available to the
average Australian worker. We are sending
out, through print literature, radio, television,
seminars, individual visits and the web site,
information to the Australian community to
put them in a position to understand what the
tax reform is all about. (Time expired)

Goods and Services Tax: Tollways
Senator JACINTA COLLINS (2.42

p.m.)—My question is to Senator Kemp, As-
sistant Treasurer. Can the minister explain
why Melbourne CityLink tolls are rising by
11 per cent from 1 July? This is made up of a
full 10 per cent GST and a regular quarterly
toll rise of just over one per cent. Didn’t
Minister Hockey say on 12 January in regard
to the M2 tollway in Sydney:
... certain other costs associated with running the
tollway will come down like, for example, petrol
prices will come down and various other prices,
transportation prices, will come down.

If prices are indeed coming down for tollway
operators, as claimed by Mr Hockey, why are
CityLink tolls going up by 11 per cent?

Senator KEMP—Senator, you indicated
that, of the 11 per cent, 10 per cent was at-
tributed to tax changes. I think that is what
you said. I think in fairness to your question
that you did not actually say it was 11 per
cent; you said it was 10 per cent. Senator, if
you are unhappy about what is happening
with tolls in Victoria, you may well care to
refer them to the ACCC. I have not gone
through all the books of CityLink, so I cannot
claim any particular knowledge of their costs.
If you feel that there is a problem with that
matter, then that is a matter which could be
referred to the ACCC.

Senator JACINTA COLLINS—I ask a
supplementary question, Madam President.
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Minister, is it then a fact that Mr Hockey was
just plain wrong and he was in fact trying to
mislead tollway users on the impact of the
GST on their toll fares? Or if indeed he was
not wrong on these basic facts, will Minister
Hockey now be requesting that the ACCC
investigate CityLink’s proposed increase of
11 per cent?

Senator KEMP—I will go over the Han-
sard again, but in your question you said that
there was a 10 per cent rise as a result of tax
reform. I think that is what you said, as far as
I can recall, Senator, so don’t keep on saying
11 per cent. It may be due to other factors,
but you said 10 per cent. I have said this once
or twice before in this chamber, but I do not
normally take quotations from the other side
of the chamber on their face value.

Senator Robert Ray—You’ve never once
come back and corrected any.

Senator KEMP—They are the sorts of
things that you would look closely at. Above
all, Senator Ray knows how selective quota-
tions can be. Senator Ray, you have not come
back to correct the outrageous assertions that
you made recently by omitting two key quo-
tations. You are the person that makes one
very careful about accepting quotations from
the Labor Party. (Time expired)

The PRESIDENT—Senator Kemp, you
should not direct your remarks directly across
the chamber.

Social Welfare: Policy
Senator BARTLETT (2.46 p.m.)—My

question is to the Minister for Family and
Community Services, and it relates to the
welfare reform process. I remind the minister
of her previous comments that social policy
would be the next major reform priority of
the Howard government and also that the
final green paper developed by the independ-
ent reference group, which the minister es-
tablished, would be completed by 30 June
and would be made public thereafter. Can the
minister confirm for the Senate that the final
report of the reference group will be made
public and indicate when that will be occur-
ring?

Senator NEWMAN—The answer to
Senator’s Bartlett question is yes, it will be
made public; I have said that on a number of

occasions. It will be made public after I have
received it and cabinet has had a chance to
know what is in it.

Senator BARTLETT—I ask a supple-
mentary question, Madam President. I remind
the minister of her initial statement that it
would be completed by 30 June. I ask her
again to indicate when the report is likely to
appear. Given the amount of time and energy
which community and welfare groups have
put, and are putting, into the government’s
consultation process, will the government
refrain from trying to make further major
changes to our welfare system until such time
that the report from the Welfare Reform Ref-
erence Group has been finalised and has been
made public?

Senator NEWMAN—There has been no
change from the timetable which was pro-
posed by the government and accepted by the
reference group. I understand they are on
track to finishing their work by the end of
this month. It will then be printed and be
available to the government. As for any
amendments to social security or welfare
legislation, measures that were announced in
the budget will be proceeding in the normal
way in the budgetary process and through the
Senate. Other than that, we of course are as
keenly awaiting the result of the final report
as anybody else in the community. You have
given me an opportunity to thank those who
are involved in welfare service delivery and
welfare policy. I think Australia has achieved
a national discussion which has been rea-
soned and contributory, and I value that be-
cause that is what I asked for last year, as you
will recall. (Time expired)

Goods and Services Tax: Local Gov-
ernment

Senator ROBERT RAY (2.48 p.m.)—My
question is to the Assistant Treasurer, Senator
Kemp. Has the minister’s attention been
drawn to a brochure produced by the Mel-
bourne City Council entitled ‘GST and the
City of Melbourne—Your Questions An-
swered’? Has the minister’s attention been
drawn to the fact that the brochure lists a
number of services provided by the council to
which the GST will apply—including the
release of towed vehicles, swim passes at city
baths, wedding permits and parking meter
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fees—and that the cost of these services will
each rise by 10 per cent? Minister, given that
your own GST tax package estimated that
local government would be expected to save
$70 million each year, how is it that the full
impact of the GST on these items is being
transferred to consumers?

Senator KEMP—The first point I make is
that I have not looked at this brochure. I
think, as someone living in the area, I would
be posted a copy of that brochure. The sec-
ond point I make is that, if what Senator Ray
has said is accurate—and I have been burnt
by you as well, Senator; not only Conroy, but
you have stated information in this chamber
which has not been accurate—

The PRESIDENT—You mean Senator
Conroy.

Senator KEMP—I correct myself: I mean
Senator Conroy. I will check to see if those
services have risen by 10 per cent and
whether there is any further information I can
give to Senator Ray. I am not sure whether or
not these have been approved. I will need to
get information on that. They may have been
discussed with the ACCC. I think, rather than
making a direct comment on them, I will
have those examined to see whether I can
provide you with any further information.

The third point I make, which relates also
to the question I received from Senator
Collins, is that, in fact, all of this money goes
to the state government. All of this money—
the GST—that Senator Collins was worried
about in relation to tolls goes to state gov-
ernments. I do not think there is any particu-
lar debate on that matter. Let me make it
clear that the government would be very con-
cerned indeed if there were attempts by any-
body, whether it be business—large or
small—or whether it be local governments or
oil companies, to exploit the transitional
phase from the existing tax system to the new
tax system.

Senator ROBERT RAY—Madam Presi-
dent, I ask a supplementary question. There is
one matter arising from Senator Kemp’s an-
swer. Senator Kemp said that the local gov-
ernment might consult with the ACCC. Does
the ACCC have any power over local gov-
ernment in regard to these prices?

Senator KEMP—I will check on that is-
sue. Local government can seek advice on
these matters. Frankly, in relation to these
matters, if people have been providing exces-
sive price rises the public would want to
know.

Rural and Regional Australia: Rural
Communities Grants Programme

Senator KNOWLES (2.52 p.m.)—My
question is to the Minister for Regional
Services, Territories and Local Government,
Senator Ian Macdonald. Can the minister
advise the Senate of progress with the How-
ard government’s $25.7 million Rural Com-
munities Grants Programme? How do these
grants build on the broader coalition strategy
to assist and benefit people living in regional
Australia?

Senator IAN MACDONALD—Senator
Knowles continues to display her real interest
in good policy for rural and regional Austra-
lians, particularly in Western Australia.
Senator Knowles, I am very pleased to have
announced today 27 new Rural Communities
Grants Programme projects, totalling over
half a million dollars, bringing the total sum
to 241 communities around Australia which
have been assisted by this program—com-
munities that have received some $22 million
from the federal government. These projects
being funded today cover such areas as in-
formation technology, information provision
and community development. They have all
been supported by an independent Rural
Communities Grants Programme advisory
committee.

Senator Knowles would be particularly
interested to know that of those 27 grants one
grant has gone to the Collie Family Centre.
We have given $10,000 to that centre to em-
ploy an editor to establish, produce and dis-
tribute a regular newsletter. Senator Knowles
would also be interested to know that the
Cunderdin and district’s telecentre will re-
ceive some $13,000 to employ an informa-
tion officer to provide information on gov-
ernment programs and services. The Stawell
Gymnastics Club will receive $3,000 to pur-
chase equipment for that club. They are only
small grants but they are the sorts of things
that mean a lot in rural and regional commu-
nities. These announcements build on the
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federal government’s real commitment to
rural and regional Australia and build upon
the recent announcement we made of a new
$90 million program, called the Regional
Solutions Package, that will work to support
communities to find local solutions to local
problems.

What we are doing in rural and regional
Australia is in such stark contrast to what the
Labor Party are doing. First of all, we have a
policy for rural and regional Australia and we
have been building on that policy. We have
been providing real assistance to local com-
munities to help themselves. In contrast, the
Labor Party have no policy whatsoever; and
when asked about it in estimates their
spokesman said, ‘We’ll tell you about our
policy but it will be after the next election.’
So they have no policy now; it will be there
after the election.

I have heard some questions today about
fuel. We know what the coalition’s fuel pol-
icy is—24c a litre cheaper for diesel for
transport in rural and regional Australia.
What is the Labor Party’s policy on that
matter? First of all, they said that they are
going to keep the GST. One would hope that
if they did that they would at least keep our
reduction in fuel excise. But what did
Mr Crean say on 31 March on ABC radio in
central Queensland?

Senator Mackay—What did you say
about big trucks last week?

Senator IAN MACDONALD—I think
you were there, Senator Mackay, with Mr
Crean. He said, ‘As we think there should be
a mix of policies, we’re not proposing to alter
the fuel excise regime.’ So while they are
going to keep the GST, they are also going to
keep the current fuel excise regime. So as far
as Labor are concerned, they will keep the
GST but they will keep fuel excise at 46c a
litre for those country motorists. That shows
just how interested the Labor Party are in
rural and regional Australia. As I say, that is
in stark contrast to the Liberal and National
parties, which are all about working with
communities, helping people to help them-
selves. (Time expired)

Goods and Services Tax: Real Estate
Commissions

Senator O’BRIEN (2.57 p.m.)—My
question is to Senator Kemp, the Assistant
Treasurer. Can the minister inform the Senate
whether GST is payable on real estate com-
missions on contracts which are exchanged
before 1 July but will be not settled until after
that date?

Senator KEMP—I would like to get some
appropriate advice and give that to you.

Senator O’BRIEN—Madam President, I
ask a supplementary question. Just when
does the Howard government deem the real
estate agent’s service has been provided—
when the buyer and seller are introduced,
when an offer is made, when contracts are ex-
changed, or when settlement is undertaken?

Honourable senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator

Kemp needs to hear the question that is being
asked and there are too many people making
a noise.

Senator O’BRIEN—Is the minister aware
that the Real Estate Institute of New South
Wales believes that GST is payable on set-
tlements made after 1 July but the National
Real Estate Institute is advising that GST can
be avoided by proving that introduction of
buyer and seller occurred before 1 July? Can
the Assistant Treasurer, who, after all, has
ministerial responsibility for GST imple-
mentation, provide a definitive answer for the
many real estate buyers and sellers with thou-
sands of dollars each riding on this important
decision and a number of settlements which
will occur on 1 July or on Monday. (Time
expired)

Senator KEMP—Yes, I will get advice
from the tax office on that.

Organised Crime: People Smuggling
Senator MASON (3.00 p.m.)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister for Justice and Cus-
toms, Senator Vanstone. The minister would
be aware of comments by United Nations
Under-Secretary-General Pino Arlacchi that
trafficking in people is the fastest-growing
business of organised crime. Will the minister
inform the Senate of steps being taken by the
coalition government to combat trafficking in
human beings?



Monday, 26 June 2000 SENATE 15579

Senator VANSTONE—I thank Senator
Mason for his question. I am aware of Mr
Arlacchi’s comments—not the full detail of
them, but certainly that portion that I have
seen I endorse. I met Mr Arlacchi in April,
when he was chairing the UN crime preven-
tion congress in Vienna, and I took the op-
portunity then to explain Australia’s actions
to him in relation to what is a growing prob-
lem not only for Australia but for the rest of
the world. It is clearly agreed by Mr Arlac-
chi, me and everyone else at the conference
that only through international cooperative
action can people-smuggling hope to be con-
trolled globally. Mr Arlacchi makes a very
important point. Trafficking in human beings
is the fastest-growing area of transnational
organised crime. The figures he quotes are
both striking and disturbing. He points out
that over four centuries of slavery 11.5 mil-
lion people were moved out of Africa but that
over the last decade alone, 30 million women
and children have been trafficked within and
from South-East Asia for sexual purposes
and sweatshop labour.

Clearly, the world is in the midst of a new
type of slavery epidemic. The dimension is
comparable to slave trading during the days
of the old Spanish galleons. Mr Arlacchi la-
bels the problem as the biggest violation of
human rights in the world, and calls for the
reintroduction of antislavery laws where they
have lapsed or have been taken off the books.
When we came to government, our antislav-
ery laws were out of date—I do not blame the
previous government for that; they could not
have expected that this problem would come
up in the way that it did—but I am pleased to
say that we moved very quickly to change
that, with the endorsement of the now oppo-
sition, the Democrats, the Greens and, I
think, Senator Harradine. This parliament can
be very proud that we were among the first to
update our slavery laws. Some in the states
thought it inappropriate at the time, but it has
now been clearly shown to be something that
we needed to do. It was one of the first pieces
of legislation that I asked to be prepared and,
while it was not passed in record time
through both chambers, it was nonetheless
passed with bipartisan support. I repeat that it
is something that the Australian parliament
should be proud of: we are world leaders in

this respect. That legislation creates a very
serious offence of sexual slavery and a seri-
ous but lesser offence of sexual servitude.
Penalties for the offences of slavery are 25
years for sexual slavery and 15 years for sex-
ual servitude, although 19 years if it is an
aggravated offence.

The government followed this by creating
the serious offences of people smuggling.
These offences target the organisers of people
smuggling and have penalties of up to 20
years. Smugglers prey on the dispossessed
and the desperate. They charge exorbitant
fees, take no responsibility for their custom-
ers and, in fact, do not deliver what they
promise to their customers they will deliver.
We can recall the events in Europe last week
where 58 people died in the attempt to be
smuggled across the Channel into the United
Kingdom. That tragic incident does highlight
how ruthless these organisers are. They are
criminals. It shows clearly why we need to
treat these offences as serious crimes. Aus-
tralia will not tolerate this barbaric trade in
human beings, and we are pleased to say that,
with the support of all members of this and
the other chamber, we have done something
about it.

Senator Hill—Madam President, I ask
that further questions be placed on the Notice
Paper.
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT

NOTICE
Goods and Services Tax: Political Funding

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (3.04 p.m.)—Last Tuesday Senator
Brown asked me a question, and I seek leave
to incorporate a response in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The response read as follows—

On Tuesday 20 June 2000, (Hansard page: 14322)
Senator Brown asked me:
As you will be aware, after the last election some
$33 million was disbursed in public funding to
political parties, and as a consideration for supply
we can expect this will be reduced by $3 million
at the next election under the GST. However, the
Australian Electoral Commission, acting on Taxa-
tion Office advice, is advising political parties that
public funding will not be subject to the GST. I
ask the Assistant Treasurer: why is that so?
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Why is the earlier advice from the Deputy Com-
missioner of Taxation, Mr Rick Matthews, that
public funding is subject to GST being reversed?
Secondly, if public funding is not subject to the
GST as a consideration for supply, the technical
term, I ask: will such similar considerations for
supply as public lending rights for authors, and
the Dairy Industry Adjustment Program also be
exempt from the GST?
The answer to the honourable senator’s question is
as follows:
Broadly speaking, a government grant will be
taxable if the grant can be regarded as considera-
tion  for a taxable supply by a registered person.
Whether a grant is taxable depends on the facts of
the  particular case.
With regard to election funding, the Australian
Taxation Office has recently provided advice that
public funding for election purposes will not gen-
erally be regarded as consideration for a taxable
supply. Consequently, the payments will not usu-
ally be subject to GST.
The Australian Taxation Office changed its view
of the GST treatment of these payments after ob-
taining further information and consulting with
the Australian Electoral Commission.
I am also advised that payments under the Dairy
Industry Adjustment Program are not subject to
GST.
However, with regard to payments for public
lending rights to authors, I am advised that if an
author is registered, the payment will generally be
taxable if it is regarded as consideration for a tax-
able supply, but the author will be entitled to input
tax credits on acquisitions that relate to carrying
on his or her business. The GST treatment of
payments for public lending rights also depends
on the facts of the case.

Goods and Services Tax: Petrol Prices
Senator COOK (Western Australia—

Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (3.04 p.m.)—I move:

That the Senate take note of the answers, given
by the Assistant Treasurer (Senator Kemp), to
questions without notice asked today, relating to
the goods and services tax and petrol prices.

Australian motorists have now been une-
quivocally proven to have been right not to
trust this government. This government has
been about misleading them. No-one needs to
go any further than the Sunday program yes-
terday when the evidence of that statement
was made manifest when the Prime Minister,
caught by interviewer Laurie Oakes, had to

admit that he had misled the Australian peo-
ple, that he had misled Australia about the
price of petrol under the GST and that in fact
petrol prices would not be not going up but
would be going up by 1.5c per litre, at a time
when petrol prices are higher than they have
been for some time, due to the higher per
barrel price because of the current OPEC
attitude to petrol pricing.

There are three issues here. Firstly, the
Prime Minister relies on secret and unre-
vealed modelling to justify his claim—which
I will come to in a moment—that petrol
prices ‘need not go up’. It is about time that
this government, which tries to justify its
promises by secret work of the Treasury, paid
for by taxpayers, was required to put down in
the parliament the documentation that justi-
fies their view. Secondly, what is also une-
quivocal is that prices will rise by 1.5c from
midnight on Friday, four days from now, as a
consequence of what this government is do-
ing. The price rises will be due to the GST.
There is no doubt about that. So assertions
before the election, when they tried to dupe
this community about the impact of the GST,
were wrong. The third point about all of this
is that it proves again that the government’s
words cannot be trusted. The Prime Minister,
after all, said that there would never ever be a
GST. In four days time, there will be. Did he
tell the truth then? No. Is he telling the truth
now? Well, in my submission, certainly
not—and on the Laurie Oakes program yes-
terday he admitted that he was not.

And what do we have here? An effort to
confuse Australians about exactly what the
promise was. In the so-called bible of the
GST, the ANTS package—the publication
sent to us before the election—it said petrol
prices ‘need not rise’. Remember those
words: need not rise. But what did the Prime
Minister say to Alan Jones on 14 August
1998:
Under our plan the excise will be reduced to ac-
commodate the GST so that it is no dearer at the
pump for any motorist.

He was joined in a chorus by his frontbench-
ers and other members that petrol prices ‘will
not go up’. The official statement: ‘need not
go up’. The attitude to the electorate, what
they told the people of Australia: ‘will not go
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up’, and this minister today said, ‘It makes no
difference. The ALP’s trying to be pedantic.’
Trying to be pedantic!

Let us put a few real life propositions.
What if a barman says to an underage
drinker, ‘I need not serve you,’ compared
with, ‘I will not serve you’? If he says ‘I will
not’, he is not going to serve him. If he says
‘I need not’, he is saying, ‘I may serve him.’
What would a lawyer mean if he said to his
client, ‘You need not plead guilty,’ as op-
posed to, ‘You will not plead guilty’? What
would the chorus girl mean if she said to the
sailor, ‘I need not agree to your proposition,’
compared with, ‘I will not agree to your
proposition’? There is no doubt that in real
life situations Australians can spot the lying.
‘Need not’ means it might; ‘will not’ means it
will not. This government misled the Austra-
lian community prior to the last election
when it said it ‘need not’, but told everyone it
‘will not’. We now know it will: 1.5c extra
per litre is the price motorists in Australia
will have to pay because of the GST. What
does the government try to do? Blame the oil
companies. There are a lot of things you
could say about oil companies, but they do
know their pricing structures. The govern-
ment should reveal the secret report, and it
should not say ‘they need not’; they should
say ‘they will’. (Time expired)

Senator GIBSON (Tasmania) (3.09
p.m.)—I rise to speak on the motion moved
by Senator Cook to take note of the answer
given by the Assistant Treasurer, Senator
Kemp, to a question without notice asked by
Senator Cook today, relating to the GST and
petrol prices. Why? Because we have had
weeks and weeks of opposition questioning
of government ministers about tax reform.
And why are they doing this? They are con-
centrating on the minutiae of the tax reform
process and leaving the big picture aside.
Why did the government take on the role,
nearly three years ago, of announcing to the
public that tax reform was required? Basi-
cally because many reports and advice to
governments of both sides of politics, going
back over a long time—going back to the
Asprey committee in 1995—have said that
the Australian tax system was too compli-
cated and unfair, and recommended urgent

reform. There have been several attempts in
the past to reform the tax system and, as we
all remember, those attempts failed. But
Prime Minister John Howard went to the last
election with the platform of reforming the
Australian tax system and doing it thoroughly
and cleanly—and that is what we have done.

Why did we want to do this? The evidence
is clear to everybody who has had anything
to do with the tax system in Australia. Firstly,
most consumers in Australia did not even
know they were paying indirect tax. They did
not know that there were different levels of
indirect tax, wholesale sales tax. The main
grades were 12 per cent, 22 per cent and 32
per cent. This current year those taxes raised
revenue of over $15 billion. The Labor Party
put up those rates back in the past when they
were in power. But most consumers did not
know they were paying them. The rules about
the various levels were complex and, again,
not understood. There was a lot of disputa-
tion in the courts about the boundaries be-
tween those rates. You have to ask: why did
we have this inefficient, unfair indirect tax
system when the rest of the world moved to
VAT or GST years ago? Only a couple of
small countries in Africa are still caught with
wholesale sales tax. The government decided
that we had to tackle the system and change
the indirect tax system; hence we have gone
to the simpler GST.

Income taxes were unfair and, again, there
was lots of evidence to the government over
many years that the incentives for people to
work hard, to save and to work extra had
been destroyed because of the high marginal
tax rates. A person on average weekly earn-
ings, which in Australia is about $38,000 per
year, currently faces marginal tax rates, for
every extra dollar they get, of 43c and 47c in
the dollar. We made a decision that we had to
reduce those tax rates for ordinary workers.
So, in the proposal which starts next Satur-
day, income tax rates will come down sub-
stantially for all income earners, but particu-
larly for those on the middle income range, in
other words between $20,000 per annum and
$50,000 annum. Their marginal tax rates will
come down to 30c in the dollar. That is a
great difference from the tax rates which they
currently pay. Hence there is an incentive for
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ordinary workers to work extra hours—to do
overtime, to work at weekends, to do extra
jobs—to create wealth and income for their
families.

Also in the past we have had terrible fuel
taxes. What did the Labor Party do? They
substantially increased fuel taxes during their
13 years in power and made the cost of run-
ning regional Australia much more expen-
sive. So again the evidence was clear. And
what have we done? We have proposed to
substantially reduce fuel and general trans-
port costs: fuels by 24c a litre for trucking. In
addition to that, the GST will come off for
everyone running a business. Remember that
there is a 22 per cent wholesale sales tax on
trucks, tyres, parts—everything to do with
trucking—so transport costs will come down
substantially. The Road Transport Forum, in
giving evidence to the Senate select commit-
tee last year, said that long-distance transport
costs will come down by something like 15
per cent. And yet the Labor Party persists in
criticising us in minute detail about the tax
system. Australia will be much better off
with the new tax system. (Time expired)

Senator CONROY (Victoria) (3.15
p.m.)—Yesterday on the Sunday program
Prime Minister John Howard was cruelly
exposed by Laurie Oakes for the lies and de-
ceit that he has been involved in perpetrat-
ing—

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Senator
Conroy, it is not parliamentary to accuse a
member of either place of that behaviour.

Senator CONROY—I withdraw. The
Prime Minister was exposed for having mas-
sively misled the Australian public over pet-
rol prices. He was exposed by Laurie Oakes.
I do not think that Terry McCrann in the
Weekend Australian could have put it any
better. He said:

The Government deserves everything it gets
from fiddling the beer excise—and now also the
petrol excise—in clear breach of John Howard’s
promise that no child should ever live in more
expensive beer and petrol poverty. Or something
like that.

Senator Sherry—He is not a supporter of
ours, is he?

Senator CONROY—He continues:

The 1.5c per litre “saving” that is supposed to
justify only a 6.7c cut in the petrol excise instead
of the 8c needed to offset the GST is a figment of
Costello’s imagination and an obviously fevered
or fatigued Treasury model.

That was Terry McCrann—not, as Senator
Sherry has indicated, a known supporter of
the Labor Party. But Laurie Oakes was not
going to let the Prime Minister squirm off the
hook yesterday. The Prime Minister tried
every trick in the book to dodge his responsi-
bility. He made a range of comments about
oil companies, but Laurie Oakes was not let-
ting him go. Laurie Oakes said:
But the bottom line, Prime Minister, is you prom-
ised petrol prices will not rise as a result of the
GST, and next Saturday they’re going to rise be-
cause of the GST.

And they argued about cost savings. And
Howard says:
Well, I don’t know how the Business Council can
argue that.

And Laurie Oakes says:
They say they’ve got independent modelling.

And the Prime Minister says:
Well, we had modelling done too, perhaps we
should exchange models.

Then the reporter, Laurie Oakes, says:
Will you release that publicly?

And the Prime Minister of course runs for
cover: ‘I’ll talk to the Treasurer about that
when he gets back,’ from Paris, he says. So
some time between the Treasurer flying back
from Paris and the Prime Minister flying off
to London, hopefully Treasury will get a
chance to release its modelling. But the truth
of the Treasury modelling—it is a model, for
those who have not dealt in this area before,
called PRISMOD—is that PRISMOD is like
any economic model: it will produce you
results that are based on the assumptions you
put into it. As was shown and argued about in
the hearings of the Senate Select Committee
on a New Tax System, the government treas-
ury model called PRISMOD makes the fol-
lowing assumption: all cost savings from the
new tax system are passed on 100 per cent on
1 July. That is the assumption made by the
model.

Senator McGauran—Why shouldn’t they
be?
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Senator CONROY—If you are a petrol
company and you have a refinery it is rather
hard to knock the refinery down and rebuild
it all on day one to gain the embedded cost
savings. It is rather hard, Senator McGauran.
It is actually not possible to make a cost
saving on an existing building. They are
talking about when you replace your plant
and equipment. When you build your new
refinery you get your savings. It is like the
petrol tankers that Mr Howard keeps talking
about, the spare parts. There is no cost saving
on 1 July from new petrol tankers being pur-
chased, because you are still driving the old
petrol tankers. That is why—when Minister
for Transport and Regional Services, John
Anderson, said that the amount had been
identified by the Australian Automobile As-
sociation—the association’s own submission
makes it clear that these savings were based
on long-run estimates, with much of the cost
reduction coming from capital investment
and assuming all savings were passed on to
the consumer.

That is the key. It is a capital investment.
You cannot just knock the plant down. You
do not just sell the computer you have got in
your office today. You do not just sell your
tanker that is driving the petrol. You do not
run out and put on a whole bunch of new
tyres on 1 July. On those cost savings even
the ACCC will not enforce this dictum by the
Prime Minister. The ACCC’s own booklet
that they released said there is at least six
months before the prices that they have ad-
vertised can be met. This Prime Minister
knows it. Senator Hill knows it. Senator
McGauran knows it. This is the great lie to
cover up how this government has deceived
and misled the Australian public. (Time ex-
pired)

Senator McGAURAN (Victoria) (3.20
p.m.)—Economics is not Senator Conroy’s
strong point. No wonder. I was worried about
him last Thursday in general business, that he
was doing too much head kicking and not
talking enough about policy. But now I know
why Senator Conroy grooms himself as the
head kicker of the Labor Party: because when
it comes to economics or any other debate of
depth he has not got it. It does not make

sense. Senator Conroy, are you actually say-
ing there are no savings at all?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Would
you address the chair please, Senator McGa-
uran.

Senator McGAURAN—Are you saying
there are no savings at all for the oil compa-
nies? Are you supporting the oil companies
on this?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order!
Senator McGauran. Address the chair, please.

Senator McGAURAN—What strange
bedfellows we have today.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Address
the chair please.

Senator McGAURAN—We have the La-
bor Party supporting the oil companies. I
wonder what the oil companies think of the
Labor Party’s industrial relations wind back,
the abolition of 45D. I wonder what the oil
companies would think about getting into bed
with that lot over there.

Senator Sherry—Get back to petrol.
What has this to do with petrol?

Senator McGAURAN—Tell me now.
Senator Sherry interjects—

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Senator
McGauran—

Senator McGAURAN—Through you.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—No. All

interjections are disorderly, so please address
the chair and stop seeking interjections.

Senator McGAURAN—I am puzzled, if
not amazed, that the oil companies are saying
there are no savings to be got. The Labor
Party are of course opportunistically sup-
porting the oil companies on this. This is a
total falsehood. There are savings there, ac-
cording to Treasury models and common-
sense, of up to 1.5c a litre.

Senator Sherry—Up to 1.5.
Senator McGAURAN—There are,

Senator Sherry. Just for starters, every time a
truck leaves the terminal there is 24c a litre in
the diesel fuel rebate scheme. Of course there
is the abolition of the wholesale sales tax.
There is an array of cascading savings which
the oil companies absurdly are not admitting
to, and that is backed by the Labor Party. If
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the oil companies want to get into bed with
the Labor Party, they had better realise that
the Labor Party are the ones who will wind
back every saving possible in regard to
taxes—in fact, their policy is to increase
taxes—and of course they will wind back the
industrial relations reform that this govern-
ment has brought in. I think the oil compa-
nies are showing themselves in this particular
debate to be absolutely flawed in denying
that there are any savings. They have an obli-
gation to pass on those savings, just as
Woolworths and other companies have an
obligation to pass on the savings. If not, we
will send in the ACCC.

Senator Carr—Will we?
Senator McGAURAN—It just so hap-

pens that I saw Professor Fels at the airport
today. He looked very refreshed and invigo-
rated.

Senator Carr—What did he say?
Senator McGAURAN—He didn’t talk to

me, Senator Carr.
Senator Carr—He didn’t talk to you?
Senator McGAURAN—He is far too

busy and has far too much on his mind. I can
just imagine the little gleam in his eye when
he read today’s papers about the oil compa-
nies. They have a duty to pass on those par-
ticular savings. We have met our commit-
ments in regard to the election.

I saw that Laurie Oakes interview and I do
not know what Senator Conroy was talking
about. I think he had five minutes to pad out
and decided to read the whole interview out.
The only interview I remember where anyone
got crushed by Laurie Oakes was the one
with Daryl Melham. That was probably the
most notorious interview on the Sunday
show. If Senator Conroy were trying to make
the point that Laurie Oakes floored the Prime
Minister, then that is absurd. The Prime
Minister simply put up our policy, which is
that from 1 July there will be a reduction of
8.2c a litre in excise. That is made up of 1.5c
by the oil companies and 6.7c by the gov-
ernment. That is for unleaded petrol, diesel
and leaded petrol. This is a reduction of 6.7c
by the government. The total of 8.2c is based
on a strike rate of 90. The cost reduction in
excise is around $2.2 billion. That is in stark

contrast to the Labor Party’s 13 years in gov-
ernment where prices for diesel, leaded petrol
and unleaded petrol went up some 24c. We
are in fact reducing the cost of petrol excise
in this tax package.

As my colleague Senator Gibson pointed
out, there is very good reason why within
four days we will be introducing this new tax
package with all its compensation. We have a
lot staked in it. We have our fate and fortunes
staked in it.

Senator Carr—You do.
Senator McGAURAN—As you do. So

we await 1 July. (Time expired)
Senator SHERRY (Tasmania) (3.25

p.m.)—We are taking note of Senator Kemp’s
totally inadequate answers in respect of the
increase in petrol prices. I am following on
from Senator McGauran. If those people lis-
tening are not aware, Senator McGauran is a
National Party senator. Normally he speaks
on behalf of the coalition or the Liberal Party,
but he singly fails as a National Party senator
to defend the interests of people living in
rural and regional Australia. He did make a
fairly predictable attack on my colleague
Senator Conroy and inferred that he has not
got it. I think they were the words that Sena-
tor McGauran used.

What do Senator McGauran’s own col-
leagues in this so-called coalition think of
Senator McGauran and the National Party? I
notice that the federal Liberal member for the
seat of Wannon, Mr David Hawker, said:
... the National Party was finished as a future po-
litical power. I can see no reason on the horizon
for people to vote National ... I think at some
stage the National Party has to draw the line and
decide to either merge with the Liberal Party or
become a rump.

Another of Senator McGauran’s coalition
colleagues, the Liberal MP for the seat of
Murray, Mrs Stone, who won the seat from
the National Party, has called for the aban-
donment of an agreement between the coali-
tion that prevented Liberal Party members
from challenging sitting National Party MPs.
One Liberal Party source said, ‘Moves by the
Nationals to abandon the coalition could cost
the party its one Senate representative.’ And
whom are they talking about? They are talk-
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ing about Senator McGauran representing the
National Party. Frankly, Senator McGauran, I
am not surprised that Mr Fels did not speak
to you. He would not recognise you as a
senator representing the National Party.

The point to this debate is Senator McGa-
uran claims that oil companies refuse to pass
on the savings. That is not correct. The oil
companies are saying that there is not 1.5c a
litre in savings from day one. Anyone who
has any knowledge of the GST—and, Senator
McGauran, I would think that would include
even you with your urbane, intellectual eco-
nomic background—would recognise that the
cost savings in this particular area would not
flow through from day one, as my colleague
Senator Conroy has explained to you. But,
unfortunately, you have failed to understand
this.

Senator McGauran, why have the National
Party swallowed this deal from their domi-
nant Liberal Party coalition member—a deal
that will see petrol prices rise in rural and
regional Australia? What have the National
Party done about this particular problem?
They have done nothing. In fact it is even
worse. The National Party are just the door-
mats of this coalition.

Senator Carr—There are so submissive.
Senator SHERRY—They are totally

submissive. They do everything that the Lib-
eral Party wants to do and they singularly fail
to represent the interests of rural and regional
Australia. We have had a number of com-
mitments in respect of petrol prices. We have
had words from the Treasurer last year. The
Treasurer, Mr Costello, said in his press re-
lease of 7 September: ‘The government’s
proposed new tax system will not lead to any
increase in petrol prices.’ We have had words
from the Prime Minister: ‘Petrol prices need
not rise.’ We have had words from other
ministers: ‘Petrol prices will not rise.’ Then
we had the Prime Minister’s latest attempt
fudge the issue when, interviewed by Laurie
Oakes on the Sunday program at the week-
end, he tried to cover up his embarrassment
about the increasing petrol prices in rural and
regional areas by saying that the document
said petrol prices ‘need not rise’ and that it
was part of the ‘thrust and parry of cam-
paigning’. You use tougher words—that is

what the Prime Minister said. It makes you
think of the words he used in respect of the
GST some years ago—the never ever prom-
ise.

It makes you think of the commitment of
the Prime Minister with respect to beer
prices. When the Prime Minister said that
beer prices would not go up by more than 1.9
per cent, he was referring to packaged beer
and not a glass of beer. It makes you think
about the continual misleading statements
made by the Prime Minister, the Treasurer
and people like Senator McGauran, who is
supposed to represent the interests of rural
and regional Australia. In my home state of
Tasmania, petrol prices will go up in De-
vonport by almost 1c a litre to almost 92.4c a
litre as a result of the failure of this govern-
ment to deliver on its promise that petrol
prices would not go up because of a GST.
(Time expired)

Question resolved in the affirmative.
Families: United Nations Proposals

Senator HARRADINE (Tasmania) (3.31
p.m.)—I move:

That the Senate take note of the answer given
by the Minister for Family and Community Serv-
ices (Senator Newman), to a question without
notice asked by Senator Harradine today, relating
to the position taken by Australia on family poli-
cies at the special session of the United Nations
General Assembly on 9 June 2000.

The purpose of my motion is to elaborate on
this matter; it is no reflection on Senator
Newman, for whom I have the greatest re-
spect. I believe, however, that she has been
not well served on this matter. It is important
to note that Australia is part of the JUSCANZ
group, which comprises Japan, the United
States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand,
and I think South Korea is coming into it.
That organisation appears to speak on our
behalf. I want to make the statement that
Australia missed out on a golden opportunity
in the New York document to strengthen
support for the family.

Let me be quite specific about what is be-
ing said here. Over a number of days, in vari-
ous meetings, consideration had been given
to proposals to strengthen the policy on
families in the document. That eventually got
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down to the bottom line contained in the fol-
lowing two statements:
In a number of countries, policies and programs
have been implemented to strengthen the family
in performing its societal and developmental
roles, including the recognition of the vital role of
women in their respective families and gender
equality as essential to family wellbeing ...

and:
... to ensure that all activities of the United Na-
tions system which impact on the family contrib-
ute to its protection. Continue policies and actions
to build family friendly societies, in particular
through taking a more focused and coordinated
approach by the United Nations system.

It was those two family friendly propositions
that were opposed by the JUSCANZ group;
they were opposed on the Thursday after-
noon. In fact, an EU representative got up
and said, ‘Why do we want to be talking
about families here?’ A United States repre-
sentative got up and spoke ‘on behalf of all
members of JUSCANZ’. That is dobbing
Australia in! He opposed those two family
friendly propositions, so they were bracketed.
The issue came before the committee of the
whole of the UN session on women, devel-
opment and peace on the Friday afternoon. In
the evening there was a situation where the
United States delegate got up and, on behalf
of all members of JUSCANZ, said they
would not accept the proposition at all. That
was a family friendly proposition; it was an
improvement on the document. The Howard
government stands before these people sup-
posedly representing a family friendly coun-
try.

I know that certain messages were coming
from the bureaucracy in Canberra: ‘If you are
in good company—’ and what that means is
that, if those JUSCANZ nations are onside,
you should just go for it. Haven’t we got
enough independence in Australia to follow
our own foreign policy and our own policies
in international fora? If they are family
friendly policies, why did we maintain our
silence? Silence, of course, signifies consent.
Why didn’t we wave the flag and oppose
what JUSCANZ said on our behalf? That is
what I am asking for, whether it be from this
government or from any other government.
(Time expired)

Question resolved in the affirmative.
CENTENARY OF FEDERATION: JOINT

SITTING
The PRESIDENT—Senators will recall

that on Monday, 5 June 2000, I tabled an in-
vitation from the houses of the Victorian par-
liament to the Senate to participate in the
proposed commemorative sittings in Mel-
bourne in 2001.

Motion (by Senator Hill)—by leave—
agreed to:
That–
(1) The Senate accepts the invitation extended by

the Houses of the Parliament of Victoria on
10 May 2000, and conveyed by the letter of
11 May 2000 signed by the President of the
Legislative Council and the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly, for the Senate to meet
at the Royal Exhibition Buildings in Mel-
bourne on 9 May 2001 and at Parliament
House in Melbourne on 10 May 2001, to
mark the centenary of the first sittings of the
Houses of the Commonwealth Parliament on
9 and 10 May 1901.

(2) The Senate thanks the Houses of the Victo-
rian Parliament for this invitation.

(3) The President convey this resolution to the
President of the Legislative Council and the
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.

(4) The President, with appropriate consultation
with senators, and in conjunction with the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the
President of the Legislative Council and the
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, make
the necessary arrangements for the com-
memorative sittings.

PRIVILEGE
The PRESIDENT—Order! The Chair-

man of the Joint Committee on Corporations
and Securities, Senator Chapman, in a letter
dated 22 June 2000 has raised a matter of
privilege pursuant to standing order 81. The
matter relates to a submission which the
committee received on a confidential basis
and which was subsequently published in two
newspapers without the authorisation of the
committee. The chairman’s letter indicates
that the committee has undertaken the steps
which committees are required to undertake
in such cases by the resolution of the Senate
of 20 June 1996. The committee has endeav-
oured to discover the source of the disclosure
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by the means set out in the resolution. The
committee has also formed the conclusion
that the disclosure had a tendency substan-
tially to interfere with the work of the com-
mittee and actually caused substantial inter-
ference. The chairman’s description of the
nature of the document reinforces this con-
clusion.

I am required by standing order 81 to de-
termine whether a motion to refer the matter
to the Privileges Committee should have
precedence, having regard to the criteria set
out in resolution 4 of the Senate’s privileges
resolution. Those criteria are:

(a) the principle that the Senate’s power to ad-
judge and deal with contempts should be used
only where it is necessary to provide reasonable
protection for the Senate and its committees and
for senators against improper acts tending sub-
stantially to obstruct them in the performance of
their functions, and should not be used in respect
of matters which appear to be of a trivial nature or
unworthy of the attention of the Senate; and

(b) the existence of any remedy other than that
power for any act which may be held to be a con-
tempt.

Past rulings of presidents have indicated that
precedence will be given to a matter if it is
capable of being held by the Senate of meet-
ing criterion (a) and there is no other readily
available remedy. The matter raised by the
Joint Committee on Corporations and Secu-
rities clearly meets those criteria. I therefore
determine that precedence be given to a mo-
tion to refer the matter to the Privileges
Committee, and I table the letter from the
committee. A notice of motion may now be
given to refer the matter to the Privileges
Committee.

NOTICES
Presentation

Senator Chapman to move, on the next
day of sitting:

That the following matter be referred to the
Committee of Privileges:

Having regard to the letter dated 22 June 2000
to the President from the Chairman of the Par-
liamentary Joint Committee on Corporations
and Securities, whether there was an unau-
thorised disclosure of a submission to the Joint
Committee on Corporations and Securities,

and, if so, whether a contempt was committed
by any person in relation to that disclosure.

PETITIONS
The Clerk—A petition has been lodged

for presentation as follows:
Fremantle Barracks: Sale

To the Honourable the President and the Members
of the Senate Assembled in the Parliament.
The petition of the undersigned show: our com-
mitment to retaining the Artillery Barracks, Burt
Street, Fremantle, Western Australia, and all
buildings pertaining thereof, as it now stands,
together with the inclusion of the Army Museum
of Western Australia as part of that site.
Your petitioners respectfully request that the Sen-
ate overturn any proposal to sell or lease the site
for any purpose, other than its present use.

by Senator Lightfoot (from 12,256 citi-
zens).

Petition received.
NOTICES

Presentation
Senator Chapman to move, on the next

day of sitting:
That the Parliamentary Joint Committee on

Corporations and Securities be authorised to hold
a public meeting during the sitting of the Senate
on 28 June 2000, from 5.30 pm, to take evidence
for the committee’s inquiry into aspects of the
regulation of proprietary companies.

Senator Brown to move, two sitting days
after today:

That the Senate—
(a) notes the call by Aung San Suu Kyi in

Burma, and by the Free Burma Action
Committee in Australia, for the
cancellation of the human rights training
program offered by Australia to the
Burmese military regime; and

(b) calls on the Australian Government to
withdraw funding from the program
unless and until it gains the approval of
the democratically-elected leader of
Burma, Aung San Suu Kyi.

Senator Cook to move, on the next day of
sitting:

That there be laid on the table, no later than 4
pm on 28 June 2000, by the Assistant Treasurer
(Senator Kemp), a copy of the economic
modelling, including the methodology and
assumptions, relating to petrol pricing and
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referred to by the Prime Minister (Mr Howard) in
his interview on the Channel Nine Sunday
program on 25 June 2000.

Senator Stott Despoja to move, on the
next day of sitting:

That the Senate—
(a) notes that:

(i) the Dusseldorp Skills Foundation has
released a background paper prepared
by Curtain Consulting entitled,
Mutual Obligation: Policy and
Practice in Australia compared with
the UK,

(ii) the paper contrasts the strong
recognition of citizens’ rights and
entitlements under the United
Kingdom (UK) model of mutual
obligation with the ‘tough rhetoric
about the responsibilities of citizens
but little focus on the obligations of
government beyond ensuring the basic
sustenance of its citizens’ in the
Australian model, and

(iii) the paper cites other important
differences in the two models,
including the greater role of personal
advisers or case managers in the UK
model, and the direct involvement of
UK businesses to create jobs in
partnership with mutual obligation
schemes;

(b) affirms the finding of the paper that in
the Australian mutual obligation context,
‘a number of features of the operation of
work for the dole undermine its capacity
to achieve employment outcomes’;

(c) urges the Federal Government to address
the deficiencies in the Work for the Dole
program, namely, that it does not aim to
create employment opportunities for
participants, that it does not offer training
or skills development and that it provides
neither adequate support for participants
nor sufficient protection for their rights;
and

(d) suggests that the best means of achieving
this would be to abolish the Work for the
Dole program and re-direct its funding to
intensive assistance, which provides
specialised and tailored assistance and
ongoing support to job seekers in the
context of a partnership between the
community and business sectors.

Withdrawal
Senator McGAURAN (Victoria) (3.42

p.m.)—Pursuant to notice given at the last
day of sitting, on behalf of Senator Coonan
and the Regulations and Ordinances Com-
mittee, I now withdraw business of the Sen-
ate notices of motion Nos 1, 2 and 3 standing
in her name for today.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Motion (by Senator O’Brien)—by

leave—agreed to:
That leave of absence be granted to Senator

Evans for the period 26 June to 30 June 2000 in-
clusive, on account of ill health.

NOTICES
Postponement

Items of business were postponed as fol-
lows:

General business notice of motion no. 605
standing in the name of Senator Woodley
for today, relating to the Australian dairy
industry, postponed till 27 June 2000.

COMMITTEES
Superannuation and Financial Services

Committee
Meeting

Motion (by Senator McGauran, at the
request of Senator Watson) agreed to:

That the Select Committee on Superannuation
and Financial Services be authorised to hold a
private meeting otherwise than in accordance with
standing order 33(1) during the sitting of the
Senate on 26 June 2000, from 8 pm, for its
consideration on the provisions of the New
Business Tax System (Miscellaneous) Bill (No. 2)
2000.

DELEGATION REPORTS
Parliamentary Delegation to Papua New

Guinea and the Solomon Islands
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—On behalf

of the President, I present the report of the
Australian Parliamentary Delegation to
Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands,
which took place from 26 April to 4 May
2000, and seek leave to incorporate a tabling
statement in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The statement read as follows—
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It gives me great pleasure as the Delegation
Leader to present the report of the Australian Par-
liamentary Delegation to Papua New Guinea and
Solomon Islands that took place between 26 April
and 4 May 2000.
When arrangements for the visit were being
agreed with the two host countries there was little
inkling of what was to subsequently transpire,
especially in the Solomon Islands.  And, while the
Delegation was made aware of the situation that
was developing in the Solomon Islands, it had
returned to Australia before most of the more se-
rious incidents occurred. The report is therefore a
record of the Delegation’s visit and does not ad-
dress these subsequent events.
I believe that the Delegation was very worthwhile.
It undertook an extensive program of meetings
with Parliamentary and Government representa-
tives in both Papua New Guinea and the Solomon
Islands.  These meetings enabled the Delegation
to foster and strengthen existing ties between our
countries and to gain an appreciation of the aspi-
rations and needs of our hosts.
The Delegation also saw at first hand the very
much appreciated work of AusAID in helping,
particularly, isolated rural communities to enjoy
services -such as educational and health facilities -
which we take for granted.
We were also given the opportunity to visit the Ok
Tedi mine in the Western Province of Papua New
Guinea, about which the members of the Delega-
tion will henceforth have the opportunity to com-
ment with the benefit of personal observation.
I wish to pay credit to my fellow Delegation
members: Mr Duncan Kerr MP, who was Deputy
Leader, Senator Tsebin Tchen, Mr John Forrest
MP, Mr Allan Morris MP and Dr Mal Washer MP,
for their positive contributions to the success of
the visit.
I would also like to recognise the efforts of the
Delegation Secretary, Mick McLean, and of Dan-
ielle Hyndes, from my staff, for their efficient
organisation and recording of the Delegation’s
program.
Finally, I wish to record a vote of thanks to Aus-
tralian Federal Police officers John Rixon and
Nigel Bolton who accompanied the Delegation
and who made a considerable personal as well as
professional contribution to the smooth operations
of the visit.

BUDGET 1999-2000
Consideration by Legislation Committees

Additional Information
Senator McGAURAN (Victoria) (3.44

p.m.)—On behalf of the Finance and Public
Administration Legislation Committee, I pre-
sent additional information relating to the
committee hearings on the additional esti-
mates for 1999-2000. I also present, on be-
half of the Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport Legislation Committee, additional
information relating to the committee’s sup-
plementary hearings on the additional esti-
mates for 1999-2000.

COMMITTEES
Electoral Matters Committee

Report
Senator MASON (Queensland) (3.45

p.m.)—On behalf of the Joint Standing
Committee on Electoral Matters, I present the
report entitled The 1998 federal election:
report of the inquiry into the conduct of the
1998 federal election and matters related
thereto together with minutes of proceedings.
I seek leave to move a motion in relation to
the report.

Leave granted.
Senator MASON—I move:
That the Senate take note of the report.

This is the first report of the Joint Committee
on Electoral Matters in this parliament, and it
addresses the 1998 federal election. I will
very briefly discuss two matters that the re-
port focused on: firstly, the regulation of the
internal structure, administration and dispute
resolution processes of political parties; and,
secondly, problems for the electoral process
arising from section 44 of the Constitution. It
was suggested during committee hearings
that the Electoral Act should be amended to
allow for greater oversight of the internal
constitutional arrangements of political par-
ties. That is for two principal reasons. The
first reason is that political parties receive
public funding, and the argument is therefore
that parties should lend themselves to greater
scrutiny because the taxpayers foot the bill.
The second reason is that political parties are
now subject to much greater scrutiny in the
courts.
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In this environment, you might argue that
it would be appropriate to provide a more
comprehensive legal regime relating to mem-
bership, the preselection process and the
method of amending party constitutions. The
committee debated this at great length. At
present, courts restrain themselves from im-
plying terms and provisions into party con-
stitutions. Judges simply interpret party con-
stitutions and do no more. So long as those
rules are being fairly applied, irrespective of
what they are, that is sufficient. They do not
adjudicate on the wisdom or fairness of the
rules themselves. There is not as yet, al-
though it may be developing, a common-law
set of party rules. In those circumstances, the
committee focused on recommending a clari-
fication of the definition of a ‘member of a
political party’.

My last point relates to the question of
section 44, particularly section 44(iv), of the
Commonwealth Constitution. This subsection
disqualifies certain people from being cho-
sen, or sitting, as members of either house of
parliament—specifically, those who ‘hold
any office of profit under the Crown’. This
particular provision had some impact on me.
I was forced to resign from my previous oc-
cupation 10 months before taking up my seat
here principally because no unequivocal legal
advice could be given. I would have been
disqualified under section 44 of the Constitu-
tion. I raise this for good public policy rea-
sons.

Senator Carr—Yes—conflict of interest!
Senator MASON—Thank you, Senator

Carr. I raise it because the status of public
servants and people employed by universities
and other public instrumentalities is quite
uncertain under the law at the moment. I ap-
preciate that provisions are made in the Pub-
lic Service Act and so forth for people to re-
sign and then to come back, but those provi-
sions are not universal, and there is still an
enormous amount of uncertainty. It is a pity
that public employees may be dissuaded from
entering political life on the basis of this
great uncertainty.

With respect to section 44, the committee
did make one significant recommendation.
The committee recommended a referendum
to nullify the most prominent consequence of

section 44, and that is the potential for dis-
qualification from elected office of those
holding dual citizenship, by virtue of section
44(i). Honourable senators will remember the
case of Mrs Heather Hill, senator-elect for
One Nation. That case was decided by the
Court of Disputed Returns in July last year,
and the committee has recommended that the
rule be changed such that, in future, as soon
as someone nominates, that disqualification
will no longer apply.

I would like to thank the Australian Elec-
toral Commission and the members of the
community who contributed to this review. I
would also like to thank our Chairman, Mr
Gary Nairn, and our Deputy Chairman, Mr
Laurie Ferguson. The committee acted with a
generous spirit throughout the inquiry and it
was a great joy to participate in the inquiry. I
thank all members for their assistance and I
also thank the secretariat. I commend the
report to the Senate.

Senator FAULKNER (New South
Wales—Leader of the Opposition in the Sen-
ate) (3.51 p.m.)—I wish to speak to the mo-
tion before the Senate. The opposition mem-
bers of the Joint Standing Committee on
Electoral Matters identified nine recommen-
dations of the joint standing committee’s re-
port entitled The 1998 federal election: re-
port of the inquiry into the conduct of the
1998 federal election and matters related
thereto that the opposition does not support.
Let me deal very quickly with those recom-
mendations.

Firstly, I will deal with recommendations
Nos 3 and 36. There was a time when the
motto at the AEC and the motto governing
electoral laws was ‘easy to enrol and easy to
vote’. It seems that the coalition government
really want to put a stop to that. The coalition
want to make it harder for people to enrol;
they want to make it harder for people who
need assistance on polling day to have and
cast a secret vote. Recommendation No. 3 of
the committee proposed that electoral rolls
close on the day the writ is issued and, for
existing electors updating address details, the
rolls for an election close at 6 p.m. on the
third day after the issue of the writ.

When the government recently proposed
these fundamentally undemocratic measures
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they were—quite rightly, in my view—re-
jected by the Senate. The Senate was con-
cerned with the potential for disenfranchising
thousands of voters at each election by the
early closure of the rolls. Closing the rolls as
soon as an election is called will potentially
disenfranchise about 80,000 new enrollees at
each election—mostly young Australians and
new Australian citizens. Further, evidence
given by the Australian Electoral Commis-
sion to the committee shows that a majority
of the 320,000 people who notified a change
of address did so at the last available oppor-
tunity. The restriction on enrolment recom-
mended by the committee would massively
distort the electoral rolls of this country. It
would lead to a totally unacceptable situation
where more than 200,000 voters were en-
rolled at a non-current address. When the
Senate last considered this particular meas-
ure, I acknowledge that the Democrats spoke
strongly against the early closure of the rolls.
I hope that the Democrats will continue to
take a principled position on this issue,
though I am concerned that on a number of
occasions they seem to be swayed by poor
government argumentation in this chamber—
the GST being one well-known recent exam-
ple.

Recommendation No. 36 provides that the
Commonwealth Electoral Act be amended to
explicitly prevent scrutineers from providing
assisted votes. This recommendation comes
from a Northern Territory CLP beat-up. No
credible evidence was presented to say that
the current system was not working. Cur-
rently, the elector decides who will assist
them. That is a very practical way of dealing
with assisted voting. It is fair and it preserves
the secrecy of an individual’s vote. It does
not compromise an elector’s rights, nor does
it in any way compromise the proper func-
tioning of polling booths, nor does it com-
promise the integrity of the electoral process.
I would point out that the Australian Elec-
toral Commission’s submission to the com-
mittee stated:

The AEC is of the view that the current federal
legislation relating to assisted voting is operating
properly as the parliament intended and should be
left unamended.

Opposition members of the Joint Standing
Committee agree with that assessment by the
AEC. The act allows an individual elector a
say about who is to assist them in voting.
Appropriately, the elector is able to choose
somebody that they trust. The opposition be-
lieve that individual electors should not be
limited in choosing who may assist them to
cast a formal vote, should they need assis-
tance in the polling booth. The majority of
places where assisted voting occurs are small,
relatively isolated communities where pre-
siding officers or polling officials in the
booth are known to electors. The advantage
of a voter’s friend is that an elector has
someone they nominate and they are com-
fortable with assisting them to vote. If an
elector wants a scrutineer to assist them to
vote formally, then the opposition believe
such a request is certainly no impediment at
all to the democratic process.

I will briefly turn to recommendation No.
11 of the report, which deals with the elec-
toral roll being accessible on the Internet for
name and address search purposes and a CD-
ROM of the roll being provided to public
libraries without Internet access. It is worth
noting here that the AEC is going to circulate
an Internet issues paper soon. I think it is
appropriate that we proceed very cautiously
with any integration of the electoral roll and
the Internet. We all know about the recent
controversy surrounding the illegal release of
electoral roll information by the AEC to the
Taxation Office and the proposed illegal use
of that information by the tax office to mail
out a prime ministerial letter with GST
propaganda, which was of great concern to
the opposition. I think there was also a very
significant degree of public disquiet about
that. We believe recommendation No. 11
should be deferred until the AEC reports on
the operations of sections 81 to 92 of the
Commonwealth Electoral Act and also re-
ports on the issues arising from the recent
illegal release of electoral roll information.
The opposition will be closely examining the
privacy implications that arise from the AEC
Internet issues paper when we see it.

Recommendations Nos 45 and 46 both
propose to increase from $1,500 to $3,000
the threshold for disclosing and reporting



15592 SENATE Monday, 26 June 2000

donations. Opposition committee members
oppose both these recommendations. We say
that increasing these donation thresholds has
absolutely no policy merit at all. It will only
diminish the transparency of the disclosure
laws and allow further donations to parties
and to candidates to go undisclosed. It is of
concern to the opposition that the joint
standing committee is supporting such a rec-
ommendation so soon after the tabling of the
AEC’s funding and disclosure report from the
1998 federal election. I commend the debate
on this particular issue in the Senate during
the sitting last week, particularly the contri-
bution made by opposition senators.

The AEC’s report on funding and disclo-
sure raised a number of specific concerns
about the fundraising activities of the Liberal
Party’s associated entity, the cutely named
Greenfields Foundation, and its exploitation
of the disclosure rules and disclosure provi-
sions of the act. The AEC recommended clo-
sure of the loophole that allowed a body such
as Greenfields to prosper, because there is no
way of tracing the real source of funds to
political parties if that sort of scam is allowed
to continue. Directly relevant to this recom-
mendation, the AEC report also noted that
‘the only practical deterrent to donation
splitting is to maintain a low disclosure
threshold.’ The opposition also opposed rec-
ommendations Nos 17, 27 and 39 of the re-
port.

We do await draft legislation that might
arise from matters covered by the JSCM re-
port. As we did recently at the committee
stage of the previous electoral legislation, we
will be arguing for accessible and transparent
electoral laws. We will be opposing any
measures that weaken the integrity or the
fairness of Australia’s electoral laws. (Time
expired)

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (4.01
p.m.)—As one of the two Democrat senators
on the Joint Standing Committee on Electoral
Matters, I also rise to speak to this important
report and commend it in its entirety as a
worthwhile resource and document in itself
as well as obviously setting out the position
and views of the opposition and Democrat
members of the committee on a range of dif-
ferent issues. I would probably start by urg-

ing the government to consider this report
promptly, along with the AEC report to
which Senator Faulkner just referred, and to
act and respond very quickly.

The Prime Minister is on record a couple
of times now as saying that the next federal
election will be at the end of next year, pre-
sumably meaning sometime in the second
half of the year. I think it is quite important
that any proposed changes to the laws under
which that election will be held are made
clearly and well and truly in advance. People
will then be clear about what the rules are
and, in particular, the AEC, being the body
that oversees the election, will have time to
adapt and make any changes that may be re-
quired as a consequence of changes to the
law. Unfortunately, on a few occasions in
previous years, we have had changes to the
act going through very shortly before an
election has been held. This obviously has
put the Electoral Commission, in particular,
in a very difficult position. Also, it has made
it more difficult to get information out to the
public about any changes that may have been
made that are important to them. Certainly,
my initial response or comment on this report
is to urge the government to respond quickly
and to bring forward legislation quickly so
that the issues can be considered by the Sen-
ate—not just issues raised in this report but
also those raised in the Australian Electoral
Commission funding and disclosure report
which was debated at some length in this
chamber last Thursday.

Both my colleague Senator Murray and I
have put in a minority report of 20-odd
pages. We have focused our attention not so
much on indicating which recommendations
in the majority report we do or do not agree
with but more on putting forward additional
suggestions on the part of the Democrats,
some of which I believe are important and do
need emphasising. The issue of access to the
roll is one that is quite topical in terms of
both inappropriate access and use of the roll,
as planned by the government just recently,
and issues such as whether or not to enable
the roll, in some form or another, to be ac-
cessed through the Net are also important. I
think that issues relating to the use of the



Monday, 26 June 2000 SENATE 15593

Internet as part of our electoral process need
further consideration and discussion.

But, if we are looking at the fundamental
principle of trying to make our electoral sys-
tem as accessible as possible, as user friendly
as possible, particularly to younger people,
who most statistics indicate are less likely to
be enrolled in or engaged with our political
system, we do need to explore options for the
use of the Internet. Obviously, as part of that,
we have to ensure that security is adequately
addressed and that privacy implications are
adequately addressed. The Democrats cer-
tainly would not support any changes that did
not meet those core criteria. But, as long as
those core criteria are met, we can look at
and consider issues such as accessing the roll
through the Net in the not too distant fu-
ture—I believe it already can be done
through the Net in New Zealand—and also
issues such as voting through the Net. I think
that is a little further down the track but,
nonetheless, it is an issue that I think we need
to start exploring now.

The Democrat members on the committee
have outlined our views in terms of caretaker
conventions for government advertising and
our views that general government advertis-
ing conventions be legislated. This is obvi-
ously relevant in terms of the recent adver-
tising campaign for the tax package, the in-
famous Joe Cocker advertisements. Clearly, it
was an unjustifiable and inappropriate use of
taxpayers’ funds to attempt to sell a tax pack-
age in that way—and those advertisements
certainly do not do that in any effective way.

Opposition senators interjecting—
Senator BARTLETT—That is a clear-cut

position of the Democrats, all Democrats.
Whether or not we supported the tax pack-
age, we certainly did not support those par-
ticular advertisements. It is also relevant in
terms of the advertising campaign before the
last federal election, again on the GST and
related tax proposals. That again all Demo-
crats are on record as strongly opposing. I
think the important issue is that it is one thing
to go around saying that an advertising cam-
paign is disgraceful and appalling but another
to put in place legislative mechanisms to pre-
vent such a misuse of taxpayers’ funds occur-

ring in the future. Certainly the Democrats
have tried to address that in our comments.

Then there are issues that the Democrats
have spoken about many times in this cham-
ber and, indeed, in the chamber in Old Par-
liament House—even back to the days of
Senator Michael Macklin, my predecessor
from Queensland—in terms of reform of
how-to-vote card laws and truth in political
advertising, a change that was made by the
Senate and the parliament once but was then
repealed before we had a chance to test it in
an election. That issue is something that the
Democrats have campaigned on long and
hard for many years, and we continue to
highlight it here.

Other aspects around funding and disclo-
sure are considered at some length. My col-
league Senator Murray has moved amend-
ments to legislation on this, as well as on
registration of political parties and party con-
stitutions, a number of times and will con-
tinue to do so. I note that the fairly mild rec-
ommendation in the majority report on this is
one which Labor members of the committee
have indicated their opposition to. I think that
is a bit unfortunate. The main body of the
report has a recommendation that the defini-
tion of a member of a political party be ex-
panded to include a few very benign re-
quirements such as: they have actually paid a
membership fee, they remain a valid member
and have been formally accepted as a mem-
ber according to the party’s rules, and they
are not a member of more than one party at
the same time. That is relevant because to be
a registered political party and to be able to
run as a candidate for a political party at a
federal election, you have to be registered
under the law as set out in the act and ad-
ministered by the AEC.

At the moment, we have quite a large
number of political parties registered that I
think any objective observer would acknowl-
edge are not genuine political parties. The
extreme outcome of this is what we saw in
the New South Wales state election and the
upper house ballot paper where a huge num-
ber of parties were clearly front parties and
not genuine parties. People had been listed as
members of those parties without them even
being aware that that was case; they had
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signed a petition and their names were now
being put forward to the State Electoral
Commission as indication of their member-
ship of a party. Those sorts of practices are
clearly fraudulent and mislead people about
the validity of a political party. The Demo-
crats strongly support putting in place
mechanisms to prevent that sort of activity. I
am a bit surprised that opposition members
do not support that. Indeed, we believe that it
should go further than what is recommended
in the report, which we have outlined in our
minority report. When you look at the re-
quirements in place to govern the operation
of companies and even the operation of in-
corporated associations and compare them to
political parties that receive significant
amounts of public funding—something the
Democrats do support—then we believe it is
appropriate that a body potentially able to
receive significant amounts of public funding
should at least have some minimum stan-
dards that they have to address to be recog-
nised as a political party and therefore be
eligible to represent themselves as such and
receive funding as such in an election. That is
an area that we certainly hope the govern-
ment gives proper consideration to and looks
at taking on board.

I would like to thank the secretariat and
the other members of the committee. It was a
fairly long process. We travelled to many
parts of the country. Indeed, the hearings that
were conducted in the Northern Territory,
Alice Springs and in the fairly remote area of
Maningrida were a real eye-opener to me in
terms of the different challenges that face
both the Electoral Commission and us as
legislators in trying to ensure that we have an
electoral system that enables all people to
participate wherever possible and to actually
have a say in who gets to represent them in
this place and who gets to be part of both the
government and the parliament. It is crucial
that we have as user-friendly an electoral
system as possible for people from all parts
of the community. That should be a focus of
any proposed changes to electoral law and in
any consideration and review of them. I think
this report does that fairly comprehensively.
It does not go as far in some directions as the
Democrats would like and it does go down a
few paths that we have some concerns about,

but obviously we will have to wait and see
what the government comes back with in
terms of proposed amendments to the legis-
lation, in responses to the recommendation
contained here and in the AEC’s report. We
will consider those when they are raised.

Senator HARRADINE (Tasmania) (4.11
p.m.)—I simply rise to indicate that as a
member of a parliamentary party one is not
disadvantaged when it comes to the electoral
process. I have not had the opportunity of
reading the report—and this may have been
discussed in the report itself—but I agree
entirely with what the last speaker, Senator
Bartlett, said. It appeared at least to be a blot
on the system if that system allowed mush-
room political parties to operate as front or-
ganisations for either other political parties or
other organisations and to do so without the
need to have either a formal structure such as
a constitution, rules, membership fees and so
on or a member of a political party elected. I
am thinking of when I am next due to stand
in—

Senator Conroy—In 2012?
Senator HARRADINE—No, it is not

2012. I will probably have been here 29 years
when that occasion comes about. One needs
to be forward looking and one would be con-
cerned if the legislation were amended so as
to disadvantage a member of this parliament
recontesting the seat. Those of you who were
about during the discussions on the electoral
legislation some time ago—and I happened
to be a member of the committee at that
stage—will recall that the list system of vot-
ing was vigorously opposed by some mem-
bers of parliament.

The list system of voting is suitable for the
major parties and, to a certain extent, the sub-
stantial minor parties, such as the Democrats.
One thought was that the list system of vot-
ing was not an open system where the elec-
tors were able to pick and choose between
candidates like, for example, the Tasmanian
Hare-Clark system. Nevertheless, the parlia-
ment did vote to endorse the list system of
voting and incorporate that in the legislation.
That means that if you did not have access to
that list system of voting, you would be on
the second part of the ballot paper and stand
very little chance of being elected. I put to
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the Senate that, when the government are
looking at any amendments, they might spare
a thought for parliamentary party—I was
going to say ‘privileges’—equal status.

Question resolved in the affirmative.
DELEGATION REPORTS

Parliamentary Delegation to Tanzania
103rd Inter-Parliamentary Conference,

Amman
Senator McKIERNAN (Western Austra-

lia) (4.16 p.m.)—by leave—I table the report
of the Parliamentary Delegation to Tanzania
from 22 April to 27 April 2000 and the 103rd
Inter-Parliamentary Conference, held in
Amman from 30 April to 6 May 2000. I seek
leave to move a motion in relation to the re-
port.

Senator McKIERNAN—I move:
That the Senate take note of the document.

The 103rd IPU Conference debated and dis-
cussed a range of topics, including achieving
peace, stability and development, dialogue
among civilisations and cultures, and the
Australian proposed agenda item on people
smuggling.

All members of the delegation played an
active role throughout the entire conference,
participating in all facets of the conference
agenda. I would like to take the opportunity
to thank all members of the delegation, par-
ticularly the leader, Speaker Andrew, for their
companionship and friendship throughout the
conference and bilateral visit. The adviser to
the delegation at the IPU conference from the
department of foreign affairs, Mr Jonathan
Brown, was of enormous assistance to the
delegation. His good humour was also appre-
ciated. On behalf of the delegation, I ac-
knowledge the assistance of the delegation
secretary, Peter Keele, and thank him for his
companionship, as well. I am firmly of the
view that the report would have been further
enhanced if the photograph of Mr Keele and
Her Royal Highness Queen Noor had been
placed on its cover! It is a very famous pho-
tograph.

Once again, the Australian delegation
played a major role at the IPU conference
and was instrumental in helping to formulate
two of the three major resolutions adopted by

the conference. In particular, our delegation
was successful in having its proposal calling
for international action and cooperation to
combat people smuggling accepted as the
conference supplementary item. Our proposal
was combined with an Arab nation’s proposal
on refugees initiated by Algeria. The tragic
event in Dover, England last week where 58
people being smuggled into Britain were
found dead in a container again highlighted
the need for international action and coop-
eration to stop this horrendous and evil trade.

The drafting committee, chaired by a col-
league from South Africa, adopted balanced,
principled and non-discriminatory proposals
in the refugee draft resolution. However, and
perhaps not surprisingly for a conference
held in the Middle East, regional interests
later came into play. The draft resolution was
amended during the deliberations of the first
committee meeting to include reference to
one, and one only, group of refugees. The
amendment highlighted the plight of Pales-
tinian refugees and, in so doing, reduced in
importance the millions of refugees in other
parts of the world, including those from
countries in the region. This was of patent
expediency to delegates from countries that
produce refugees and also to a British dele-
gate who was on a personal crusade.

The delegation from Bosnia and Herzego-
vina expressed regret that the resolution
contained no reference to refugees and dis-
placed people in south-east Europe. Australia
echoed this view in suggesting that the con-
sensus resolution of the drafting committee
would have been a more preferable and more
helpful way of expressing support for efforts
to seek a just settlement to the refugee prob-
lem in the Middle East, a matter that Austra-
lia is strongly committed to as part of a just,
secure and comprehensive peace settlement.

Australia participated on two drafting
committees: I was on the committee dealing
with the refugee and people smuggling item,
and the member for Fairfax, Alex Somlyay,
chaired the drafting committee dealing with
peace, stability and development. The mem-
ber for Prospect, Janice Crosio, was elected
to the Coordinating Committee of Women
Parliamentarians and was also elected as a
substitute member on the Middle East Ques-
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tions Committee. The delegation leader,
Speaker Neil Andrew, acted as one of the
vice-presidents of the conference and chaired
part of the general debate on the political,
economic and social situation in the world.

As at previous conferences, the delegation
held meetings with the Speaker of the Indo-
nesian parliament as well as with representa-
tives of the Indonesian IPU group and the
Yugoslav IPU group. The matter of East
Timor and refugees was discussed with the
Indonesians, and we took the opportunity,
when talking to the Yugoslav delegation, to
acknowledge and express gratitude for the
release from custody of the Australian aid
workers and their Yugoslav adviser.

Turning now to the bilateral visit to Tan-
zania, I would like to make a few brief com-
ments. The parliamentary delegation’s visit to
Tanzania coincided with Easter and Anzac
Day. We commemorated Anzac Day at a
dawn service at the Commonwealth war
graves in Dar es Salaam, together with repre-
sentatives from New Zealand, Turkey, Can-
ada, Britain, India, Pakistan, France and
South Africa. The official program for the
bilateral visit included meetings with the
President of Tanzania, Mr Mkapa, the
Speaker of the parliament, Mr Msekwa, and a
number of parliamentarians from both the
government and opposition. These meetings
enabled the delegation to discuss a range of
issues, including the strength of the bilateral
relationship between our two countries, the
progress of economic reforms in Tanzania,
the opening up of the economy and foreign
investment, the plight of refugees on the bor-
ders with Burundi and Rwanda, the political
tensions in Zanzibar, constitutional and par-
liamentary reform and the readiness to accept
a fully operational multiparty system, and the
scope to direct more funds into areas such as
health and education. The discussions were
both frank and informative, leaving the dele-
gation with a very clear impression that Tan-
zania, although still very poor, is making
steady progress and is prepared to undertake
the necessary reforms to lift the country out
of poverty.

Of particular interest to the delegation was
the opportunity to see at first hand the impact
of Australian investment in Tanzania and the

expenditure of Australian aid money. The
delegation visited an Australian run gold
mine at Nzega, 700 kilometres north-west of
Dar es Salaam. The mine is owned and oper-
ated by Resolute Ltd of Western Australia.
The company is not only providing employ-
ment opportunities for people in the region
but also undertaking a very comprehensive
community development program. The dele-
gation was given the honour of attending and
officially opening both a primary and a sec-
ondary school in the district. Resolute Ltd
has funded both schools. The company has
set a very worthwhile benchmark for other
foreign investors. Helping with the economic
and social development of the country is a
very innovative and community minded ap-
proach.

The Golden Pride Mine is an open-cut op-
eration, producing around 180,000 ounces of
gold per annum.  The company is taking
great care to revegetate the land around the
site and has put in place world best practice
to deal with its waste and by-products. This
is one overseas Australian mining operation
that all Australians can take great pride in. In
the report, we record the Speaker’s praise for
the individual role of Mr Grant Pierce, a man
of enormous energy and enthusiasm. Mr
Pierce, the Operations Manager, is the driv-
ing force behind many of the community
projects that make the Golden Pride Mine an
excellent example of how a foreign owned
company can operate and, at the same time,
contribute to the local community.

I also mention Ms Louise Cameron from
Perth, Western Australia, who took up a
teaching position at the Isanga Primary
School under the Australian Volunteers Inter-
national Program. The drive and commitment
of Ms Cameron and other Australian volun-
teers who work in the area is something to
behold and it leaves one feeling very proud to
be an Australian. The Subiaco Primary
School in WA is also a sponsor of the Isanga
Primary School, and its parents and children
have donated teaching aids and materials that
have been of enormous assistance to the chil-
dren of Tanzania.

AusAID has a small but nonetheless bene-
ficial role to play in a number of key areas of
Tanzania. The delegation attended a very
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enthusiastic and entertaining opening of a
water and sanitation project, which is man-
aged by Plan International in the Kibaha dis-
trict. It is not very often that one gets the op-
portunity to witness the Speaker of the Aus-
tralian parliament opening a toilet, and the
significance of that event was not lost on the
delegation. It was a very memorable day, and
it proved once again that targeted projects
such as these directly benefit thousands of
people through the delivery of year round,
safe and clean drinking water and proper
sanitation systems. The delegation concluded
its visit with a typical African experience
when it was hosted to an overnight stay at a
game park at Mikumi.

During the delegation’s visit we delivered
a letter inviting the Prime Minister of Tanza-
nia to become a patron of the recently formed
Dar es Salaam chapter of the Australian Tan-
zanian Business Council. The business coun-
cil has its headquarters in Perth.

All up, it was a very informative and re-
warding visit. It had been many years since
an Australian parliamentary delegation had
made a visit to Tanzania. It was evident that
much progress has been made and that Aus-
tralian investment, which amounts to around
$600 million, is playing a leading role in a
number of sectors.  This investment has been
made possible by the continued strong rela-
tionship between both countries. I commend
the report to the Senate.

Question resolved in the affirmative.
Parliamentary Delegation to the Eighth

Annual Meeting of the Asia Pacific
Parliamentary Forum, Canberra

Senator WEST (New South Wales) (4.26
p.m.)—by leave—I present the report of the
parliamentary delegation to the eighth annual
meeting of the Asia Pacific Parliamentary
Forum in Canberra from 10 to 13 January
2000. I seek leave to move a motion in rela-
tion to the report.

Leave granted.
Senator WEST—I move:
That the Senate take note of the document.

On behalf of the Australian delegation, which
was a large delegation, to the forum held here
in Canberra, I would like to say thank you to

a number of people. I thank the Presiding
Officers, who hosted a number of important
functions and presided on a number of occa-
sions; Mr Somlyay from the other house,
who was the leader of the delegation; and Mr
Stephen Martin, who was the deputy leader
of the delegation. Many Australian delegates
participated in the debates and were able to
make excellent contributions. This confer-
ence involved members of many of our local
Asian and Pacific areas such as Brunei, who
had an observer, Cambodia, Canada, Chile,
China, Colombia, the Cook Islands, who had
an observer, Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, Korea,
Laos, Mexico, Micronesia, and the list goes
on.

Of the Fijian delegation, I would like to
note the Hon. Nareish Kumar, who was the
leader of their delegation. He was one of the
30-odd people taken hostage in Fiji. He has
been released, but I think it is very moving
and a salient reminder to us all that democ-
racy is a very fragile thing and needs to be
treated with a great deal of care and that
some people whom we saw in January have
been through quite a significant traumatic
experience since then. We hope that Fiji can
resolve its problems and again become a de-
mocracy.

I would also like to thank Judy Middle-
brook, the Serjeant-at-Arms in the other
place, as the delegation secretary, for all her
hard work. I would like to pay tribute to the
many people in this building who sacrificed
their summer holiday time—this was from 10
to 13 January—with their families to come
and work, do the preparation and then be
here. So to them I say thank you very much.

This was an interesting time. Prior to this
forum, the Presiding Officers and Clerks
CPA Conference had been held here and, on
the final day of that conference and the first
day of the APPF conference we had had an
overlap and so we actually had time to attend
some functions together and, again, to have
the meeting up of old friends and to make
new friends. As with all parliamentary fora,
delegation meetings and conferences, it was a
valuable time to learn of issues and concerns
of people in other countries and to make and
renew networks that are very important in the
understanding that goes on between us all as
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to what there is in this world. There were
some very important resolutions made: there
were those in relation to non-proliferation
and disarmament, and Australia was instru-
mental in moving one on landmines. There
was one on the protection of cultural goods;
one on debt relief for poor countries; and one
on war affected children. There were resolu-
tions on climate change, on anti-money laun-
dering, and on the use of armed force person-
nel in peacekeeping operations. There was
also an important resolution on East Timor. It
is important to remember that Indonesia is
also a member of the APPF and that, so soon
after the problems in East Timor, we were as
a group able to come up with a unanimous
resolution in relation to East Timor. In saying
that, I would like to repeat my thanks and
thanks on behalf of the delegation to all those
who were involved in making it such a suc-
cessful conference. Next year’s conference is
in Chile, and the Chileans admitted that they
were going to have a hard time because we
had set a very high standard and everybody
had gone away having thoroughly enjoyed
the time.

Question resolved in the affirmative.
SOCIAL SECURITY AND VETERANS’

ENTITLEMENTS LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (MISCELLANEOUS

MATTERS) BILL 2000
The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT

(Senator Watson)—A message has been
received from the House of Representatives
returning the Social Security and Veterans’
Entitlements Legislation Amendment (Mis-
cellaneous Matters) Bill 2000, acquainting
the Senate that the House has not made the
amendment requested by the Senate.

Ordered that consideration of the message
be an order of the day for a later hour of the
day.

FINANCIAL SECTOR LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 1) 2000

First Reading
Bill received from the House of Repre-

sentatives.
Motion (by Senator Ellison) agreed to:
That this bill may proceed without formalities

and be now read a first time.

Bill read a first time.
Second Reading

Senator ELLISON (Western Australia—
Special Minister of State) (4.32 p.m.)—I table
a revised explanatory memorandum relating
to the bill and move:

That this bill be now read a second time.

I seek leave to have the second reading
speech incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The speech read as follows—

Madam President, I rise today to introduce a bill
that further improves Australia’s world class fi-
nancial regulatory system.
This Bill builds on the financial sector reform
legislation already implemented by this Govern-
ment in response to the recommendations of the
1997 Financial System Inquiry chaired by Mr Stan
Wallis.
That package of legislation instituted wide-
ranging measures aimed at improving the effi-
ciency, competitiveness and stability of Austra-
lia’s financial system.
These reforms have not gone unrewarded. Indeed,
one of the underlying factors in Australia’s strong
performance throughout the Asian crisis was the
capacity of our financial markets to maintain sta-
bility in performing their basic functions.
The performance of Australia’s markets during
this time has been recognised internationally.
The US Federal Reserve Chairman, Dr Alan
Greenspan told the IMF and World Bank seminar
in Washington late last year that Australia’s econ-
omy had been largely unaffected by the recent
Asian financial turmoil “arguably because Aus-
tralia already had well-developed capital markets
as well as a sturdy banking system.”
Madam President, the Financial Sector Legislation
Amendment Bill is modest in the context of the
overall financial sector reform package under-
taken by this Government.  Nevertheless, it is an
important step in the Government’s drive to de-
velop and maintain a world class regulatory
framework for the Australian financial sector:  a
framework which assists the financial sector to be
efficient, responsive, competitive and flexible, but
which retains the principles of stability, prudence,
integrity and fairness.
The focus of this Bill is to:
• help ensure the safety of superannuation

savings by strengthening  the enforcement
provisions of the Superannuation Industry
(Supervision) Act 1993;
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• enhance the operation of the Banking Act
1959; and

• simplify and modernise service provisions
in the Reserve Bank Act 1959.

These measures will update and enhance Austra-
lia’s financial sector legislation. In particular, they
will provide a more effective enforcement frame-
work for the superannuation industry.
This is a significant issue, given the strong growth
in superannuation savings and their increasing
importance as a source of income for individuals
in their retirement.
Madam President, I will now turn to the Bill in
more detail.
Amendment of the Superannuation Industry
(Supervision) Act 1993
The Bill enhances the enforcement provisions in
the Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act
1993.  The amendments include: giving powers to
the Regulators to disqualify persons from manag-
ing superannuation savings in certain circum-
stances; allowing the Regulators to accept en-
forceable undertakings similar to the powers pro-
vided under the Trade Practices Act 1974 and the
Corporations Law; clarifying the time limit within
which prosecutions may be commenced; and
changes to various offence provisions.
Certain amendments also facilitate the application
of the Commonwealth’s Criminal Code to of-
fences in the Superannuation Industry (Supervi-
sion) Act 1993.
Amendment of the Banking Act 1959
The Bill provides for a set of miscellaneous
amendments to the Banking Act 1959.  With the
exception of the unclaimed moneys provisions,
these amendments are designed to enhance the
prudential regulation of Authorised Deposit-
taking Institutions (ADIs).
In particular, this Bill grants the Treasurer (or
delegate) power to attach conditions to his or her
consent for an ADI to reconstruct or demutualise.
This will ensure that any undertakings made by an
applicant are enforceable and may facilitate a
greater number of applications receiving consent.
This Bill also provides the Australian Prudential
Regulation Authority (APRA) and the Treasurer
(or delegate) power to seek an injunction if certain
sections of the Banking Act are breached. It also
ensures that references to ‘information’ through-
out that Act have consistent meanings.  Further-
more, this Bill widens the circumstances where
APRA can issue directions if it considers that
there is a prudential risk, and clarifies that APRA
has the power to appoint itself to investigate the
affairs of an ADI.

In relation to unclaimed moneys, this Bill facili-
tates the rationalisation and consolidation of the
Commonwealth’s unclaimed moneys provisions.
Specifically, the Bill allows the Treasurer to dele-
gate his or her functions under the Banking Act to
other Treasury portfolio agencies in addition to
the Department of the Treasury.
Amendment of the Reserve Bank Act 1959
The Bill amends the Reserve Bank Act 1959 to
simplify and modernise the Reserve Bank service.
Service provisions cover the Reserve Bank’s abil-
ity to engage staff and formulate their conditions
of employment.  The replacement provisions are
more appropriate to modern day management and
are consistent with reforms in the Commonwealth
public sector.
Other items
The Bill also makes minor miscellaneous amend-
ments to other pieces of financial sector legisla-
tion. Further, it clarifies the extent of APRA’s
powers to provide actuarial services over the pe-
riod the Australian Government Actuary was part
of APRA.
Madam President, this Bill not only builds on the
financial sector reforms already undertaken by
this Government, it emphasises our commitment
to ongoing reform which will ensure that Austra-
lia remains at the forefront of world’s best practice
in financial market regulation.
The financial sector is a key driver in the econ-
omy. The measures contained in this Bill will
further enhance this sector’s ability to contribute
to our record economic growth; they help consoli-
date Australia’s position at the leading edge of
financial sector reform; and finally, they contrib-
ute to our continued efforts to secure Australia’s
place as a centre for global financial services.
I commend the Bill to the Senate.

Ordered that further consideration of this bill
be adjourned to the first day of the 2000
spring sittings, in accordance with standing
order 111.

A NEW TAX SYSTEM (TAX
ADMINISTRATION) BILL (No. 2) 2000

First Reading
Bill received from the House of Repre-

sentatives.
Motion (by Senator Ellison) agreed to:
That this bill may proceed without formalities

and be now read a first time.

Bill read a first time.
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Second Reading
Senator ELLISON (Western Australia—

Special Minister of State) (4.33 p.m.)—I table
a revised explanatory memorandum relating
to the bill and move:

That this bill be now read a second time.

I seek leave to have the second reading
speech incorporated in Hansard.

Leave granted.
The speech read as follows—

The Bill will establish a new uniform penalties
regime for all taxation laws administered by the
Commissioner. Under the current framework,
penalty provisions are either duplicated or differ
between different taxation laws and some tax
shortfalls currently do not attract penalties. The
existing framework needs to be modernised to
cope with the requirements of the new tax system.
The amendments in the Bill will remove incon-
sistencies and will rectify deficiencies that exist in
the current penalties framework. As a result, the
new framework will be simpler, uniform and eq-
uitable.
The Bill will also make amendments to allow
people other than registered tax agents to prepare
or lodge a business activity statement on behalf of
taxpayers and to give advice about the new tax
system. Under the current law, most of this work
is restricted to registered tax agents or legal prac-
titioners.
Those who will be able to assist businesses with
their obligations under the new tax system will
include:
• members of recognised professional asso-

ciations that represent accountants and tax
practitioners;

• bookkeepers working under the direction of
registered tax agents;

• persons that provide payroll bureau services
to employers; and

• customs brokers.
The Bill makes a number of miscellaneous
amendments to the provisions covering the pay as
you go arrangements, the business activity state-
ment, general interest charge provisions and the
standardised collection and recovery rules to en-
sure a smooth transition to the new tax system on
1 July 2000. This will include amendments to
ensure that a small or medium-sized business
which enters into a contract to purchase plant or
software for GST purposes before 1 July 2000
will qualify for an immediate deduction.

The Bill also makes amendments to The Corpora-
tions Law consequential to the introduction of the
pay as you go withholding arrangements. The
Government has consulted the Ministerial Council
for Corporations about these consequential
amendments and the Council has approved the
amendments for introduction into Parliament.
The Bill amends the Diesel Fuel Rebate provi-
sions contained in the Excise Act 1901 and the
Customs Act 1901 to enable a lower rate of rebate
in relation to “like fuels” and to apply the rate
averaging provisions to the new lower rate of re-
bate from January 2001.
The Bill makes amendments to limit public access
to details contained in the Australian Business
Register. It will also allow a person to apply to the
Registrar of the Australian Business Register to
not disclose information that would otherwise be
released.
Full details of the measures in this Bill are con-
tained in the explanatory memorandum.
I commend the Bill.

Ordered that further consideration of this bill
be adjourned to the first day of the 2000
spring sittings, in accordance with standing
order 111.

COMMITTEES
Finance and Public Administration

References Committee
Report

Senator QUIRKE (South Australia) (4.35
p.m.)—On behalf of Senator George Camp-
bell, I present the report of the Finance and
Public Administration References Committee
on its inquiry into the mechanism for pro-
viding accountability to the Senate in relation
to government contracts, together with the
Hansard record of the committee’s proceed-
ings and submissions received by the com-
mittee.

Ordered that the report be printed.
Senator QUIRKE—I seek leave to move

a motion in relation to the report and to in-
corporate the tabling statement in Hansard.

Leave granted.
Senator QUIRKE—I move:
That the Senate take note of the report.

The statement read as follows—
The level of information available to the Parlia-
ment and to the public about government con-
tracting has not kept pace with the increased rate
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of contracting out, particularly in the outsourcing
of many functions previously performed by gov-
ernment agencies.
General business notice of motion no. 489 stand-
ing in the name of Senator Andrew Murray pro-
poses a means of achieving greater transparency
of government contracting. This is to be achieved
by the posting on agency web sites of lists of con-
tracts entered into, indicating whether they con-
tain confidentiality clauses and, if so, the reason
for them; together with the independent verifica-
tion by the Auditor-General of those confidential-
ity claims. The motion, if successful, would be-
come a Senate order which also required ministers
to table letters in the Senate chamber on a six-
monthly basis to indicate compliance with the
order.
In previous reports on the subject of government
contracting, the committee has supported the gen-
eral principle that information be made public
unless there are good grounds for withholding it.
Put simply, there can be no accountability if there
is no information. There appears to be broad sup-
port for this notion, but whether the Murray mo-
tion is the way to achieve it is what the committee
was required by the Senate to investigate.
The committee invited submissions from all port-
folios and from other interested persons and held a
public hearing on 12 May to elicit the views of
agencies which it believed would be affected sig-
nificantly by the successful passage of the motion.
Several potential difficulties were raised with the
motion: the very low level of the threshold; the
retrospective application; the number and size of
the contracts concerned; the potential cost; and the
partial duplication with other publicly available
information. The committee therefore canvassed
briefly various alternatives to the motion but de-
cided that it was not in a position to reach defini-
tive conclusions at this stage.
At the committee’s public hearing on 12 May
2000 the Australian National Audit Office offered
to conduct a performance audit on the use of con-
fidential contract provisions. The offer was fol-
lowed by a more detailed listing of the audit as a
high priority in the draft audit program currently
under consideration by the Joint Committee of
Public Accounts and Audit.  That audit should
serve to flesh out many of the issues considered
by the committee in this inquiry. In the circum-
stances, therefore, the committee has decided to
await the audit outcome and to report again on
Senator Murray’s motion, on the basis of the fur-
ther information arising from the audit.

Senator QUIRKE—I seek leave to con-
tinue my remarks later.

Leave granted; debate adjourned.
INDIRECT TAX LEGISLATION

AMENDMENT BILL 2000
 In Committee

Consideration resumed.
The CHAIRMAN—Order! The commit-

tee is considering opposition amendment No.
1 on sheet 1834. The question is that that
amendment be agreed to.

Senator MURPHY (Tasmania) (4.37
p.m.)—Thank you, Madam Chairman. As
you said, we are dealing with the amendment
moved by the opposition in respect of cara-
van park rents, hostel rents et cetera. We
posed a number of questions to the minister
before we started question time and we have
not had any response to those questions. We
have been trying to solve the mystery of who
actually won the $33 million in increased
compensation—whether it was the Demo-
crats or whether it was the National Party.
There seem to be two claims.

Senator Conroy—It wasn’t the National
Party.

Senator MURPHY—I do not think it was
the National Party either, Senator Conroy. I
think the Democrats probably did the deal.
The National Party sort of trundled along
after the event, which is very interesting be-
cause I read an interview conducted with Na-
tional Party member Mr Bob Katter about the
National Party’s position, and he made some
interesting comments. Again I note that the
National Party is not represented here in the
chamber this afternoon. It would be useful if
we could get a National Party senator to
come to the chamber and respond to some of
these matters, to throw some light on where
the National Party are at on the issues that
affect the people that they try to represent. I
think Mr Katter made it fairly clear when he
was asked about the caravan park rents and
the $33 million. The presenter put to him the
question:
There’s thirty-three million dollars worth of extra
compensation built in there, but certainly the Na-
tional Party conference last week—and Larry
Anthony, as the local member—was of a view that
the GST should just come off caravan park per-
manent rentals. In a sense, the Nationals have lost
out every which way on that issue, haven’t they?
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Mr Katter, in responding, said:
Well, you know, we are often told that if we, you
know, make it a National Party versus Liberal
Party, we’ll get nothing. Well, I mean, Larry’s
tried for nine, ten, twelve months. He went behind
closed doors. And, at some point in time you’ve
got to go public.
Now, I’ve gone public on the cost of living. Now,
I’ve given the government three months, I have
raised it in the party room, I’ve raised it in the
joint party room, I’ve raised it with the Prime
Minister, I’ve raised it with the Treasurer, I’ve
raised it with every single person of power in the
country, and the net result of it has been that I
have got nothing at all, in spite of a promise.

I would like the National Party to come in
here and say what the promise was, because
this government made a number of promises
to the public of Australia before the last elec-
tion and we have yet to find one that has been
adhered to. As I said, we have not got a Na-
tional Party senator in the chamber, but it
would be helpful if Senator Boswell or in-
deed Senator McGauran would throw some
light on the subject.

In question time earlier today I happened
to notice that Senator Ellison was holding up
the booklet of information that they have
been providing. This is the booklet that was
mailed out. I think there were eight or 10
million of them. Senator Ellison held it up
and referred to all the great information and
the explanation of the GST that it contains.
But if you look at this booklet—I do not
know what the cost of it was—on every sec-
ond page there is an ad which has just got a
picture of a big, broken chain. Rather than a
broken chain, it should be a broken promise.
That is the reality. I notice that the Assistant
Treasurer is now back in the chamber. As I
said at the start, he had some questions put to
him, and it would be helpful if he at some
stage responded to those questions and in-
formed us exactly what has been happening.

There is another point that I have raised;
that is, the issue of petrol prices. We know
that, despite all the government’s commit-
ments, despite all their rhetoric, petrol prices
will go up as a result of the GST. I read an
article by Phillip Coorey. He puts fairly
clearly what has happened and what the gov-
ernment has actually done. He says in part:

Putting aside fluctuating oil prices and other
extraneous factors, petrol prices will rise as a re-
sult of the GST because the Government skimped
out on taking off enough fuel excise to compen-
sate for what the GST would put back on.

I hope the minister is listening to this, be-
cause Mr Coorey also says:

Instead of deducting 8c or 9c a litre which
would compensate for the 10 per cent GST claw-
back, only 6.7c was deducted. This was 1.5c a
litre short.

That is true, as Senator Cook or Senator Con-
roy pointed out to the minister earlier with
regard to the current price of petrol. Where in
this country is a place where you can find
petrol under 74c per litre? Nowhere at all.
This is despite, as is pointed out by Mr Co-
orey in his article, many statements that pet-
rol would not rise. In Mr Coorey’s article, Mr
Fahey, who was given the task of releasing
the petrol price scheme while the Treasurer
was off in Paris, is quoted as saying:
... the scheme meant prices “need not rise” as a
result of the scheme.

The article goes on to say:
On Friday Mr Howard said it “might” rise.

Further, the article quoted Mr Fahey as say-
ing:

“What we said was that as a result of reducing
the excise when the GST came in the price of
petrol need not rise. We didn’t say we’d reduce it
at the pump, we said that it need not rise,” he said.

The article went on to say:
That’s not what he told Sky TV on April 2.

“What I’ve guaranteed—

this is the Prime Minister—
is that the price of petrol will not rise as a result of
the GST,” he said.

That is a very clear, fundamental statement,
and yet we know for a fact that this promise
will not be kept.

We have seen the government make vari-
ous claims about rents per se and how they
will increase. There is an ACCC booklet put
out which says that rents per se should not
increase by more than two per cent. In fact,
two per cent was at the higher end of the
scale. That is rents across the board. As I said
earlier, because of their financial circum-
stances a lot of people find themselves hav-
ing to live in caravan park accommodation—
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or, indeed, in hostels. In Tasmania, where I
come from, in Launceston for example, there
are a lot of people who live in hostel accom-
modation simply because that is all they can
afford. They live there—and the fact is they
are very well looked after in many cases—
but they cannot afford these types of
increases in the cost of their accommodation.
Why should they be discriminated against,
Minister? Why should those people be
discriminated against? Why is it the case that
if someone rents a penthouse in the Lakeside
property just across Lake Burley Griffin here
in Canberra it does not have any effect on
their rent—the GST has no effect whatso-
ever—but those people who can least afford
it you are prepared to discriminate against? It
is just an outrageous situation.

The poor old National Party, Mr Larry
Anthony and others—and their senators are
still not in the chamber—have been trying to
claim, almost like they won Tattslotto, that
they won the $33 million in extra compensa-
tion. What a joke! It was not them who actu-
ally won it anyway; the Democrats appar-
ently delivered it. Senator Lees is here, and
she laid claim to it earlier. We have heard
Senator Bartlett say that when they were
speaking with the Treasurer the Nationals
were not in the room—which would not be
unusual for them because they are not in the
room here either much. Certainly I would be
very keen to see one of the National Party
senators come into this place and tell us what
their position is, why they are allowing this
discrimination to occur.

The minister, as I said, had a few questions
put to him earlier. Perhaps he can answer the
question: when did the Nationals negotiate
with the Treasurer or the Prime Minister—
that is, when did the Democrats knock on the
door? How long was it after they signed off
on a deal before they actually saw any reports
that the deal was not what the government
said it was and they had to go running back
and look for a half-baked solution, which is
really no solution at all, for those people who
can least afford it? I look forward to hearing
what the minister has to say in respect of
those questions. That might throw a little
more light on the issue. Of course, it would
be very useful if the National Party could

come in here and explain their position as
well.

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania) (4.48
p.m.)—We are dealing with a Labor Party
amendment to remove GST from rents in
respect of caravan parks and boarding
houses. There is one important question that I
would like an answer to—and I know the
minister is discussing matters with the
Democrats, so hopefully his advisers will
take a note of this and I will get a response—
and that is: what is the total GST revenue
raised from the application of the GST to
rents in respect of caravan parks and board-
ing houses? I have not actually seen a figure,
and I would be interested to know the total of
the millions of dollars raised from this sector.
How much GST is raised from that sector—I
am talking about long-term residents; I am
not talking about tourists who visit caravan
parks, or boarding houses, for that matter—is
an important question.

People who live in caravan parks and
boarding houses are, regrettably, persons who
in our society are in many cases on low in-
comes—a negligible private income, either
because they are not employed in many cases
or because they are retired. These are people
who are hardest hit by the GST generally and
the GST in this sector particularly. So I
would like to see what the revenue collection
in this sector is. If the response is, ‘We don’t
have those revenue figures,’ I would be very
surprised, frankly, given the intense political
debate that we have had in recent months
about this issue. I would be surprised if we
cannot be given a specific figure for revenue
raised in this sector.

We had the announcement last week of the
latest deal between the Democrats and the
government in respect of rental assistance
being increased from seven per cent to 10 per
cent. That is a grand total—depending on
circumstances—of 16c a day. That does not
go a long way to offsetting the GST impact
on rents for people who are in receipt of
rental assistance. It is not a big increase and it
does not go anywhere to help those people in
Australia—and there must be millions of
them. Again, I put this question to the minis-
ter and his advisers: what is the total amount
of GST revenue to be collected from rents in
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this country? There must be a figure avail-
able. It must be hundreds of millions of dol-
lars of GST revenue that is to be collected
from persons who are renting. The number of
people in this country who would be renting,
again, must be between one million and two
million people. So I would be interested to
see those figures.

On the deal we have been presented with,
there was some discussion earlier, and I did
notice that Senator Bartlett quite rightly made
the claim—I think he used these words—that
quite obviously the increase in rental assis-
tance was as a result of Democrat negotia-
tions with the government. He did not know
whether or not the National Party had dis-
cussed the matter with the government. What
we do know, of course, is that up until last
Thursday—Senator Lees, when you an-
nounced the deal—the National Party had
been singularly unsuccessful in pressing this
issue.

In fact Mr Malcolm Farr, the chief politi-
cal reporter for the Daily Telegraph, reported
that, when the caravan issue was discussed in
cabinet, the ministers’ objective was not to
change the tax regime but to rescue the Na-
tional Party leader, John Anderson, from dis-
content within his party. The poor old Na-
tional Party did not get anywhere on this is-
sue. As with so many issues, the National
Party got nowhere on this issue. It was not
until the Democrats interceded that any ac-
tion took place. We have to remember that it
was the Democrats who agreed to the GST
package in the first place. This matter should
have been dealt with last year. We have had a
lot of concern and worry—and there will be
ongoing concern and worry experienced by
people in caravan parks and boarding houses
and by renters in general—about the impact
of the GST on their particular circumstances.
The Democrats missed the ball last year on
this issue. They did seek some sort of inquiry.
There was that secret report. It was kept se-
cret by Senator Newman, Senator Kemp and
the Treasurer, who refused month after
month, request after request, to release the
report. It was no wonder they kept it secret
because it showed that the rental increase as a
result of the GST was going to be double the

one publicly announced in the government’s
pre-election propaganda document.

There is a significant difference between
the claims of the so-called new tax system in
respect of rent increases and the study that
was ultimately leaked and then had to be re-
leased. That report, which was kept secret for
so long, finally emerged as a result of the
pressure from my colleagues, particularly the
shadow minister in the other place, Mr Swan,
who has pursued this issue vigorously for
many months. Of course, then the Democrats
suddenly discovered the issue. They showed
the same sort of behaviour in respect of the
excise on beer. The Democrats showed ab-
solutely no interest in the commitment by the
Prime Minister that the increase in beer
prices would not be more than 1.9 per cent.
They showed no interest in this issue right up
until last month—again after months of work
by a number of my colleagues in this place—
and finally the Prime Minister’s promise at
election time was shown to be false and
grossly misleading. But I do note the appeal
by my colleague Senator Murphy: where are
the National Party? Where are Senator
McGauran and Senator Boswell? They have
been conspicuous not only by their silence on
this issue but also by their absence from the
chamber.

Come in here, Senator McGauran and
Senator Boswell, and tell us what you have
done for caravan park residents and boarding
house residents, because we do not believe
that you have done anything. It is the same
story on petrol prices and the same story on
beer prices—the National Party are a total
failure. They fail to represent their constitu-
ents in rural and regional Australia. They just
get rolled by the Liberal Party every time
there is a major policy debate. The National
Party were silly enough to agree to a new tax
that will increase the price of a vast range of
goods and services by a greater amount in
rural and regional areas than in the city. It
must do, because the base prices of most
goods and services in rural and regional
Australia are higher than in places like Syd-
ney and Melbourne. Yet the National Party
are silly enough to agree to this new tax and
they are silly enough to agree to an increase
in petrol prices. The National Party are just a
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total failure. We would like to see them in
here and we would like to see them explain
themselves.

I referred earlier to the recent criticisms of
the National Party and their failure to carry
any clout in the coalition. I am not going to
quote from any of my Labor colleagues; I am
going to quote from the National Party’s so-
called coalition colleague, the Liberal Party.
Last week, Mr Hawker, the Liberal member
for Wannon, said, ‘I can see no reason on the
horizon for people to vote National.’ This is
one of Senator McGauran’s own colleagues
in Victoria, one of his so-called coalition
colleagues. Mr Hawker went on to say, ‘I
think at some stage the National Party has to
draw the line and decide to either merge with
the Liberal Party or become a rump.’ Come
on down, Senator McGauran; come in here
and explain why your so-called coalition
colleagues are criticising the National Party.

There was also a comment from Sharman
Stone, a Liberal Party MP who holds the fed-
eral seat of Murray. She won that seat at the
last election, incidentally; she won it off the
National Party, who had held it for 47 years.
But who had previously held the seat of
Murray? None other than the former leader of
the National Party and Deputy Prime Minis-
ter, Mr McEwen. They used to call him Black
Jack because he was seen as a fairly decisive
negotiator when it came to terms within the
coalition. He would turn over in his grave if
he knew today that—

Senator Cook—A great protectionist.
Senator SHERRY—He was a great pro-

tectionist, that is right, and a great leader of
the National Party who was constantly able to
demand and receive from the coalition part-
ner, the Liberal Party, a good deal for rural
and regional Australia. But this seat, held by
the National Party for 47 years, has now gone
to the Liberal Party. Anyway, Mrs Stone said
that she:
... called for the abandonment of an agreement
between the Coalition that prevented Liberal Party
members from challenging sitting National Party
MPs. “I have no problem with giving voters a
choice,” Mrs Stone said ... One Liberal source
said moves by the Nationals to abandon the Coa-
lition in Victoria could cost the party its one Sen-
ate representative.

And who might that be? Senator McGauran.
He is a nice bloke. I personally get on well
with Senator McGauran—an urbane sort of
chap, intellectual, well educated—

Senator Murphy—Intellectual?
Senator SHERRY—Sorry, I do not want

to go too far, but—here he is! Senator
McGauran has entered the chamber. I was
just saying, he is a decent bloke—

Senator Murphy—You had me there,
Senator Sherry.

Senator SHERRY—He is a very decent
bloke. He is well educated. He has got that
urbane, intellectual background that is so
commonplace in the National Party these
days.

Senator McGauran interjecting—
Senator SHERRY—I mean that as a

compliment, Senator McGauran. What wor-
ries me is that we look back at people like Mr
Sinclair, Mr Hunt, Mr Anthony Senior—not
junior, senior—and old Black Jack McEwen.
They were dynamic representatives of the
interests of rural and regional Australia. I
know you agree, Senator McGauran. You are
nodding. But what has happened, Senator
McGauran, to the old National Party? I mean,
you cannot win a trick. I would be interested
to see if you respond in this debate. Here is
your chance to exercise some independence,
flex some muscle and vote for a Labor
amendment which gets rid of the GST for
caravan park residents.

Senator McGauran—As if!
Senator SHERRY—Senator McGauran

very arrogantly says, ‘As if!’ That is his
challenge. You are going to find, Senator
McGauran, that when you are voting every
day and every night in support of the Liberal
Party, through thick and thin—whether it be
on this issue, the privatisation of Telstra, in-
vestment in roads, the GST or petrol prices—
you are not voting in the interests of people
in rural and regional Australia. It is often
contrary to the interests of the people who
live in rural and regional Australia. Accord-
ing to the Liberal Party in Victoria, Senator
McGauran, if the coalition deal finishes then
you are gone. That is from Liberal Party
sources. We would be keen to see you rise in
your place and defend the appalling decisions
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that have been made that have hurt people in
rural and regional Australia. We would be
keen to see you rise, Senator McGauran, and
try and flex some muscle and speak on behalf
of the National Party, not the coalition or the
Liberal Party. Why be an apologist for the
Liberal Party all the time? They can defend
themselves; I will give them that. They have
got their own particular policy position and
they can defend it themselves. But why not
defend the interests of people in rural and
regional Australia? Why not be a National
Party and defend the people you supposedly
represent?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.02 p.m.)—I have heard a lot of
rambling speeches in my time, but that must
surely take the cake. It is well known that I
always listen carefully to what senators say. I
listen to some senators more carefully than
others, I have to admit, Senator Murphy. I
have never heard such a rambling lot of
speeches. I know it is the Labor Party line:
see if you can stir up Senator McGauran and
see if you can stir up Senator Boswell. You
are not succeeding in stirring them up, I
would have to say. If that was the object of—

Opposition senators interjecting—
The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN

(Senator George Campbell)—Order! I will
protect you, Minister. Just keep going.

Senator KEMP—Will you protect me? I
am greatly indebted to you for that. You will
have noticed that I listened in absolute si-
lence while Senator Murphy spoke.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN—I
noticed you were wandering around the
chamber in absolute silence.

Senator KEMP—Yes, I was wandering
around the chamber trying to see if there was
any way I could get out of earshot of Senator
Murphy. But it was not possible in this
chamber; the acoustics are too good, I regret
to say.

Opposition senators interjecting—
Senator KEMP—There weren’t very

many questions, to be quite frank. There was
an incredible amount of rambling. Let me
take up just one of the questions which was
raised: the implication that, somehow, this
government and the National Party have

shown no concern for rural Australia. What
absolute nonsense! In fact, much of this tax
package was driven by farming interests,
particularly the need to cut down on transport
costs and provide—

Senator Murphy interjecting—
Senator KEMP—I think I will have to

rely on your protection again, Mr Temporary
Chairman.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN—Or-
der, Senator Murphy!

Senator KEMP—I know that the truth
sometimes causes you distress, Senator Mur-
phy, so let me give you some of the facts of
the case. Your chatting on does not alter the
fact that one of the key measures is the very
significant reduction in diesel costs, and a
debate on the issue of diesel costs is coming
up. This is a very significant measure, it is a
very important measure and it is one that
tackles the issue of the very high costs for
rural transport that the government were left
with. There is no argument, Senator, that
when your party was in government there
were constant increases in the diesel excise. I
do not think there is any argument about that.
There was no compensation for rural Austra-
lia, and we have to address those issues.
Equally, Senator Cook, who occasionally
makes some sense on trade issues—that is
my fifth most famous quote, Senator: ‘occa-
sionally makes some sense on trade issues’
and notice the qualification there—

Senator Cook—It is so qualified it is
meaningless.

Senator KEMP—Seeing you are looking
for good quotes about yourself, I thought I
might give you one. The export sector is
clearly a big winner. A lot of our exports
come from rural and regional Australia.
These are very good and important measures.
I am amazed that you can come in and speak
as though there were some unchallenged
view that nothing had been done. A huge
amount has been done for rural and regional
Australia not only in the ANTS package but
also through a range of other government
policies. It is quite appropriate for me to
mention that the National Party always plays
an important role. We are a coalition gov-
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ernment. We work well and we consult. Your
concern is, of course, that—

Senator Murphy—That’s not what Bob
Katter said on Meet the Press.

Senator KEMP—People are entitled to
their views. I can always pick out—well, I do
not want to speak about Mark Latham—

Senator McGauran interjecting—
Senator KEMP—I do not think there is

much point. You know what politics is like:
individuals have particular views. Mr Katter
may have a particular view; Mr Latham may
have a particular view. I do not think our
throwing this across the chamber advances
the debate hugely. The government are al-
ways happy to give credit where it is due to
our coalition partners, and we have provided
together an extremely strong and effective
government for this country. I think both of
us take great pride in this matter.

Senator Murphy—So did they win the
$33 million or did the Democrats get it?

Senator KEMP—Senator, I do think you
are showing excessive enthusiasm. Could
you just restrain yourself? We will not be
accepting this amendment moved by the La-
bor Party for a variety of reasons, but let me
just note one of the reasons. My understand-
ing of the report so assiduously referred to by
the Labor Party is that, if we adopted this
amendment, it would be to the long-term det-
riment of people in boarding houses. I do not
know whether you have read the report
closely but, if you are looking at it, it states
the estimated percentage increases in rents.
These figures are in the report, and there has
been some discussion of them. For boarding
houses, the concessional GST for the short
term is four per cent and for the long term it
is 1.5 per cent. You are leaving us with the
input taxed position for boarding houses. Let
me state what that is: the short term is 3.6 per
cent, the long term is 3.1 per cent.

As you quoted this model, as you have
stressed how important this model is and as
you obviously accept those figures, the ad-
vice I have received is that it shows that you
are likely to be making people in boarding
houses worse off as a result of this amend-
ment. The concessional GST delivers a better
outcome. I do not know whether you have

read this report, Senator Murphy. I do not
know whether Senator Cook has read this
report carefully. I will not mention names of
advisers, but I certainly hope that your advis-
ers have read this carefully. That is the advice
that I received. What an astonishing thing
that, after all the debate we have had, the La-
bor Party moves an amendment which can
lead to a detrimental outcome. I do not know,
Senator Murphy, whether you can explain
that. I do not want to put that question to you
because we will just get another diatribe from
you, but I draw that to your attention.

Senator Murphy—Why don’t you tell me
why the National Party—

Senator KEMP—It is an astonishing
thing. I put that on the record. Maybe in the
days, weeks and months to come, when we
look at what the Labor Party attempted to do,
it will no longer seem very surprising. It does
seem very surprising now. The concessional
GST delivers 1.5 per cent in the long term
whereas the input taxing delivers 3.1 per
cent. In other words, by removing this option,
you are producing an adverse result pre-
sumably for many people who would have
been able to make use of the concessional
rate. It is a very strange policy, and I suspect
it is policy making on the run. Let me also
bring up one of the issues that was raised, as
Senator Lees is in the chamber. There was a
relentless discussion about who negotiated
what with whom and what the role of the
National Party was—

Senator Murphy—Well, what was it?
Senator KEMP—On private negotiations,

the short answer is that it is none of your
business, actually.

Senator Murphy—Who went through the
door first?

Senator KEMP—You have always been
welcome at negotiations on important taxa-
tion matters, but the Labor Party never come
through the door. We saw an exercise in
spleen aimed at the Democrats. It is true that
we do not always agree with the Democrats.
In fact, on some issues, there will be some
quite profound differences. We come from
different political traditions and we have a
different political base, but I will say this
about the Democrats: they are prepared to
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consult and talk. It is not always that we can
achieve a result, but on occasion we can
achieve an effective result and an outcome.
Senator, you have greater numbers in this
chamber, but the fact of the matter is that on
so many parts of the tax package the Labor
Party were missing in action, MIA. Now you
are standing up and talking to me about the
GST. If I have said it once, I have said it 100
times: as the Treasurer has indicated, the La-
bor Party say this GST is so bad that they are
planning to keep it. What an absolutely as-
tonishing position after all this debate.

Senator Murphy—It will take a while to
sort your mess out.

Senator KEMP—I agree that the Labor
Party has indicated that there will be a roll-
back. If you roll back something, you have to
roll forward something else to pay for it. If
you roll back on clothing, that is $1.5 billion.
That is a huge amount of money. How do you
find that sort of money? The truth of the
matter is that you have to raise taxes some-
where. I think that is how the debate will
come out. I think the historical record will
show that the Labor Party’s role in tax reform
was—to put it as politely as I can—a very
unedifying spectacle. You and Senator Sherry
venting your spleen at the Democrats has not
added to any credit. While I am on that, from
time to time there is a debate about what
people can say in this chamber, and I am not
one to shy away from robust debate. In fact, I
have probably said a few robust things my-
self in my time.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN—I
have been known to encourage it.

Senator KEMP—Senator George Camp-
bell has been known to encourage this—or,
indeed, to provoke it. But an unfortunate
comment was made about a Mr Murphy by
Senator Cook.

Senator Cook—That was by me.
Senator KEMP—That is what I said. You

are Senator Cook, and that is what I said. It
was an unfortunate comment. You could not
care less; I understand that, Senator. But, for
the record, it does not reflect credit on you to
have spoken like that. It is one thing to talk
about people who can defend themselves in
this chamber. Some pretty tough things have

been said about me, and I have responded in
kind. But it is a different matter to use that
sort of language about someone who is out-
side the chamber, someone who has a very
high standing. It is one thing for Senator
Conroy to spray his spleen around. It is an-
other thing for a former senior minister to be
doing that. I know I have tickled your con-
science, and I know you are now mortified,
Senator Cook. But I say for the record that it
was not an appropriate way to carry on.

A number of other issues were raised. One
was the extra assistance to, and the monitor-
ing of, long-term caravan park and boarding
house residents. As the Treasurer has stated,
the government will ask the Australian Com-
petition and Consumer Commission to put in
place an audit program to ensure that the
pricing structures of caravan parks and
boarding houses do not result in increased
margins that capture the increased rent assis-
tance. That is an important measure which, it
is my understanding, was discussed with the
Democrats. That should provide the sorts of
assurances that a number of senators were
seeking as part of their more serious contri-
butions.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.17 p.m.)—The minister’s
contribution to the debate thus far leaves
some questions hanging. I want to pursue
those questions. Firstly, since the government
are spending $430 million to publicise and
educate—and I use those words derisively—
the community about the GST, why wasn’t
some of this money spent on caravan parks?
Why is it now necessary to go around to the
caravan parks and explain how the GST
operates there? Wasn’t that in the initial
budget? Secondly, what you have lauded as
the special role of the ACCC is their role
anyway, isn’t it? That is what you expect
them to do. What is so special about their
doing this here? Are you saying that there are
insufficient ACCC staff to do it as a normal,
routine matter and, therefore, they require
staff supplementation? Or, if it is not routine
and if there is no staff supplementation, what
is the announcement about?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.18 p.m.)—The government are
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asking the ACCC to put in place an audit
program to ensure that the pricing structures
of caravan parks and boarding houses do not
result in increased margins. It is perfectly
appropriate that the government do that,
given the particular concerns that people had,
and we make no apology for that. In view of
the way the debate has progressed and as part
of the agreement that we have, it is important
to make sure that we do put that audit pro-
gram in place. The government will ask the
ACCC to do that.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.19 p.m.)—Are extra resources
being given to the ACCC to do this?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.19 p.m.)—If the ACCC feels it
does not have the resources to do the work it
is being asked to do, it can always come back
to the government and provide further advice.

Senator Cook—Are you saying that there
are no extra resources in this particular case?

Senator KEMP—I have answered that
question.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.20 p.m.)—So there are no extra
resources in this particular case. Minister,
will you confirm that you are increasing the
maximum rate of rent assistance in the deal
that you have for compensation with the
Australian Democrats? It does not appear to
be a deal with the Nats, despite their press
release. Is that what this supplementation is
about? Will you confirm the fact that, for a
single social security recipient with no
children, the deal is worth 16c extra per day
and that, for a single person sharing the rent,
the deal is worth just an extra 11c per day? Is
that true?Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.21 p.m.)—Senator, you can
work out all the figures you like, but $33
million is being paid in additional rent assis-
tance to low income earners. I would have
thought that was a significant figure. You can
do all the calculations you like, but that is a
significant amount of money in anyone’s lan-
guage.

Senator Murphy—It’s probably of inter-
est to people who might get it to know how
much they might get.

Senator KEMP—I am just pointing out to
you, Senator, that that is the amount of
money. The increase in the maximum rate of
rent assistance, as the Treasurer indicated in
his press release, will be increased by another
three per cent to make a total increase of 10
per cent, with effect from 1 July. There is a
10 per cent increase—it was seven per cent.
With other pensions and benefits, there is an
up-front increase of four per cent and a guar-
anteed real increase of two per cent. In this
case, there will be a 10 per cent increase in
the maximum rate of rent assistance, and that
will total $33 million. You can argue your
point, but that is a significant amount of
money, and it will address some of the con-
cerns which were raised.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.22 p.m.)—This is one of those
issues where you have a percentage increase
in the tax—the GST is a percentage tax—but
the compensation is a flat amount. Are you
committing the government to adjusting the
$33 million over time, when as inflation
passes through the value of the percentage
goes up in real dollar terms but the lump sum
compensation remains the same? Are you
committing the government over time to
make adjustments in the future or are you
not?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.23 p.m.)—I am committing the
government to do what it said it would do.
Any government in the future can always
review these matters. But the commitment I
give to the chamber is an important one and
should not be minimised. It is a $33 million
commitment; it is not a trivial commitment at
all. We think that it is an important initiative
that was announced by the Treasurer.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.23 p.m.)—So there is no commit-
ment down the track that the value of this so-
called compensation will not erode and there
is no commitment from the government to
correct it if it does, meaning that people will
be worse off over time—that is the point of
it. Since you have answered the question that
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Since you have answered the question that
way, that is the only conclusion I can draw.
Only social security recipients receiving the
maximum rate of rent assistance will receive
the increase. For those social security recipi-
ents who do not receive the maximum rate,
this deal does not give them an extra cent,
does it?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.24 p.m.)—Yes, the advice I have
received is that it applies only to those re-
ceiving maximum assistance.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.24 p.m.)—And those who are not
on the maximum rate get nothing? That is the
implication of your answer.

Senator Kemp interjecting—
Senator COOK—I see you have put your

hands in the air as if you have given up. Is
that an indication that I am right?

Senator Kemp—You are so rarely right,
you should not bet on it.

Senator COOK—I see. I take it that I am
right there. So this deal over time will not
provide compensation, it will erode in value
and only those on the maximum rate get the
benefit of the deal. This is not a good deal, is
it, for those living in caravan parks? It is
some compensation but it is not a good deal
in the sense that it does not answer all of their
problems.

Minister, you said that the amendment be-
fore us is counterproductive to people in
caravan parks, or words to that effect, and
made some allusion that, if the history of this
debate is written, the ALP will be seen to
have—I suppose ‘failed’ was the word you
were searching for—failed people in this po-
sition. That is, of course, not the case. People
would be better off without the GST, and we
have opposed the GST. This situation arises
as a consequence of the GST being imposed.
I just draw your attention to an article on the
front page of today’s Mercury newspaper
headed ‘Rich get most in GST: study’. The
article starts by saying:
The richest 20% of Australians stand to gain most
from the GST, while hundreds of thousands of
battlers will be worse off, new research shows.

An Australian Council of  Social Service re-
port, to be released today, predicts a massive jump
in inequality after July 1, as high-income earners
pull further ahead of the rest.

It goes on to report Michael Raper, the Presi-
dent of ACOSS. But we knew this, didn’t we,
right from the beginning? This is the reason
for Labor opposing the GST. So it is not right
to make the allegation about this amendment,
and I commend it to the chamber.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.26 p.m.)—One of the issues that
people would be worried about is the inabil-
ity of the Labor Party to give any guarantees
or assurances on the assistance that we are
providing. The Labor Party have been asked
on many occasions to guarantee the tax cuts
as part of their policy, and they will not. The
reason for that is very clear: the Labor Party
intend to roll back those big tax cuts that we
are providing to the Australian people.

If Senator Cook thinks this package fa-
vours the rich, we shall look forward to La-
bor’s alternative tax plans. We do not accept
that analysis. We think this is a very fair
package, which we think improves signifi-
cantly the equity of the tax system. If he
thinks it favours the rich, we will look with
great interest at the proposed tax changes that
Labor will be making. Charitably, I think the
Labor Party tax policy at the last election was
a disaster for it. I am getting support from an
unusual source.

Senator Cook—Getting derision from an
unusual source.

Senator KEMP—No, Senator Cook, you
were not looking. I was getting some unusual
support from an unusual quarter.

Senator Cook—If you are looking at
those two guys, I can assure you it was mirth
and derision.

Senator KEMP—The record does not
need to be ex post facto corrected by you.
The fact is Labor went to the last election
with a disastrous tax policy and that is one of
the reasons you are languishing over on that
side of the chamber. I have no doubt, from
the way you are talking at the moment,
Senator Cook, that that will happen again.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.29 p.m.)—This is my final
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(5.29 p.m.)—This is my final question for the
moment as I see a colleague of mine is trying
to beat me to the call. Minister, you have re-
ferred to the report conducted by Econtech
and you have drawn my attention to it. So far
as I am aware, the government have never
tabled this report. It is relied on selectively by
the government to be quoted when it suits
their case, but it has never been put in the
public domain so that it can be properly ana-
lysed. Will you now table both the first report
and the final document submitted to the gov-
ernment by Econtech so that they become
public documents and the issue you are refer-
ring to can then be properly analysed? Will
you table both reports?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.29 p.m.)—Senator, I am not
proposing to table reports. It seems to me that
people have obtained copies of the reports. If
the Treasurer wants to table this report in the
parliament, he will table it. I will put your
request to him.

Senator MURPHY (Tasmania) (5.29
p.m.)—I have one question. Minister, you
were asked earlier about the revenue that is
likely to be derived from the GST on caravan
parks and hostel rents. Do you have any fig-
ures on that? Maybe the Democrats might be
able to inform us, with regard to their nego-
tiations, as to whether or not they addressed
the question for CPI adjustments in respect of
the $33 million new compensation package.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.30 p.m.)—Senator, I do not
have any figures on the revenue side.

Senator Murphy—Have they been done?
Senator KEMP—I am not sure. I will

make inquiries.
Question put:
That the amendment (Senator Cook’s) be

agreed to.

The Committee divided. [5.30 p.m.]
(The Chairman—Senator S.M. West)

Ayes………… 27
Noes………… 38
Majority……… 11

AYES

Bishop, T.M. Bolkus, N.
Brown, B.J. Campbell, G.
Carr, K.J. Collins, J.M.A.

Conroy, S.M. Cook, P.F.S.
Cooney, B.C. Crossin, P.M.
Crowley, R.A. Denman, K.J *
Forshaw, M.G. Gibbs, B.
Harradine, B. Hogg, J.J.
Hutchins, S.P. Ludwig, J.W.
Mackay, S.M. McKiernan, J.P.
McLucas, J.E. Murphy, S.M.
O’Brien, K.W.K. Ray, R.F.
Schacht, C.C. Sherry, N.J.
West, S.M.

NOES

Abetz, E. Allison, L.F.
Alston, R.K.R. Bartlett, A.J.J.
Boswell, R.L.D. Bourne, V.W.
Brandis, G.H. Calvert, P.H *
Campbell, I.G. Chapman, H.G.P.
Coonan, H.L. Crane, A.W.
Eggleston, A. Ellison, C.M.
Ferris, J.M. Gibson, B.F.
Greig, B. Heffernan, W.
Herron, J.J. Hill, R.M.
Kemp, C.R. Knowles, S.C.
Lees, M.H. Lightfoot, P.R.
Macdonald, I. Mason, B.J.
McGauran, J.J.J. Minchin, N.H.
Newman, J.M. Ridgeway, A.D.
Stott Despoja, N. Tambling, G.E.
Tchen, T. Tierney, J.W.
Troeth, J.M. Vanstone, A.E.
Watson, J.O.W. Woodley, J.

PAIRS

Evans, C.V. Reid, M.E.
Lundy, K.A. Ferguson, A.B.
Faulkner, J.P. Macdonald, J.A.L.
Quirke, J.A. Payne, M.A.
* denotes teller

Question so resolved in the negative.
Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant

Treasurer) (5.38 p.m.)—I move government
amendment No. 1 on sheet EF218:
(1) Schedule 11, page 70 (after line 33), after

item 10, insert:
10A  After subsection 69-10(1)

Insert:
(1A) However, this section does not apply in

relation to the acquisition or importa-
tion of:

(a) a commercial vehicle that is not de-
signed for the principal purpose of
carrying passengers; or

(b) a motor home or campervan.

This amendment will ensure that this limit
does not apply to motorhomes. The GST as
an aide-memoire limits the amount of input
tax credits that can be claimed for luxury cars
subject to the luxury car tax. Campervans and
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vehicles not designed for the principal pur-
pose of carrying passengers will not be sub-
ject to the luxury car tax. I think there has
been some concern in the wider commu-
nity—certainly amongst various groups in-
volved with the production of campervans—
that campervans are not really a luxury car at
all, and the government is moving an
amendment to deal with this problem.

I should note, however, that the normal
phasing in rules for claiming input tax credit
in relation to these vehicles will still apply
for the years ending 30 June 2001 and 30
June 2002. As I said, this matter was causing
some concern and the government has de-
cided to deal with this problem. I urge the
chamber to support the amendment.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.40 p.m.)—So that I can be clear,
this is government amendment No. 1 on sheet
EF218 relating to input tax credits on cars?

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN
(Senator George Campbell)—That is cor-
rect.

Senator COOK—And this is one of the
amendments contained in the explanatory
memorandum circulated today?

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN—Cor-
rect.

Senator COOK—Apart from what is in
the explanatory memorandum—once again,
Minister, no offence—the mumbled explana-
tion you have just given of this amendment
hardly amounts to something that throws a
great deal of light upon what the government
are intending to do here and why they were
moved to do it. Would you revisit, for the
sake of the record, where you saw the imper-
fections in the present drafting, why it is that
you chose to amend it now and, preferably,
who made the representations?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.41 p.m.)—Senator, I think the
question is whether or not a campervan or a
motorhome could be defined as a luxury ve-
hicle. There were arguments that, as defined
in the original bill, their price—certainly the
price of some of them—came within that
ambit. What we have done here is to make a
distinction—in other words, they are not be-

ing regarded as a luxury vehicle; they are
different. I will seek further advice on this.

As I said, the GST limits the amount of in-
put tax credits that can be claimed on luxury
cars subject to the luxury car tax. The motor
vans and caravans will be dealt with in an-
other amendment that is coming through.
There was a question asked in the Senate
recently—by Senator Hutchins, if I remem-
ber rightly—regarding the phasing in of input
tax credits. The basic rule is that you do not
get an input tax credit in the first year, in the
second year you can claim 50 per cent and in
the third year you can claim all your input tax
credits. That is what we meant by the term
‘phasing in’ of input tax credit. This amend-
ment is related to the other government
amendment on the program relating to luxury
cars.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.44 p.m.)—As I understand the
minister’s explanation, this covers wholly
designed and manufactured campervans—the
Winnebagos that we see on the road from
time to time—and other commercial vehicles
made up to become campervans or
motorhomes that would be valued in excess
of $55,000 and qualify for ordinary definition
as a luxury car.

I am looking at the explanatory memoran-
dum that has been circulated in respect of this
item. Point 4 says:

The financial impact of this measure is mini-
mal as not all vehicles to be excluded from the
LCT by new item 16F would have been caught by
section 69-10. Additionally, the full financial im-
pact of this measure will not occur until the year
commencing 1 July 2002 after the phasing in pe-
riod for claiming input tax credits for motor vehi-
cles has expired.

My concern, a concern I pursued with you
last week on another matter—if it was not
you, it was the parliamentary secretary repre-
senting you in the chamber at the time—is
the words in the explanatory memorandum
‘the financial impact of this measure is
minimal’. Can the government quantify what
it means by ‘minimal’? Is there some figure
you can give us? I do not mean necessarily a
precise figure but some indication of what
you mean by ‘minimal’.
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Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.46 p.m.)—The best I can say is
that, in lieu of any other advice, ‘minimal’
means exactly what it says—minimal. In the
sweep of government, it is not significant. If
we could put a precise figure on it, I guess we
would put a precise figure on it. The advice
that I have received from my very eminent
advisers is that it is minimal, and minimal
means minimal. I am sorry, but I cannot go
any further.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.46 p.m.)—Let me use the example
I used the other day. When my dentist leans
over me with a pair of surgical pliers, he
says, ‘This won’t hurt a bit,’ and I often find
that it hurts quite a lot. When the government
says that it is minimal or minor, what does it
mean by that? Does it mean it is minor
compared with the gross national product of
Australia, and therefore it might be several
billions of dollars but still minor compared
with the total? Words like ‘minimal’ or
‘minor’ or ‘not significant’ are words that I
am curious about. How much do you regard
as minimal? This is, after all, a sweeping tax
which will impose new costs and charges on
many people. We, at least in this chamber,
should pursue some transparency about the
real costs. While you are chewing on
answering that question, Minister, the
explanatory memorandum says at point 2:

The financial impact of the measure relating to
campervans and motor homes is less than $5 mil-
lion for the 2000-2001 financial year. The meas-
ure relating to non-passenger vehicles has no fi-
nancial impact as these vehicles were never in-
tended to be covered by the LCT.

Is $5 million what you mean by minimal? Is
that about the ballpark of what you mean by
minimal? If it is $5 million for 2000-01, what
is it for the out years?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.48 p.m.)—I suspect you are
seeking precision where precision is not en-
tirely practical. If I went through the bills that
you had brought before this chamber and
looked at the EMs which you have guided
through here, there may well be a number of
EMs where the word ‘minimal’ was used. If I
had asked you what you meant by ‘minimal’,

I suspect you would have responded in a
similar way to me. We are not talking about a
share of GDP but of the overall cost of a par-
ticular measure. I do not know whether I can
give you any further precision on that. I am
not trying to resist your question or be diffi-
cult, but I think it is a fairly standard proce-
dure by governments. If I was so minded to
go through EMs and look at the many bills
that you piloted through this chamber—not
that I would do the research, Senator Cook,
so you will not have to face that embarrass-
ment—some of them may well have had tax
implications and may well have used the
word ‘minimal’. Therefore, I would respond
in a like way to you. As I said, the costs of
this measure are not substantial or significant.
I think that is another way of coming at it.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.49 p.m.)—Let us try to move it
along. Below what figure does the
government regard the costs as minimal? If it
is below $5 million, do you just say that, it is
minimal, write into the explanatory
memorandum ‘minimal’ and not give a
figure? Or, if you think the calculations are
just a bit trying or a bit taxing, do you write
‘minimal’? What are the criteria for defining
‘minimal’? I would like that answer. What
are the figures in the out years? In 2000-01, it
is $5 million. What are these figures for
2001-02 and 2002-03?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.50 p.m.)—We have not got the
precise figures here. I am not trying to be
difficult but, in relation to the specific exam-
ple we are quoting, it is less than $1 million. I
think that is what we are saying, but I do not
want to be held to it because the people who
have done the calculations are not here. You
asked for some guidance, and that is the ad-
vice that I have been given.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.51 p.m.)—Can you answer the out
years question?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.51 p.m.)—If it is less than $1
million in the out years, it is still less than a
million and therefore it is minimal. I can un-
derstand your interest in this, but it does not
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seem to be a hugely weighty point. I am not
trying to resist it. As I said, I am providing
you with the information that you want, but I
am slightly mindful of the time.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.51 p.m.)—So am I, and I thought
you would have been more cooperative in
order to get to the conclusion of it. Can you
take the question on notice and provide us
with the answer? Specifically, you say that it
is $5 million for the 2000-01 financial year.
What are the figures for the out years? What
are the figures for 2001-02 and 2002-03? You
must have those figures. Please take that on
notice. I recognise this as roll-back to this
sector on behalf of the government and we
will be supporting the amendment.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (5.52 p.m.)—Yes, I will take that
on notice.

Amendment agreed to.
Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant

Treasurer) (5.52 p.m.)—I move government
request 5 on sheet EF216:
(5) Schedule 11, page 72 (after line 4), after

item 11, insert:
11AA  At the end of section 84-15

Add:
(2) If the transfer is a transfer of the serv-

ices of an employee, this section does
not apply to the transfer to the extent
that any payments that:

(a) are made from the *enterprise in
Australia to the enterprise outside
Australia; and

(b) relate to the transfer;
would be *withholding payments if
they were payments from the enter-
prise in Australia to the employee.

My understanding is that this relates to off-
shore supplies other than goods or real prop-
erty. The government is introducing this
amendment to remove the GST reverse
charge on amounts paid to an overseas
branch for the services of an expatriate em-
ployee. The reverse charge will be removed
from the payment to the extent of the amount
that would have been subject to a PAYG
withholding if it had been paid to a worker in
Australia by an Australian employer. The
request provides consistency with salaries

paid by domestic financial supply providers
to their employees—that is, no GST is pay-
able on salaries. The amendment will benefit
foreign owned financial supply providers by
reducing compliance costs. The reverse
charges are applied to examples where it be-
comes a great incentive to locate services
offshore. Therefore, we have a reverse charge
arrangement. I think this particular issue
comes out when, for example, an employee is
posted to Australia from an overseas branch,
and the salary he is paid as an Australian em-
ployee would not be subject to GST. The re-
verse charge arrangement may well be seen
to have that effect. As a result, we are mov-
ing to rectify this issue, which was brought to
our attention by a number of financial service
providers who have branches overseas.

Request agreed to.
Senator COOK (Western Australia—

Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (5.55 p.m.)—I move opposition
amendment No. 1 on sheet 1842:
(1) Schedule 11, page 73 (after line 6), after item

11D, insert:
11DA  Subsection 126-10(1)

Omit the definition of total monetary
prizes, substitute:
total monetary prizes is the sum of
*monetary prizes you are liable to pay,
during the tax period, on the outcome of
*gambling events (whether or not any
of those gambling events, or the
*gambling supplies to which the
monetary prizes relate, took place dur-
ing the tax period).

11DB  Section 126-32
Repeal the section.

This is the opposition amendment for gam-
bling. The chamber is familiar with this
amendment. The chamber is familiar with the
hypocrisy of the government over this
amendment. It is, in many respects, a sad
thing that we are required to move it yet
again. We move it on this occasion because
the substantive debate in this bill is for resi-
dents of caravan parks and boarding houses. I
think it is important to contrast the different
treatment the government are offering those
residents, for whom they are providing a
package of $33 million in compensation. For
those residents who are single with one de-
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pendent child, that is 16c a day. For two sin-
gle people, that is 11c per day. If you are on
the maximum rate, you get that amount. If
you are on less than the maximum rate as a
social welfare beneficiary, you do not. The
amount in the case of caravan park and
boarding house residents is a flat cash
amount. We recognise that the tax is a per-
centage. The value of the compensation will
erode with time. The masterful negotiators in
the Australian Democrats have not recog-
nised that, so there is no in-built mechanism
to correct the time erosion of the value of the
compensation. The government do not seem
to care and nor do the Democrats or, it seems
in this case, the National Party, who have
trumpeted that they, not the Democrats, have
succeeded in achieving these changes.

Contrast that to the high rollers in casinos:
they are compensated for excessive losses by
casino operators and can have those losses
written off as part of their tax advantages.
Clearly this is a government for the rich. This
is a government for the privileged. This is a
government that is not concerned at all that
the gap between wealth and poverty in Aus-
tralia is opening more widely. Because of the
dismissive terms that the minister has used to
squash the report that I referred to earlier in
the Hobart Mercury—a front-page report of a
survey that ACOSS have been principally
responsible for which shows that, once again,
the effect of this tax is to widen the dispari-
ties between wealthy Australians and ordi-
nary Australians—it is important that this
chamber again has the opportunity to do
something positive to set the record straight.
Support for this amendment would be one of
those things that it could do.

In addressing the amendment, I want to go
back to some of the remarks made earlier
today. One of the remarks was made in a
speech on the second reading by Senator
Lees. It said that the unanticipated revenue
gains were calculated at several billion dol-
lars and that those unanticipated revenue
gains were most likely due to the impact of
the goods and services tax on the black econ-
omy. In short, the advantage of this tax, ac-
cording to the advocates of it, is that it will
ensure that transactions that were untaxed in
the past—opportunities to avoid taxation—
will be reduced and that there will be a

ll be reduced and that there will be a windfall
gain to revenue. That may be the explanation
for the extra funds that are coming forward.

It is an issue that is entirely problematic. I
draw attention to a report that I have previ-
ously referred to in the Economist magazine.
Two years ago they ran a table of the size of
the black economy in a number of OECD
countries. Australia, with its existing tax
system, was in the bottom quartile of OECD
countries in terms of the size of the black
economy. All of the countries above Austra-
lia that had bigger black economies as a per
capita proportion were economies which had
a goods and services tax. The simple propo-
sition, often so fraudulently put, that a goods
and services tax means an end to the black
economy was not exhibited in any empirical
way by that survey. In fact, a conclusion you
could come to from that survey is that the
propensity for an increase in the size of the
black economy accompanies a goods and
services tax or a tax of that sort.

Has there been any serious work on
whether the black economy will yield over a
greater tax revenue than otherwise? No, there
has not. In estimates, I have pursued this
matter assiduously, particularly at the last
estimates, only to be met with a brick wall of
government assertion and no study or analy-
sis. In publicising the so-called advantages of
this tax, this is an issue which is dwelt on by
its advocates quite strongly. It is one of those
things that is lent on as a positive argument.
Well, that ought to change from last Friday,
23rd, when the Business Review Weekly, the
magazine that has been, in the past, an edito-
rialising supporter of this tax, carried as its
front page cover story ‘The Black Economy’
with the subtitle ‘Will it grow under the
GST?’ One has only to turn to the inside
story on the black economy, which has the
heading ‘Why GST is good news for the
black economy’ to see that this is a fraudulent
attempt by the government and by the Aus-
tralian Democrats to say that somehow the
GST will stamp out tax avoidance in the
black economy. It will not. The article is an
article that I commend to the government and
to the Australian Democrats because this is
something that we will be drawing to the at-
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tention of the Australian community, as we
have in the past.

The black economy prospers under a GST.
It just means that the type of tax avoidance
and the types of activities in the black econ-
omy are different from those in a non-GST
economy. It does not mean to say that avoid-
ance is less and it does mean to say that it can
often be the case that avoidance is more. In-
deed, to revert to the point, in OECD econo-
mies where there is a GST, the level of the
black economy is bigger than in the Austra-
lian economy, where there is not a GST. Let
me go to some of the points made here by the
magazine. I quote from the article:

Overseas experience and research shows that
when a goods and services tax (GST), value added
tax or other form of tax on consumption is im-
posed, there is usually a short-term reduction in
tax evasion and then the black economy returns to
its previous level. In some cases, tax evasion in-
creases. The governments and tax officials of
Canada, New Zealand and several European
countries that have consumption taxes are work-
ing furiously to combat expanding black econo-
mies. New Zealand has had a consumption tax for
14 years. Christchurch accountant, Leon Hendron,
who had been working with business on GST
since its introduction, recently published a book
for Australian business called Survive the GST. In
the book’s introduction, Hendron says:

GST is an easy tax to avoid, evade or defraud.
The ATO, the Australian Taxation Office, will be
handing out refund cheques like Santa Claus.

He goes on to talk about the evasions of the
black economy. In this article is a table
headed ‘Not taxed, not touched’. It refers to
types of tax evasion activity that will not be
picked up or that will be only lightly affected
by the GST. It has a ranking order that I do
not have time to go through in great detail,
but let me touch on some of the elements of
it. First, with regard to criminal activities
such as drug dealing and prostitution, the
effect of the new tax system is none. Second,
for moonlighting, which involves underre-
porting or failure to report income from a
second job, the effect of the GST is none.
Third, for profit, where businesses understate
the size of their payroll et cetera, there will
be some effect, it concedes; and it goes on to
talk about how that effect can be tabulated.
The overstating of expenditure, particularly

business expenditure, is their fourth point,
and the effect of the GST is small. Fifth are
welfare benefits: for workers who receive
unemployment benefits or other forms of
social security but who hold jobs that should
preclude them from the benefits, the effect is
none. Sixth is failure to declare interest, and
the effect is none. Seventh is barter, the ex-
change of goods and services between one
professional or another, and the effect is
none. And so it goes on.

My point in referring to this in support of
the amendment is that the degree of hypoc-
risy here is breathtaking, and there is a dou-
ble dealing element in terms of the $430 mil-
lion propaganda and political point-scoring
campaign that the government has funded.
Let us get this right. The GST, of itself, does
not automatically mean that the black econ-
omy is diminished. While it might be that,
come election time next year, there will be a
short-term reduction in the black economy, it
is only a transition as the black economy
finds new shape and new ways of avoiding
the tax. Most tax advisers will tell you that it
is the size of the tax that leads to the level of
avoidance and not the nature of the tax, be-
cause the nature of the tax means that people
will find ways around it and eventually they
do. There is enough experience in the world,
particularly in those OECD countries in the
Economist table that I referred to, to guide
Australian tax professionals to make a career
out of finding ways of avoiding tax for
wealthy clients.

Not only do we have the situation where
high rollers—people who bet in excess of $¾
million on the turn of the dice—can have an
advantage by virtue of having, if they lose,
some of their losses refunded to them by the
casino operators and then those casino op-
erators being able to write that off as an ex-
pense under the tax, but we also have an end
to this canard, at least as far as the Business
Review Weekly is concerned—which is quite
a reputable magazine in the business sector—
that there will be a reduction of the black
economy by virtue of this tax. There will not
be, and it is not likely that there will be, and
the table of areas that I have referred to point
to that quite conclusively.
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It may well be that, as Senator Lees has
said, there will be more revenue harvested
from this tax than the government has previ-
ously said. What we can be sure of is that if
there is a little bit out of the black economy it
will not last long; it will be overtaken as the
black economy expands again. Therefore, it
is an illusory gain—a short-term, one-off
windfall—rather than any long-term struc-
tural repair to the system. Essentially, those
with enough wealth in Australia to have dis-
cretionary income in order to spend it to find
ways of avoiding tax will be able to do so
again. This waving of, ‘Peace in our time.
We’ve got a breakthrough on the black econ-
omy,’ is not true. The disgusting hypocrisy of
the three-party coalition—the Libs, the Na-
tionals and the Democrats—on the high-
rollers tax is what this amendment again
highlights. I commend it to the chamber.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (6.08 p.m.)—We will not be sup-
porting this amendment. We have had this
debate tirelessly. Senator Cook seems to
think that every other day he can move the
amendment again. I think the arguments that
were run against this amendment last time
apply equally today. The government’s
amendment last year in relation to gambling
gave no monetary benefit to casinos or casino
patrons and made no distinction between
kinds of gamblers.

In relation to the black economy, I think
Senator Cook may have to eat some humble
pie in a number of years time on this issue.
He asserts it has no effect. In fact, I think he
goes further: he asserts the black economy
will grow. I assert that Senator Cook is dead
wrong, and I expect Senator Cook will have
the opportunity to eat some humble pie. We
believe that we will garner an extra $3.5 bil-
lion over three years from the black econ-
omy; in part, of course, because of the com-
prehensive new tax system, including the
Australian business number and the pay-as-
you-go system. We believe that in many
ways we are striking into new territory here.
In those particular areas I do not think other
countries have gone as far as Australia has
gone. We expect that this will have an impact
on the black economy. We have made fore-

casts in our papers that it will be, as I said,
some $3.5 billion over three years.

Senator MURPHY (Tasmania) (6.10
p.m.)—This amendment that has been moved
by Senator Cook is, in part, about making the
tax system a bit more equitable; not doing as
the government, the Democrats and the Na-
tional Party have done, making it less equita-
ble for those who can least afford it. As was
pointed out earlier by Senator Cook with re-
gard to the Mercury report about the rich get-
ting most from the GST, they certainly will.
It has been the practice of this government
and the Democrats to allow that to occur. In
relation to the high-roller amendment that the
government moved, I would be interested to
hear from Senator Lees how the Democrats
can justify allowing that sort of approach to
be taken on the one hand when, on the other
hand, the people affected by caravan park
rents and hostel rents get a meagre $33 mil-
lion extra compensation. As has been pointed
out, some get 16c a day, some might get 11c,
but the government is unable to respond with
regard to which people might get what. I
think that further highlights the whole proc-
ess that the government has been going
through.

I am pleased that Senator McGauran is
back in here again for the second time today.
Senator McGauran might want to get up on
behalf of the National Party and speak about
their position. Take the muzzle off. Don’t let
the Liberals keep the muzzle on the National
Party. Take it off, get up and have something
to say and defend your position, Senator
McGauran. Senator McGauran might be able
to tell us whether they got through the door
before the Democrats did in respect of the
$33 million on the one hand.

Senator McGauran—We did.
Senator MURPHY—I take that interjec-

tion. Senator McGauran says they did. That
is very interesting. I note the wry smile on
Senator Lees’s face. She obviously does not
agree with Senator McGauran on that point. I
refer again to one of Senator McGauran’s
colleagues, Mr Katter, and his interview on
Meet the Press on Sunday morning when he
had a proposition put to him by the inter-
viewer, Ross Gittins. Mr Gittins said:
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Mr Katter, there’s been a lot of scaremongering
about the GST but John Howard says no one will
be worse off. And, he’s right in saying that there
are very big income tax cuts that a lot of people
haven’t really registered on.

As has been pointed out many times—I want
to deal with the tax cuts for a minute—50 per
cent of those tax cuts go to the top 20 per
cent of income earners. That is the very thing
that the Australian Council of Social Services
is pointing out. That is why they are saying
that the bottom 80 per cent will be worse off.
What did Mr Katter say to that? He said:
The political reaction for owner-operated business
to having an enormously increased workload is
very serious political stuff, indeed, point one.
Point two, I made the point earlier on, that my old
state electorate has a twenty-three per cent higher
cost of living than Brisbane. So, I mean, clearly
we’re going to be paying greater ... now, I didn’t
ask—I mean, people accuse me of being unrea-
sonable—I didn’t ask for a change. All I asked for
was an inquiry.

This is representative of the National Party
stance within this coalition government,
which includes the Democrats. It shows how
they are really seen. Mr Katter goes on to
say:
Now, I have been three months going backwards
and forwards to every single person of power in
Australia, all of the corridors of power that avail
me—the party room, the joint party room—I have
raised these issues. I have had absolutely no
movement in spite of an undertaking on this. Now,
if anyone thinks that myself, or elements of the
National Party ... and the Queensland National
Party only agreed to the GST on this basis.

We have seen reports, which I have watched
with interest, about the National President
and, I think, New South Wales President of
the National Party, Mrs Helen Dickie, with
regard to what the GST is doing and what the
National Party’s relevance to all of this is,
and it is a not unsurprising big fat zero.
Senator McGauran ought to come in here—
as he is at the moment—and stand up and be
counted. Why did Senator McGauran and the
National Party support the high-roller
amendment that allowed a situation where, as
Senator Cook pointed out, you can lose, say,
$1 million and the casino can choose to give
you half of it back or $100,000 of it back and
you would have no tax liability, yet the poor
old bottom 80 per cent of income earners,

those on social security benefits and the like,
you whack as hard as you possibly can, and
then you run around and say, ‘Well, perhaps
we need to compensate them a bit more’? I
would suggest to you that, if you want an
equitable taxation regime, then you ought to
consider very seriously the circumstances
that you have brought upon those people.

Senator McGauran—You’ve just been
wound up.

Senator MURPHY—You ought to wind
up, Senator McGauran, and actually defend
the people that you represent. This amend-
ment is well worth while supporting. It would
bring about a more equitable position in re-
spect of the tax system that we currently
have.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (6.16 p.m.)—We appear to be coming
up to a vote on this matter. I will not seek to
divide if the parties in the chamber would
indicate where they would vote on the matter.

Senator LEES (South Australia—Leader
of the Australian Democrats) (6.17 p.m.)—I
was just rising to do that very thing and to go
back to the issue that we are actually talking
about, which is the high-roller amendment.
This chamber has rejected this twice already,
and nothing has changed since the Labor
Party tried this on originally. It is a highly
misleading claim, a very emotive issue obvi-
ously that they got a good run out of and are
trying to get another run out of.

I will not stop there, because I think we do
need to look at how the lobbying on this was
done. Instead of coming before the commit-
tee, instead of putting it out in public, it was
done behind closed doors, which inevitably
makes one suspicious, when the committee
process which is there is not used. It is La-
bor’s first big hit on the GST—and they ob-
viously got great encouragement from that
scare campaign because they have been go-
ing on about this issue and others ever
since—but it is misleading.

Again, the Democrats will not be sup-
porting this amendment. We are not talking
about any benefit whatsoever to Crown Ca-
sino or to any individual player out there who
is known as a high roller. What the Demo-
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crats are arguing for is consistency in tax law.
If a casino is refunding part of its margin to
gamblers, then it has reduced its margins, and
on gambling supplies only the margin is tax-
able. I am not arguing that they should give
money back. That is something that is over to
the casino. In fact, I think it is quite obscene,
both the amount some people gamble and the
amount they get back. But the issue is that it
is the margins that are taxable. This is the
approach taken by the New South Wales
government, by your government in Victoria,
Senator, by the Tasmanian government and
by the Queensland state government. It is the
way the system works. All we are arguing for
is consistency in calculating the taxes on
gambling. So it is the tax on margins that we
are debating, and it should stay the way peo-
ple do it—that is, the principle is that basi-
cally the eventual margin, whatever it is, is
what is taxed.

Another issue—and I will be brief—is the
whole question of rent assistance. You have
got the bottom and the top rate both indexed
through the CPI to the threshold, so I cannot
quite see where Senator Cook is getting his
figures from on that. Indeed, we are looking
at five—if not eight—per cent indexed above
inflation for the rent assistance. So it will go
up as it has always done.

Amendment not agreed to.
Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant

Treasurer) (6.19 p.m.)—I move government
amendment No. 2 on sheet EF218:
(2) Schedule 11, item 16F, page 79 (lines 7 to 9), omit

the item, substitute:

16F  At the end of subsection 25-1(2)

Add:

; or (c) a commercial vehicle that is not designed
for the principal purpose of carrying pas-
sengers; or

(d) a motor home or campervan.

This is another related amendment. It relates
to the meaning of a luxury car. We dealt in
part with this a little earlier on. The govern-
ment is also amending the luxury car legisla-
tion to ensure that motorhomes and camper-
vans are not subject to the luxury car tax. The
amendment will also clarify that vehicles not
designed for the principal purpose of carrying
passengers are not subject to the luxury car

tax. Without this amendment it would have
been possible, we understand, for a number
of commercial vehicles with a load capacity
of less than two tonnes to have been subject
to the LCT. This could have included vehi-
cles such as street sweepers and drilling rigs.
This was not the intention of the luxury car
tax.

Amendment agreed to.
Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (6.20

p.m.)—I move:
(1) Schedule 1, page 12 (after line 28), after item 8,

insert:

8AA  Section 195-1 (at the end of the
definition of gift-deductible entity)

Add “, provided that the entity is not a political
party that is registered under Part XI of the
Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918”.

I move this amendment because I am con-
cerned that there is confusion about the status
of political parties vis-a-vis charities in the
legislation. We need to make it clear, as this
amendment does, that a political party is not
a charity under the definition of this legisla-
tion. I have, in particular, had some difficulty
discovering from the government whether its
intention is that public funding of political
parties, for example, which comes after elec-
tions is a taxable item. We have not been able
to determine that until yesterday—or even
today—when the Assistant Treasurer, who is
with us now, gave an answer to my question
of last week in which he makes it clear. He
said:
With regard to election funding, the Australian
Taxation Office has recently provided advice that
public funding for election purposes will not gen-
erally be regarded as consideration for a taxable
supply and consequently the payments will not
usually be subject to GST.

This comes after an earlier Australian Taxa-
tion Office opinion that this would be subject
to GST. The Assistant Treasurer went on in
this letter tabled today to say:
The Australian Taxation Office changed its view
of the GST treatment of these payments after ob-
taining further information and consulting with
the Australian Electoral Commission.

I ask the Assistant Treasurer, whose answer
this is: what is the further information and
what was the consultation which allowed the
Deputy Commissioner of Taxation to change



15620 SENATE Monday, 26 June 2000

his mind 180 degrees on this matter? I want
to give the government time during the sus-
pension of the sitting for dinner to consider
the matter, and that will expedite the debate.
The next sentence in the advice from the As-
sistant Treasurer—that is, the penultimate
paragraph in today’s answer to me—is as
follows:
I am also advised that payments under the Dairy
Industry Adjustment Program are not subject to
the GST.

That advice comes because I pointed out last
week that election funding to politicians is
very similar to Dairy Industry Adjustment
Program funding in that it involves a grant of
money or a giving of money to persons in
return for them doing something—in our
case, in return for us taking up obligations as
representatives of the people and, in the case
of Dairy Industry Adjustment Program, in
terms of certain farmers giving up milking
cows.

We have today also obtained a ruling,
which is a public ruling, from the tax office
on that very matter. It is under the heading
‘Goods and services tax ruling—goods and
services tax: grants of financial assistance’. If
you turn to sections 27 and 28 on page 3 of
that ruling, you find that, in a European court,
Advocate General Jacobs, in regard to a
value added tax matter, says that the value
added tax does not apply to a farmer who
gets a grant to stop growing potatoes. But
then in the next paragraph, under the Austra-
lian Taxation Office ruling, we find the
statement that, notwithstanding that ruling in
Europe, in Australia ‘the relevant grant
would be subject to the GST’.

So here we have the situation where a
dairy farmer who stops milking cows in re-
turn for a grant is not subject to GST but the
farmer next door who stops growing potatoes
in return for a government grant is subject to
GST. After the suspension of the sitting for
dinner, I want the Assistant Treasurer to ex-
plain to the committee of the whole what the
parameters are for making such an absurd
conclusion. Is it just the current political
situation or is there some logic that escapes
me driving these decisions? I think political
considerations are driving these considera-
tions. There is no consistency or logic to

them whatever. I am going to ask the minis-
ter, after the suspension of the sitting for din-
ner, whether he, with his advisers, could in-
form the chair about the postal allowance:
will that be subject to the GST or will it not?
What about politicians’ overseas travel al-
lowances, which you do not get unless you
travel overseas: will that be subject to the
GST or will it not? What about drought as-
sistance? Is that subject to the GST or is it
not? What about assistance to companies for
overseas investment and assistance given to
employees of companies which go bankrupt
and leave them without their entitlements, a
number of cases of which we have recently
seen? Is a Landcare grant subject to the GST
or a grant to a community group for admini-
stration purposes?

Are grants under the Regional Forest
Agreement currently being offered to farmers
in Tasmania and elsewhere in consideration
that they do not cut trees, because the envi-
ronment is important and needs to be pro-
tected, to be subject to the GST or are they
not? Indeed, what about a grant given by a
state or federal government to a mining cor-
poration on condition that it carry out limited
duties such as exploration? Recently, for ex-
ample, Renison Bell in Tasmania—as you
will know, Mr Temporary Chairman Wat-
son—has been given $4.5 million, as part of
an ongoing $18 million program, to continue
its activities in western Tasmania based on
exploration: will that be subject to the GST
or will it not? I think this whole matter re-
quires explanation. I ask the minister if, after
the suspension of the sitting for dinner, he
could come in not with a 19-page ruling, like
this one from the tax office, but with a simple
explanation of the contradictions inherent in
today’s answer that will satisfy the average
taxpayer.

Sitting suspended from 6.30 p.m. to
7.30 p.m.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (7.30 p.m.)—Before dinner, in the
debate on the bill, Senator Brown put a num-
ber of questions. I would like to thank you,
Senator, on my behalf, but particularly on
behalf of all my hardworking staff who fore-
went dinner to study the matters that you
raised. I put that on record and thank my ad-
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visers for doing that. Senator Brown has got
an interpretation of this which, frankly, I find
it very hard to agree with. The matters are not
political. There is no political motive behind
how these particular grants are classified.
Certain rules apply, and that helps us judge
the particular status of the grant. Let me go
back to square one. A government grant is
usually a payment of money, and grants can
be subject to GST depending on the regis-
tered status of the recipient and the condi-
tions attached to the payment of the grant. If
the payment is to a non-registered person or
business, there will be no GST implications.
If the payment is to a registered business and
is not consideration for a supply, it will not
be subject to GST. If the payment is to a reg-
istered business and is consideration for a
supply, it will be subject to GST. Where it is
subject to GST—this is important and per-
haps goes to the nub of your concerns—there
will be no net impact for the recipient where
the government grosses up the grant. Since
governments will be entitled to claim an in-
put tax credit, there is no incentive for them
not to gross up the grant.

The ATO has released a comprehensive
public ruling on government grants, which
Senator Brown referred us to, that explains
these basic rules in more detail. Senator
Brown has asked about a range of specific
government grants and, I think, asserted that
the rationale for the classification of the vari-
ous government grants is in some way politi-
cal. I am not sure whether that was your in-
tention, Senator, but it came through to me
that you were suggesting that somehow some
political criteria had been applied. This is not
correct; let me make that clear. The percep-
tion of difference in treatment stems from the
application of the law to the facts of the vari-
ous cases. Senator Brown raised the issue of
a number of different payments, and it was
not possible in the short period that we had in
the dinner break to provide definitive advice
in relation to all of them. In fact, definitive
advice always comes from the Commissioner
of Taxation when he has full knowledge of
the facts of the case. However, we note that.

Let me now turn to AEC electoral funding.
An example of a grant with no conditions is
an AEC electoral funding payment. This

payment is made on the basis of the votes
received, and the entitlement flows directly
from this. There is no supply from the politi-
cal party to the government, so it is not sub-
ject to the GST. I think that would be very
well illustrated in your case, Senator: you
would not be making a supply to the gov-
ernment in electoral funding. You raised
whether there were consultations. The con-
sultations with the AEC were to clarify pre-
cisely the nature of the grant. Having clari-
fied that, the final determination was made.
Allowances to employees as well as to MPs
and senators would be more in the nature of
salary type payments, as salary payments are
not subject to GST.

I have already tabled advice on dairy ad-
justments grants, and they are not subject to
GST. The grant by the Tasmanian govern-
ment to a mining company in return for the
company undertaking exploration would
probably be subject to GST. Again, I would
have to say that definitive advice can be ob-
tained only from the Commissioner of Taxa-
tion. I also make the point that, if the pay-
ment is subject to GST, the government can
obtain an input tax credit and can gross up
the grant without any loss of revenue. That is
an important part: there is an input tax credit
claimed, so there is no loss of revenue to the
government. Those are the principles on
which this was made—not that you, Senator,
would take advice from a minister. There
may be debates around grants—and I think
we have had them—but the idea that a de-
termination is made on a political basis for
these things is not correct. That is the advice
I have provided to you.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (7.36
p.m.)—I thank the minister, but I want to
seek further clarification of what is a very
confused situation. I note that the minister
did not come back with a clear guideline
which anybody in the Australian community
could pick up and use to determine what
would be GSTed and what would not on the
matter of government grants. I ask the min-
ister again: will the federal government gross
up all grants that are GSTed so that the re-
cipient of those grants will not be at a loss
because of the introduction of this legisla-
tion? Also, the minister said that allowances
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to politicians are like salary payments and
therefore will not be GSTed. I put the specific
example of the postage allowance. That is
nothing like a salary allowance. You cannot
get it unless you have spent the money on
stamps for an electoral matter. I ask the min-
ister again: is a grant such as the stamp al-
lowance to MPs, which I understand is many
thousands of dollars, to be subject to the GST
or not? Then I come to the original contra-
diction of the government saying that, if a
dairy farmer stops milking his or her cows
and gets a payment, that will not be GSTed
but, under the tax ruling that my office has
received today, if a potato farmer stops
growing potatoes in return for a grant from
the government, that will be GSTed. Could
you please explain that contradiction?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (7.39 p.m.)—It is a bit difficult to
quote specific cases because the fact of the
matter is that we sometimes need more in-
formation than you are able to provide. Typi-
cally, if a body is uncertain of its position, it
makes an inquiry to the Australian Taxation
Office, it gets a ruling and the situation is
clarified. Let me just deal with the letter al-
lowance paid to an MP. MPs are non-
registered people. I understand that there are
therefore no GST implications if the allow-
ance is paid to the person, for example, and
that is the advice that I have received. Sena-
tor Brown, you are listening to me, aren’t
you? That is if it is paid to the person.

In relation to the various farming grants,
we have given you the general rules, but it is
not up to a minister to make a definitive rul-
ing on these matters in this chamber. It is a
matter for the tax commissioner. I have indi-
cated to you that grants can be subject to the
GST depending on the registered status of the
recipient and the conditions attached to the
payment of the grants. It is on that basis that
the commissioner makes the ruling. I do not
make a ruling as a minister. It is not a matter
for a minister to make a ruling on; it is a
matter for the tax commissioner to make a
ruling on.

Equally, we have indicated that grants to
charities will be grossed up, and I have stated
that in previous debates in this chamber.
There is no net effect where a grant is made

to the particular charity. The grants are not
done on a political basis. It is not for the gov-
ernment to decide how a particular grant is
made or whether it is subject to the GST or
not. It depends on the facts of the case. I have
gone through the rules. Senator Brown, I
think you were slightly unkind because the
fact is that I did go through the rules. Let me
make it clear that, if the payment is to a reg-
istered business and is a consideration for a
supply, it will be subject to the GST. How-
ever, where it is subject to the GST, there will
be no net impact for the recipient where the
government gross up the grant. Since gov-
ernments will be entitled to an input tax
credit, there is no incentive for them not to
gross them up. Senator Brown, I draw that to
your attention. Charities were worried about
this, and that is the way we dealt with it.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (7.42
p.m.)—This is totally unsatisfactory. I asked
the minister to give a clear indication as to
which grants were going to be subject to the
GST and which were not, and he cannot do
that. When I come to the case of the dairy
farmer as against the potato farmer, I want to
know why the Australian Taxation Office
says that the potato farmer will be subject to
the GST but the minister says that the dairy
farmer will not. That is the question I am
asking, and that is the question the minister is
ducking. I asked the minister before tea and I
will ask him again: what happens under the
Natural Heritage Trust funding where a
farmer foregoes the cutting down of the wood
lot at the back of his or her farm in return for
a government payment to protect that wood
lot because it has conservation value? This is
an exactly analogous service being provided
in return for a government grant. The ques-
tion is: will it be GSTed or won’t it?

Finally, on this contribution, the minister
does not know about and cannot answer my
questions on specific cases, although I am
quoting tax office rulings, not basing this on
any assumptions other than those coming
from the government and the tax office.
When it comes to the multiplicity of grants
going not just to charities but to community
organisations, the minister says that we can
increase the grants to cover the GST which
has to be paid. Will the government, which
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does not know about each case until it gets a
tax office ruling—because the minister said
that it is not up to the minister; it is up to the
tax commissioner—approach the tax office
with regard to every grant after 1 July to get a
determination in order to make sure it will
not deprive a community group of one-
eleventh of the grant it is being given because
it will be GSTed on it?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (7.45 p.m.)—The departments are
conducting the research required to determine
whether a grant is subject to the GST or not;
whether conditions apply to the particular
grant. I am quite comfortable with going to
the commissioner and listing the ones that
you have raised questions on. I am not sure
the commissioner has all the information he
needs, but if the commissioner feels confi-
dent about that, I am very happy to provide
you with that information. I am not resisting
your questions, but it is a matter for the
Commissioner of Taxation.

Senator Murphy—These are things you
ought to know.

Senator KEMP—I do not know whether
a particular grant has conditions or not. You
might like to tell me whether the grant made
to potato growers has conditions attached to
it or not. If it has conditions attached then it
may well be subject to the GST. If it does not
have conditions attached then it may not be
subject to the GST. It is a matter of looking at
the facts of each case. If there are particular
matters on which you would like me to pro-
vide advice to you from the commissioner, I
will do that. But, in the end, it is a matter for
the commissioner to determine on the facts of
each particular case.

Senator Murphy—If the grant is paid for
the purposes of a person leaving the indus-
try—

Senator KEMP—If you had been listen-
ing, Senator Murphy, you would know that
we said that, where a grant is paid without
conditions, it is not subject to the GST.
Where it is paid with conditions, the GST is
applicable. That is the general principle
which is applied. I am advised that the tax
office has looked at the issue of dairy ad-
justment grants, and they are not subject to

the GST. It is a matter of determining
whether a particular grant has conditions at-
tached to it or whether it does not. That is one
of the criteria which are used. It is not a mat-
ter of being political. Where a grant is paid
and the government can claim an input tax
credit, a business need not be any worse off. I
am not sure that we are debating something
of major substance here, nor am I trying to
hide anything. But, before I give a view on
the various grants that you are talking about,
I need to make sure that I have all the facts
on them, and you should understand that. It is
not me being resistant at all. If you tell me
that a particular grant does not have any con-
ditions, we can generally—subject to any
other view the commissioner might have—
say with some confidence that it would not
be subject to the GST. Where a grant has
conditions applied to it and it is paid to a
registered body, we can say that it will be
subject to the GST. That is the general
principle. There is no hiding from that. But if
you ask me, ‘Does the potato industry
adjustment scheme have a grant?’ I would
have to see what the scheme is about.
Nothing here would cause you any concern
about this being of a political nature.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (7.49
p.m.)—The minister is not on top of the tax
office rulings. The tax office ruling released
today says that there will be a GST where a
potato farmer stops growing potatoes in re-
turn for a government grant.

Senator Kemp—That is a condition.
Senator BROWN—But, in answer to my

question on notice, the same minister said
that, if a dairy farmer stops milking cows and
gets a grant in return for doing that, it will
not be subject to the GST.

Senator Murphy—Are you saying that
that is not a condition?

Senator BROWN—Yes, Senator Murphy,
through you, Mr Temporary Chairman. The
minister is saying that not milking cows is
not a condition but that not growing potatoes
is a condition. The cases are exactly analo-
gous, and we have totally different rulings on
them. I want to ask the minister explicitly
whether he can give a commitment from the
government that no grant to community
groups or organisations will be lessened by
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means of a GST being levied. The minister
said, ‘No. Where there are grants going to
community organisations where the GST
applies, the grants will be increased to cover
the GST, because the GST will be returned to
the government.’ On the facts of it, that is
logical. I am concerned that there will be
community groups who will not get their
grants increased by an amount that covers the
GST because they do not have the favour of
government. I want to make sure that the
minister is absolutely right and can be held to
a government commitment that there will not
be any selectivity in this matter and that,
without exception, community groups will
not be out of pocket because the GST is lev-
ied on grants.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (7.51 p.m.)—Senator Brown, it is a
bit unfair of you to say that the dairy adjust-
ment scheme has one particular ruling and
the potato scheme that you refer to has an-
other. The point of the matter is that I would
need to seek advice on that. You say that they
are inconsistent. I am not sure whether you
are quoting from a public ruling or a private
ruling. I am not able to make any comment
on a private ruling.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (7.52
p.m.)—I have just given the minister the rul-
ing from the tax office, which gives the ex-
ample of the potato farmer under sections 27
and 28. I just repeat that the GST will be
levied in the case of the potato farmer but not
in the case of the dairy farmer. The point that
is being established here is that I am not be-
ing conjecturable outside of existing rulings
coming from the tax office. The rulings are
not consistent, any more than the tax office’s
first ruling from the assistant commissioner
himself that public funding of elections
would be subject to taxation was consistent.
That has now been changed to public funding
of politicians and political parties not being
subject to the GST. I asked the minister be-
fore the suspension of the sitting if he would
give an explanation as to why that change
was made. What was it that the Electoral
Commission told the tax office? I would be
very pleased if the minister would inform the
committee of the reasons for this 180-degree
about-turn by the tax office—in light of in-

formation we are not acquainted with from
the Australian Electoral Commission.

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (7.53 p.m.)—I think you are a bit
unkind because I have before me the exact
advice that I read. I think Hansard will show
that I did respond to your question. This is
what I read into the Hansard. I may be wrong
but I am 99 per cent sure this is exactly what
I said because I have it before me. An exam-
ple of a grant with no conditions is an AEC
electoral funding payment. This payment is
made on the basis of votes received, and the
entitlement flows directly from this. There is
no supply from a political party to the gov-
ernment, so it is not subject to GST. That is
what I said. I remember we were discussing
whether you had made a supply to the gov-
ernment when you came into this parliament
and I think you would agree that you did not.
When the government went back and took
some information from the AEC, this is the
determination that it reached. As an example,
let us say that if you put a GST on that, the
government would then claim it as an input
tax credit, so there would be no net effect. If
the government said, ‘We will put a GST on
that,’ and they grossed it up by, say, 10 per
cent and that was payable, the government
would then claim an input tax credit. So there
is no net effect one way or the other. I think
that is correct. My advisers are nodding,
which suggests it probably is correct.

I am not quite sure of the point you are
making—that this is some big deal. It is not a
big deal; it is a matter that I certainly have no
involvement in. The commissioner does not
ask me what my view is in relation to grants
paid to political parties. I am sure he deter-
mines these things on the facts of the matter.
But the point I am making is that, where it is
subject to GST, there will be no net impact
for the recipient where the government
grosses up the grant since governments will
be entitled to an input tax credit. There is no
incentive for them not to gross it up. I think
that answers the question. There is nothing
malicious here.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (7.57
p.m.)—Whatever else there may be, there is
great confusion by the government and by the
tax office. The tax office ruling that the GST
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would apply on public funding has now be-
come that the GST would not apply. Let me
make it straight: there was a three-page ruling
from the Deputy Commissioner of Taxation
in January this year that said it would apply.
There is now a ruling from the tax office that
says it will not apply as far as public funding
is concerned. It just shows you that the tax
office at least, if not the government, does
not have any consistency here.

Might I point out a common misconcep-
tion: people do not pay their taxes to the gov-
ernment; they pay their taxes to the parlia-
ment for the parliament to determine legisla-
tion that will disburse those taxes. While
there is no service being given to the gov-
ernment per se through political funding,
there is a service being given to the people of
Australia. We agree to stand as candidates
and to take with that the obligation of be-
coming representatives in return for political
funding. If we are elected, we carry out that
obligation; if we are not elected, we have
taken that risk and are discharged from that
duty. But there is a duty, and that is why we
have electoral funding. In many ways, that
duty is analogous to the duty of the potato
farmer not to grow potatoes when she has
made that commitment. I will move on. I
would appreciate the minister furnishing
further information. I realise that his officers
have had just the dinner break to answer
these questions. I would have thought the
minister would have been on top of the issue.
I apologise to the officers and I hope they
enjoy dinner later in the evening.

What I want to ask the minister, because it
is very germane to this amendment, is: why
is it that the bill enables religious organisa-
tions, including priests and ministers, to dis-
regard internal transactions within their or-
ganisations for GST purposes but does not
allow other charities and other non-
government organisations to do the same
thing?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (8.00 p.m.)—Other charities can
group as well. That is the advice I have re-
ceived. It is true I am not entirely au fait with
the Tasmanian potato adjustment scheme.
You have found a chink in my armour. You
have spotted that and driven very hard on it.

But I am forever thirsting after knowledge,
like you, and I will provide you with infor-
mation on that. It is not a matter of our re-
sisting your questions. In each case there are
general principles and those principles are
then applied to particular circumstances. It is
not a matter for us; it is a matter for the tax
office. In relation to the grouping arrange-
ments and the churches, my understanding is
that the charities also have grouping provi-
sions. I think this government has bent over
backwards to ensure that charities are in
every way reasonably assisted to carry out
their very important work.

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (8.01
p.m.)—I thought it appropriate, having lis-
tened to the debate carefully on the amend-
ment at hand, to put on the record the Demo-
crats’ position on it and then Senator Brown
can continue with his seeking further infor-
mation from the minister. The amendment
itself relates to the definition of a gift de-
ductible entity and seeks to remove political
parties from being gift deductible entities.
The Democrats do not see a particular reason
why this amendment needs to be made. It
does not appear to us that the gift deductible
entity provisions provide political parties
with a particularly huge benefit. Indeed, our
federal Treasurer, who is a former university
lecturer in taxation, has not been able to find
much benefit in the provisions over and
above those benefits that are provided to all
not-for-profit associations. Political parties
might not be everybody’s idea of wonderfully
cuddly organisations that they want to clasp
to their bosoms, nevertheless they are an im-
portant part of our democratic process and I
am sure no senator here would suggest that
we should not have political parties. Political
parties are a not-for-profit association and
they are also a gift deductible entity under the
current provisions and have been for many
years. But even so, as I say, there is no par-
ticularly huge benefit for political parties
here in the Democrats’ view with the ar-
rangements as they currently stand because
for a gift deductible entity to access GST free
treatment the service has to be non-
commercial, which means that the good has
to be sold for less than 50 per cent of its mar-
ket value or 75 per cent of its total cost.
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I do not know how fundraising is organ-
ised with other parties or Senator Brown’s
party but when the Democrats run a fund-
raiser we do try to make money on it. Some-
times we fail but that is our aim. That usually
means selling goods for more than they cost
and usually much more than their market
value. Selling for less than cost is not fund-
raising, it is charity, so it is of little benefit to
any political party. The principal fundraising
option for political parties is donations and
donations are not taxable supplies whether
they are to a charity, a gift deductible entity
or a not-for-profit organisation or even a for-
profit organisation because there is no con-
sideration. Even if there were consideration,
some promise or something tangible in return
such as attendance at a corporate seminar, it
would make no difference to the corporation
whether the supplier was taxable or not. It is
liable for GST, the corporation claims a GST
amount as an input tax credit. If it is not tax-
able, and it is only not taxable if it is sold for
less than 75 per cent of cost or 50 per cent of
market value, then it is the same outcome. So
we do not see, given that political parties are
and have been gift deductible entities for
many years, any reason to exclude them in
this particular way. It does not provide a ma-
jor benefit and it just maintains consistency
of treatment of non-profit organisations.

It is worth emphasising in terms of the
broader question of public funding that has
been considered at some length in this cham-
ber that the Democrats are a strong supporter
of public funding. We supported its introduc-
tion. Indeed, we were pivotal in its introduc-
tion. I think it would not have come into be-
ing without the support of the Democrats
back in, if I remember rightly, 1983. We be-
lieve that is an important component of en-
suring or reducing the dependence of politi-
cal parties on corporate donations and dona-
tions more widely. It obviously does not re-
move that dependence entirely but it provides
some measure of preventing a complete de-
pendence on that and some of the dangers
that go hand in hand with that. So we have
always been strong supporters of public
funding as a party and we will continue to
take that position. I do not see the value in
any sort of approach which undermines or
seeks to undermine public funding or sug-

gests in some way or another it is a bad thing.
I think it is a good thing, it is an appropriate
thing, it is transparent and people can see
how much money is provided and can see the
formula under which it is provided. From my
point of view, whilst it might not be a nice,
popular position to take, I would prefer to be
defending public funding at every opportu-
nity. The Democrats are concerned at ap-
proaches that seek to denigrate public fund-
ing and the important role it plays in our
electoral system and the electoral process.

In talking to the broader parts of the bill
and the other aspects that seek to alleviate
some of the issues relating to the new tax
treatment and their impact on non-profit or-
ganisations, again I would go back to the
point I made earlier today: it really does not
matter whether one is a supporter of the GST
or the new tax system coming in; that deci-
sion was made a year ago and the task now is
to ensure that it operates in as effective a way
as possible and in a way that has minimal
impact on the effectiveness of non-profit or-
ganisations in particular. That certainly is a
strong concern of mine and it was even be-
fore the decision was made for the GST to be
implemented.

But a number of the changes contained in
this broader bill, particularly those relating to
not-for-profit and gift deductible entities,
have come about as a specific consequence of
there being groups such as the Charities Con-
sultative Committee, which was set up basi-
cally on the initiative of, and with a strong
push from, the Democrats. Many of these
positive changes which alleviate the potential
impact of the new tax arrangements on not-
for-profit organisations have stemmed di-
rectly from the Democrats’ involvement. I
think this is a point worth emphasising: many
of the things in the broader bill, many of
these changes—indeed, some that Senator
Brown quite reasonably has been seeking
further clarification on—have occurred as a
direct result of the input from that committee,
which has fed concerns straight through from
the whole wide gamut of organisations that
come under that label of ‘not-for-profit or-
ganisations’.

There are a lot of broader anomalies with
taxation treatment—not specifically with
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GST, but with the whole tax system and the
way that interacts with not-for-profit organi-
sations, charities and PBIs. The Democrats
repeatedly have called for, and drawn atten-
tion to the need for, reassessment of how
those different organisations fit into those
categories. We believe that we need to move
forward and reconsider the way we define
and treat charities under tax and other laws. It
is based on a definition that originated I think
some 400 years ago. We are pleased that the
government has also—again, as a result of
Democrat urgings—agreed to initiate a proc-
ess to completely review that. That will, I
think, bring up a lot of issues, and not just in
terms of the specific area of the tax act that
we are considering tonight but a whole lot of
other areas—fringe benefits tax, tax deducti-
bility for donations, the works. A lot of
anomalies exist there at the moment, and the
Democrats are pleased that they are on the
way to being considered and, hopefully, in
the course of time, addressed.

Whilst it is not a major anomaly in the
scheme of things, if the amendment at hand
were to be passed, it would generate an
anomaly under the existing tax act arrange-
ments. Given that it does not provide any
particular extra windfall benefits for political
parties but simply enables consistency of
treatment, I do not see any reason for it. Po-
litical parties are not exempt from the GST
under all aspects; it is simply in terms of the
section of the act that this amendment relates
to. Political party membership fees, for ex-
ample, are subject to GST. So it is not an is-
sue of political parties seeking some special
treatment and exemption from the GST
across the board. It is simply a matter of the
arrangements being in place to apply uni-
formly to gift deductible entities.

For that reason, the Democrats do not see
any particular benefit in this amendment be-
ing passed. While we recognise that it pres-
ents some nice opportunities for making a
political point, if you like, in terms of actu-
ally getting a reasonable policy outcome we
are not convinced of the need for it. Hence,
we will not be supporting it.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (8.11
p.m.)—Senator Bartlett is totally wrong. If I
have ever heard an argument turned on itself,

he just gave it. The senator has said that the
Democrats do not see any particularly huge
benefit to political organisations being classi-
fied as charities—which is what we are talk-
ing about—so why support the amendment
that I have brought forward?

Senator Bartlett—through you, Chair—the
fact is that political parties are not charities.
There is a dividing line in this legislation
between charities and other community or-
ganisations such as Little Athletics right
through to CWAs and environment groups.
Charities get special treatment, but political
parties are not charities and should not get
that special treatment. Senator Bartlett said,
‘Well, it doesn’t give political parties a par-
ticularly huge benefit.’ That is all the more
reason why we should make sure that we are
not voting for legislation which gives our
political parties an edge by classifying our-
selves essentially as charities when we are
not.

This is not just a political point scoring ex-
ercise. It is wrong for political parties to be
classified as charities to escape, even margin-
ally, an obligation to pay tax that all other
community groups have to pay. It is wrong.
The Democrats are wrong. The government
is wrong. If the Labor Party votes against this
amendment—and I hope it will not—it would
be wrong too.

Let me add—because this is the right time
to do so—that we all have a pecuniary inter-
est in this matter. I am declaring mine at this
stage in the debate. I say that because it does
make a difference to both our own personal
pockets in terms of whether post-election
funding is GSTed or not, and it does make a
difference to the political entities that we rep-
resent as to whether we are classified as
charities or not. I reiterate: it is quite wrong
for us to be classified as charities when we
are not.

I also say to the minister that, within
charities, there are particular advantages to
religious organisations in the way that they
are able to group and avoid the GST as
against other charitable organisations. If I am
wrong there, I would like the minister to say,
‘No, there are no different circumstances
pertaining to religious organisations in the
legislation.’
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These are important matters. I am very
disappointed that, as a general rule in politics,
we do not stand back and be fair and objec-
tive about these matters. I feel very strongly
about this amendment. I remind the commit-
tee that the amendment simply makes sure
that, at the end of the definition of ‘gift-
deductibility entity’, the following words are
added: ‘provided that the entity is not a po-
litical party that is registered under Part XI of
the Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918’. That
is so a political party is not seen as a charity.
I would just like to ask the minister again if
he could make the committee aware—be-
cause this is the implication he gave—of any
differences in this legislation as far as relig-
ious organisations are concerned compared
with other non-government organisations?

Senator KEMP (Victoria—Assistant
Treasurer) (8.16 p.m.)—I think there are some
special arrangements simply because they
have a very different structure, but my under-
standing is that the arrangements are broadly
similar. They may have special structures that
do not apply elsewhere, and the tax office has
to look at those to see what is fair and rea-
sonable. There are grouping provisions for
charities and religious organisations. The
advice I have received is that they are
broadly similar and just reflect the different
nature of the bodies. The other thing that
Senator Brown said is that political parties
should not be treated as charities. The point I
want to make is that they are not. They are
classified as tax deductible entities, which
they are.

Amendment not agreed to.
Senator Brown—I would like to have it

recorded that I was the only voice in support
of that amendment.

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN
(Senator Crowley)—Your request is noted.

Bill, as amended, agreed to, subject to re-
quests.

Bill reported with amendments and re-
quests; report adopted.

CORPORATIONS LAW AMENDMENT
(EMPLOYEE ENTITLEMENTS) BILL

2000
Consideration of House of Representatives

Message
Consideration resumed from 8 June.
Motion (by Senator Ian Campbell) pro-

posed:
That the committee does not insist on the

amendment made by the Senate to which the
House of Representatives has disagreed.

Senator CONROY (Victoria) (8.19
p.m.)—The government confirmed in the
House of Representatives last week that it
lacks compassion for, and interest in, the po-
sition of employees. The issue of employee
entitlements is important, and any sensible
measure which will improve the position of
employee entitlements should be considered.
The government just slammed the amend-
ment proposed the by Labor Party, and sup-
ported by the Democrats, as an amendment
which would ‘absolutely cripple corporate
Australia’, to quote the minister.

The government does not care about im-
proving the position of employee entitle-
ments. The government’s Corporations Law
Amendment (Employee Entitlements) Bill
2000 does very little to protect employee en-
titlements. The government has been dragged
kicking and screaming to where it is with this
bill. When company insolvencies such as
Cobar and Woodlawn and others occurred,
the Labor Party was here in parliament call-
ing for workers to receive their just and fair
entitlements and for those entitlements to be
protected. Despite its promises, it was not
until National Textiles that this government
felt it had to act. Even then, the amendments
in this bill have not been backdated. The cor-
porate treachery in that incident will go un-
checked. It is no wonder why that is when the
Prime Minister’s brother is involved. The
government’s refusal to accept this amend-
ment is about ensuring that its corporate
mates can continue restructuring their busi-
nesses so as to deny workers their entitle-
ments. However, the government hides be-
hind this obvious truth by saying that the
Companies and Securities Advisory Com-
mittee is examining the issue of corporate
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groups and nothing should be done until that
committee has reported.

The amendment that was proposed by the
Labor Party and supported by the Democrats
is sensible. It is about doing what is just. The
amendment provides that a court would only
make a contribution order if it is just. The
Labor Party and Senator Murray for the
Democrats provided cogent arguments previ-
ously in the Senate as to why such an
amendment is necessary. However, the Labor
Party will not let the government lie on this
matter and mislead the Australian public. The
subject matter of this bill is too important.
The Labor Party will not be insisting on its
amendments today. The Labor Party is con-
cerned about workers. It is committed to en-
suring that employee entitlements are safe.
The Labor Party wants this bill to become
law as soon as possible so that the little pro-
tection it affords to workers can take effect.
The Labor Party will not prevent those pro-
tections becoming law.

The Labor Party will not, however, be
resting on this issue. Unlike this government,
it is an issue upon which the Labor Party will
always be vigilant. In estimates I asked the
Companies and Securities Advisory Com-
mittee when its discussion paper on corporate
groups may be finalised. The committee was
told that it would be finalised within weeks.
Last Monday I received the report of
CASAC. I am a little surprised. The report is
dated May 2000. Yet in estimates on 31 May
2000 I was told that the report was not yet
finalised. I will be seeking an explanation on
that date of this report. The Labor Party will
be examining that report and will be com-
menting on it. In particular, I will be exam-
ining the report to see how CASAC responds
to the situations which the Parliamentary
Joint Committee on Corporations and Secu-
rities and its inquiries into this bill were ad-
vised of. I will want to know how CASAC
recommends the Corporations Law deals
with situations where assets of one business
are spread amongst several companies so as
to avoid the obligations an employer owes to
an employee. I will want to know how
CASAC recommends the Corporations Law
deals with the sort of corporate skulduggery
that took place in the Patricks affair.

I have only been able to make a cursory
examination of the CASAC report. However,
my initial reaction is one of disappointment.
The CASAC report does not appear to have
closely examined the particular situation of
employees in corporate insolvencies. Em-
ployees should not be the ultimate carrier of
business risk. That is changing the nature of
the employment contracts. Employees often
lack the ability to diversify their income.
They rely solely on the wages and the redun-
dancy payments owed to them to live. The
position of employee entitlements requires
specific and further consideration. I am not
satisfied at this point in time by CASAC’s
conclusion that this bill will remedy the
situation facing employees who lose their
entitlements in a corporate restructure. It
seems a poor rationale for CASAC not to
recommend contribution orders by relying on
what this bill purports to provide for the pro-
tection of employee entitlements. The report
does, however, rebut some of the criticisms
made by Minister Hockey of the amendment
proposed by Labor and supported by the
Democrats. New Zealand introduced contri-
bution orders in 1980. Case law on the type
of provision proposed in the amendment has
been developed in that country, which will
provide some guidance to business in Aus-
tralia on how such a provision works. Some
of that case law is discussed in the CASAC
report. I urge the minister to read closely
pages 159 to 161 of the CASAC report.

The Labor Party believes the government
has overstated the protection to employee
entitlements that will be afforded by this bill.
That is why the Labor Party moved its
amendment. However, the bill does provide
some protection and the Labor Party will not
delay its implementation. Minister Hockey, in
a letter to me, said that concerns about asset
stripping are addressed in the bill both in the
new offence which prohibits persons from
deliberately entering into transactions for the
purpose of avoiding payment of employee
entitlements and by the expansion of the in-
solvent trading rules to include uncommercial
transactions. Let us put the minister to the
test. Let us see how effective those provi-
sions are. Let us see whether the incidence of
corporate restructuring, which currently
threatens employee entitlements, declines
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when this bill is passed. Let us hope the
minister is correct. The issue of employee
entitlements is serious. Employees should not
find themselves in a vulnerable position—
find their entitlements are lost due to
corporate restructures, corporate restructures
that are often done without the knowledge of
the employees. The Labor Party will continue
to monitor the issue of employee entitlements
and will be examining ways which enable
employees to feel safe, to know that their
entitlements are protected. Let us hope the
government feels the same way too, espe-
cially if this bill does not deliver what the
government is promising it will.

Senator STOTT DESPOJA (South Aus-
tralia—Deputy Leader of the Australian
Democrats) (8.26 p.m.)—The Australian
Democrats will be insisting on these amend-
ments. I am speaking on behalf of the Demo-
crats today and, in particular, Senator An-
drew Murray. The amendment to which we
refer was moved by my colleague Senator
Murray at least twice in the past two years,
and both he and I have discussed this issue
before in this place. The first time the Demo-
crats moved this amendment was in May
1998, and on that occasion we received the
support of the Australian Labor Party. Un-
fortunately, on that occasion when the House
of Representatives rejected the amendment,
as it has done today, the Labor Party in the
Senate did not bring itself on that occasion to
insist on the amendment. I note that Senator
Conroy has said that the minister is to be put
to the test. We join him in putting that test or
challenge to the minister, but I say to Senator
Conroy that we are also putting the Labor
Party on notice today. We are putting you to
the test and we hope that perhaps you will
reconsider and join us in insisting on this
very important amendment.

The fundamental difference in the debate
today from that that we have had previously
is that the Labor Party is responsible for this
amendment. You actually initiated this
amendment, and we see that as perhaps even
more reason that you should insist on the
amendment today. So, while I acknowledge
in the chamber the work of the Labor Party
and certainly the comments made by Senator
Conroy in his earlier statements in relation to

making related companies liable for the debts
of insolvent companies in their group, we
think it would be nice if you had a bit more
gumption and supported us in this debate in
insisting on the amendment. The second time
the Australian Democrats moved this
amendment was in June 1998, and at that
time we did not gain any Labor support, as I
recall. So, firstly, the Democrats moved the
amendment and the Labor Party on that occa-
sion concurred but would not insist on the
amendment. The second time round the
Democrats again moved the amendment but
the Labor Party did not support the amend-
ment. Now, finally, the Labor Party moved
the amendment with support of the Austra-
lian Democrats but now is not insisting on it.

I do acknowledge the arguments that were
put forward by Senator Conroy on behalf of
the Labor Party as to why they are not doing
that. Certainly, the Democrats appreciate the
Labor Party’s concern about delaying the
passage of a bill which has some potential to
benefit employees. But, after careful consid-
eration, when the Democrats looked through
the practical benefits that employees will
derive from this bill in its unamended form
and compared them with the benefits that
employees would gain if the amendment
were passed, you can understand why we are
taking the stance that we have adopted today,
and that is to insist upon the amendment. The
debate to which Senator Conroy referred, the
debate about the events that transpired during
the Patrick dispute, is one that we have had
many times in this chamber. I have to say that
I like the terminology of ‘corporate skuldug-
gery’. Senator Conroy, I recognise that that is
your copyright.

Senator Conroy—I’ve got a new speech-
writer!

Senator STOTT DESPOJA—He has got
a new speechwriter, he interjects. We have
seen some more anti-worker skulduggery in
the parliament today and I refer, of course, to
Mr Reith’s further, open attack on workers in
relation to secret ballots, one that the Demo-
crats have firmly and resolutely rejected on a
number of occasions. Today, of course,
Senator Meg Lees has put out another state-
ment in relation to that anti-worker statement
by Reith. But I digress—although it is all
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related to how workers and employees are
treated in this country, especially in a conser-
vative government era. We have had the de-
bate about Patrick, but I state quite confi-
dently on behalf of our party that, if we had
had a provision in law like the one that we
are currently debating, there would have been
far less uncertainty and concern about the
ability of Patrick’s former employees to re-
cover their entitlements than there was at that
time. The labour hire companies to which the
employees were transferred would have been
related companies, and it would have been
open to a judge to make the principal com-
pany—the one with the money and the as-
sets—liable for amounts owed to employees.
Under the unamended version of this bill, it
would have to be argued that one of the in-
tentions of the directors in transferring em-
ployees to a labour hire company was to de-
prive them of their entitlements. But what if
the directors were simply to argue that ordi-
nary commercial arrangements were behind
their desire to transfer their employees? It is a
rhetorical question, but it is one which results
in this bill giving only a very small amount
of solace to any employees that might find
themselves in similar circumstances to those
employees of Patrick’s.

I am also aware of the statements that have
been made by the Minister for Financial
Services and Regulation in the House of Rep-
resentatives, particularly in relation to this
amendment. One of his concerns was that it
would take years for the courts to build a
body of case law in respect of this amend-
ment. If that were a legitimate reason for not
amending laws generally, then obviously we
would all spend a lot less time in this cham-
ber. On a daily basis we amend laws which
require judicial interpretation to finally settle
their meaning. Of course, we do not go
around deliberately making ambiguous law,
but it will invariably be the case that laws
made in this place will be subject to judicial
interpretation. So I do not think that any leg-
islator—or any senator, in particular—should
shy away from our role in furthering public
policy, simply because there may be some
matters which the courts will need to resolve.
The Democrats have also taken note of the
House of Representatives’ reasons for not

agreeing to this amendment. One of the
comments is:
The amendment made to the bill bears little rela-
tion to the protection of employee entitlements.

Well, I think it is a good thing that the mis-
leading and deceptive conduct provisions of
the Trade Practices Act do not apply within
this parliament, otherwise Professor Fels
would be talking to a few people about that
statement. I have already outlined the prob-
able consequences of this amendment in, say,
the Patrick circumstances: this bill would
allow employees—who are creditors just like
other suppliers—to seek the payment of their
entitlements from companies related to their
employer. If a court thought it just to make an
order for contribution, then the employee
entitlements would be paid. It is as simple as
that.

To make a statement such as ‘The amend-
ment ... bears little relation to the protection
of employee entitlements’ is simply an at-
tempt by this government to play down the
significance of what they are doing. This
amendment was actually recommended back
in 1988 by the Law Reform Commission.
Today, it saddens the Australian Democrats
that something which has the potential to
benefit not just employees but creditors gen-
erally has still not been implemented 12 years
later. I emphasise that this amendment would
benefit not only employees but creditors. I do
not mean to generalise too widely, but it is
fair to say that, when a corporation becomes
insolvent and can afford to return only a cou-
ple of cents in each dollar to creditors, large
business does not suffer to anywhere near the
extent that small business does. Large busi-
nesses have the ability to provide for bad
debts, in general, and they can write those
debts off as the need arises. It is true that
large businesses still suffer, but small busi-
nesses—particularly ones which are reliant
on a small number of larger companies for
most of their income—can simply be wiped
out if one of their corporate debtors becomes
insolvent.

What I am alluding to is that this amend-
ment would significantly benefit not only
employees but small businesses in their abil-
ity to recover bad debts which may arise out
of insolvency. This government preaches a
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lot about being pro small business, and I
hope that small business owners are aware of
what the government is doing in relation to
this amendment today, just as I am hoping
that trade union members and workers are
aware of what the Labor Party is doing in this
chamber. Again, I acknowledge their reasons
for not supporting the amendment, but the
Democrats have concluded that those reasons
are not good enough, considering the enor-
mous potential benefit that we believe exists
if we should pass this amendment today. For
that reason, we will be insisting on this
amendment.

Senator IAN CAMPBELL (Western
Australia—Manager of Government Business
in the Senate) (8.35 p.m.)—I firstly con-
gratulate the Australian Labor Party for tak-
ing what is a sensible decision on this. We
made it very clear when this legislation came
through the Senate that, if they were to insist
on this, it would deprive workers of a signifi-
cant increase in the protection which they
will get once this passes into law. I would say
that the Democrats’ position on this is a re-
flection of the fact that Senator Andrew
Murray is overseas doing a very important
job in Zimbabwe at the moment and that, had
Senator Murray been here, he probably
would have advised his colleagues to allow
this reform through.

Senator Stott Despoja—I can’t wait for
that personal explanation from Senator
Murray!

Senator IAN CAMPBELL—It would be
out of character for Senator Murray to do so,
but it would be very much out of character
for him to join in the short-sighted political
chicanery which is going on in that corner of
the Senate while he is away. It is a stunt that
the Democrats can pull off only because La-
bor have decided on this occasion that they
want to support the improvement of rights for
workers. They have made a sensible decision.
I do not want to tempt Senator Conroy to
change his mind because I have, for the first
time in about 500 days, given him credit for
something.

Senator Stott Despoja—Why did we in-
sist last time when Senator Murray was in
charge of it?

Senator IAN CAMPBELL—Because it
is a costless decision. You know that if a few
senators down in that corner make a decision
like that you can then go out and try to get
trade unionists to support your party at the
expense of the Labor Party. You can go out
and create a point of difference between you
and the Labor Party. It is a very cheap exer-
cise for you. You know that this legislation
will go through. But what Senator Stott
Despoja’s contribution shows is that she does
not understand the amendment that she sup-
ported. The reality is that the government’s
amendment makes it very clear that, for the
first time in decades, the activity that is ab-
horred by this government, clearly abhorred
by the opposition in their support for this
legislation, of shifting assets so that employ-
ees cannot be paid their entitlements is
something that is targeted by this legislation
but is undermined by the amendment that
Senator Stott Despoja and her colleagues are
seeking to make. It is in fact undermined.
They do not want to believe that. They run
this amendment up the mast every time they
have an opportunity to do so, but they do not
do the homework involved in ensuring that
the amendments that they move actually im-
prove the position of employees. The
amendment that they have moved—and they
are again insisting on—will actually under-
mine the scheme. It will undermine certainty.
It will require decades of court interpretation.

If Senator Stott Despoja takes the time to
read the amendment—I am sure she has not,
because she could not possibly make the
claims for it that she makes if she reads the
amendment—if she reads the explanatory
memorandum to the bill and if she bothers to
read the CASAC report, she will realise that
this undermines the position of employees in
a way that no senator who purported to sup-
port employees’ rights would do. The gov-
ernment’s legislation will do just that. It flies
in the face of years of inaction by previous
governments in this area, it is a significant
improvement to the Corporations Law in this
regard and it builds on the insolvent trading
provisions that are already there which make
it unlawful for companies who are insolvent
to shift assets away from existing entitle-
ments. With those words, I commend my
motion.
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Senator STOTT DESPOJA (South Aus-
tralia—Deputy Leader of the Australian
Democrats) (8.40 p.m.)—As a senator inter-
jected, Senator Ian Campbell cannot even
win graciously, and I am sorry for that. But I
do rise on behalf of my absent colleague,
because I think Senator Murray will take
great offence to the suggestion that not only
is he not committed to this amendment but
also he is not committed to insisting on this
amendment, as he has done before. This has
been a matter of discussion over many years
in the Democrat party room; at least since
1998 since Senator Murray has been repre-
senting our concerns in this portfolio and I
have been representing our concerns as the
employment spokesperson. Once again I em-
phasise the fact that the Democrats acknowl-
edge that there is potential for employees
under the government’s unamended legisla-
tion. We acknowledge that, but we think we
can go one step better. We are sorry that
Senator Ian Campbell’s response was bor-
dering on vitriolic and quite blatantly pa-
tronising. But again on behalf of my col-
league Senator Andrew Murray, who has
worked on this issue for a number of years, I
point out that he supports very much the in-
sistence on this amendment. I think he would
be outraged that the government have tried
unsuccessfully to paint him as supporting
their position in this circumstance.

Question put:
That the committee does not insist on the

amendment to which the House of Representa-
tives has disagreed.

The committee divided.[8.46 p.m.]

(The Chairman—Senator S.M. West)
Ayes………… 36
Noes………… 9
Majority……… 27

AYES

Bishop, T.M. Brandis, G.H.
Campbell, G. Campbell, I.G.
Carr, K.J. Collins, J.M.A.
Conroy, S.M. Cook, P.F.S.
Coonan, H.L. Cooney, B.C.
Crane, A.W. Crossin, P.M.
Crowley, R.A. Denman, K.J.
Eggleston, A. Ferris, J.M.
Forshaw, M.G. Gibbs, B.
Gibson, B.F. Hogg, J.J.
Hutchins, S.P. Knowles, S.C.
Ludwig, J.W. Mason, B.J.

McKiernan, J.P. McLucas, J.E.
Murphy, S.M. Patterson, K.C.
Quirke, J.A * Ray, R.F.
Reid, M.E. Schacht, C.C.
Sherry, N.J. Tchen, T.
Watson, J.O.W. West, S.M.

NOES

Allison, L.F. Bartlett, A.J.J.
Bourne, V.W * Brown, B.J.
Greig, B. Lees, M.H.
Ridgeway, Stott Despoja, N.

* denotes teller

Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Resolution reported; report adopted.

NEW BUSINESS TAX SYSTEM
(MISCELLANEOUS) BILL 1999

Consideration of House of Representatives
Message

Consideration resumed from 8 June 2000,
on motion by Senator Ian Campbell:

That the committee agrees to the amendments
made by the House of Representatives.

The CHAIRMAN—The committee is
considering message No. 476 from the House
of Representatives relating to the New Busi-
ness Tax System (Miscellaneous) Bill 1999
and the motion moved by the government
that the committee agrees to the amendments
made by the House. An explanation has been
provided by the Office of Parliamentary
Counsel for the government amendments to
this bill being framed as requests, though I
note that the explanation has come to us indi-
rectly. The explanation states that the
amendments would increase payments out of
a standing appropriation. If that is correct the
Senate would normally treat the amendments
as requests. It may be considered appropriate
for the Senate to take some steps to ensure
that an explanation is received in advance of
the Senate’s consideration of amendments in
future cases.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (8.51 p.m.)—Madam Deputy
President, since you appeared about ready to
put the question, I have in front of me a paper
on which is an amendment to be moved by
Senator Lees to the motion that the Senate
agree to the amendments made by the House
of Representatives, and I was wondering if I
might ask the Australian Democrats if they
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ask the Australian Democrats if they intend
to move this, because if they were to move
this amendment the opposition would support
it. I understand it to be a procedural matter
that would give effect to the advice that the
Clerk had earlier given us when this matter
was adjourned.

Senator WOODLEY (Queensland) (8.52
p.m.)—I move the amendment standing in the
name of Senator Lees:

At the end of the motion add:
“, and the Senate requires that all amendments

circulated in the Senate chamber in the form of
requests be accompanied by a statement of rea-
sons for their being framed as requests together
with a statement by the Clerk of the Senate on
whether the amendments would be regarded as
requests under the precedents of the Senate”.

I apologise to the Senate that I was otherwise
occupied when I should have jumped to my
feet to move this amendment. As Senator
Cook has explained, this is a mechanical
amendment but I think a very important one.
The Senate has procedures which are impor-
tant and which have been established over a
long period of time. This amendment simply
emphasises the fact that the Senate has its
own procedures and that they ought to be
observed.

Senator BROWN (Tasmania) (8.52
p.m.)—I support the amendment.

Amendment agreed to.
Motion, as amended, agreed to.
Resolution reported; report adopted.

DIESEL AND ALTERNATIVE FUELS
GRANTS SCHEME AMENDMENT BILL

2000
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 22 June, on motion
by Senator Patterson:

That this bill be now read a second time.

Senator COOK (Western Australia—
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the
Senate) (8.54 p.m.)—I will be talking about
the Diesel and Alternative Fuels Grants
Scheme Amendment Bill 2000, and by
simply reciting the title of this bill one can
see immediately that it is an amendment bill.
The original bill arose as a consequence of
the slapdash arbitrary arrangement made
between the government and the Australian

government and the Australian Democrats
which gave rise to the GST. Now that legis-
lation has gone through, what do we find?
We find that, with just on 2,000 amendments
to the GST legislation, the government—one
presumes on this occasion, with the consent
of the original architects of this legislation,
the Australian Democrats—are moving to
amend the legislation before it has even had a
chance to take effect. Such is the organisa-
tion, such is the planning, such is the fore-
thought, such is the preparation and such is
the consideration of the government and the
Democrats in their rush to the headline that
they support the GST that it just so happens
they have overlooked a number of quite im-
portant and significant elements to their own
legislation. But more of that in a moment. I
want to spend some time in my speech in the
second reading debate to focus on exactly
what the problem is between the government
and the Democrats on this legislation.

In terms of the legislation itself, this bill
proposes to significantly amend the admini-
stration and compliance regime for the Diesel
and Alternative Fuels Grants Scheme—the
initials are offensive to the eye, but they are
DAFGS—for on-road transport, agreed as
part of the GST deal between the government
and the Democrats, as I have said. The
amendments not only deal with drafting er-
rors but also contain a significant policy
change that represents a further roll-back of
the tax package. The background to this leg-
islation is that the Democrats negotiated the
current DAFGS with the government as part
of the deal to let the GST through. The deal
slightly limits grants availability to some ve-
hicles. This was originally proposed to be
those vehicles weighing more than 3.5 ton-
nes. The Democrats, in an earth-shattering
amendment, insisted on and got that in-
creased to 4.5 tonnes. Vehicles weighing less
than 4.5 tonnes do not qualify. Those weigh-
ing between 4.5 and 20 tonnes qualify for
travel, except where this is exclusively within
an urban area—which is still not defined, I
have to say—and those weighing over 20
tonnes qualify completely.

Labor did not oppose the original bill be-
cause it constituted compensation for the
transport industry which had a GST imposed
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on it. However, we did point out the inevita-
ble anomalies that will rise wherever the ur-
ban conurbation boundaries are drawn. In
addition, we criticised the Democrats on en-
vironmental grounds for agreeing to a
scheme which subsidised diesel use in the
cities as long as the journey started outside
the conurbation. It has to be said that one of
the considerations here was to cut fuel emis-
sions from fossil-fuel burning transport—and
it did so to some extent within the city con-
urbation—but if the journey started outside
the conurbation for the urban area, the green-
house gas emissions from fossil-fuel burning
were somehow granted an exemption from
pollutive purposes by the Australian Demo-
crats and were allowed to continue. But the
conurbations, of course, are artificial bounda-
ries yet to be revealed by the government and
they raise a whole range of contradictions
and complexities of their own.

I will go to a general outline of the pro-
posals. As I have said, this bill amends the
1999 bill to achieve significant roll-back and
to deal with administrative problems which
have arisen before the scheme has even be-
gun. The amendments insert certain entitle-
ment provisions to do at least three things, as
the explanatory memorandum says:
• extend eligibility to primary production busi-

nesses and to contractors carrying passengers
or goods on behalf of primary production
businesses, operating within the metropolitan
areas;

• extend eligibility to buses using alternative
fuels operating in metropolitan areas; and

• extend eligibility to emergency vehicles of
over 4.5 tonnes gross vehicle mass operating
on public roads in both metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas ...

The government has approximated the finan-
cial impact of this bill to be $17 million for
the financial year 2000-01, and it will pre-
sumably increase over time.

Let me pause now in my speech in this
second reading debate to indicate to the gov-
ernment that, in the committee stages of this
legislation, I will be asking for an indication
of what the out years costs of this legislation
will be. In addition, significant amendments
have been made to many provisions to cor-
rect errors and anomalies; there is a list of at

least six of those. I do not propose to go
through those in any detail now.

I will go back in time by about a year to
the occasion when the Australian Democrats
and the Prime Minister reached for the head-
line that the GST would be allowed through.
They paid more attention to the spotlight on
them, to the whirring of the television cam-
eras and to the their own lines that the GST
would now apply in Australia than they did
to the detail of their package. What is notori-
ous about this package is that, after the head-
line ‘We have agreement’ and after the head-
line ‘Democrats are in bed with the coalition
on the GST’, they said, ‘Oops! One of the
things we have to pay attention to is: what is
the detail in the scheme we have now agreed
to on gas emissions for fossil fuel burning
motor vehicles?’ and ‘Can we somehow pa-
per over the differences and the contradic-
tions between us by cobbling together a
scheme’—which, by its very nature, is a bit
like a drafting committee trying to design a
horse and coming up with a camel—‘so that
we can come to a situation in which we, the
Australian Democrats, can pretend’—empha-
sis on that word ‘pretend’—‘to meet our en-
vironmental considerations and appeal to
those who back us with an environmental
concern?’ And, on behalf of the government:
‘Can we paper over our contradictions with
the Australian Democrats and pretend’—em-
phasis on the word ‘pretend’—‘that we have
met the concerns of rural and primary pro-
ducers in terms of not interfering with their
production, while allowing the Democrats
face on the environmental concerns?’ That
was the nature of negotiations. No wonder it
took a while to come to a deal on the nature
of the legislation. In many respects, it is a
chalk and cheese amalgam which does not
actually work. That is why it is so confusing,
and that is why the government—now that
we are four days short of the application of
the GST—rush through the Senate a further
amendment to the original bill. They never
got it right in the first place. That is why it is
not surprising it is has taken so long.

Let me illustrate the point I have made by
turning now to Bills Digest No. 191 1999-
2000 and reading into the Hansard what the
author of the examination of this bill has to
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say about it in his concluding comments. It
makes salutary reading and illustrates in
more detail the broad points that I have made.
Under the heading ‘Concluding comments’,
the Bills Digest says:
As noted, new section 10AC(2) extends eligibility
for the grant to buses using alternative fuel while
carrying on an ‘enterprise’ irrespective of whether
the service is in metropolitan or non-metropolitan
areas. Thus commercial bus operators using alter-
native fuel will benefit while operators using die-
sel will have an incentive to switch to alternative
fuel. This could have environmental benefits in
metropolitan areas. While the intention of the
legislation seems to be to ensure that private bus
operators will be able to claim the grant, the ques-
tion arises whether ‘enterprise’ also encompasses
organisations, such as State transport authorities,
that are potentially large users of alternative fuels.
The DAFGS scheme has been criticised as com-
plicated to administer and likely to give rise to
unintentional errors and fraudulent claims. The
extension of the scheme to incorporate new cate-
gories of fuel users will further complicate the
scheme’s administration.
It is not clear, on economic efficiency grounds,
why primary production in metropolitan areas
should be subsidised through the DAFGS scheme.
Increasing industry assistance, especially when it
has no obvious justification and is not subject to
independent review, generally runs against the
thrust of policy of both major political parties,
which is to reduce assistance. While the magni-
tude of the implicit subsidy may not be great, the
extension of the scheme to primary production in
metropolitan areas places it in a privileged situa-
tion relative to other industries in metropolitan
areas, and hence is a move away from a ‘level
playing field’. On the other hand, to exclude pri-
mary production in metropolitan areas from eligi-
bility would create an inconsistency in the scheme
in that primary production in non-metropolitan
areas would be eligible for grants while primary
production in metropolitan areas would not be
eligible.

In the down-beat language of the authors of
the report, that is a scathing criticism of the
complications and the loopholes that this
legislation opens up. As a consequence of
that, while we will not want to vote down this
legislation, because it does represent some
degree of compensation, we will want to
move an amendment to the second reading
motion. I understand that the amendment has
been circulated in the chamber, so I do not

need to waste the time of the chamber by
reading it into the Hansard. At the appropri-
ate time, before I regain my seat, I will for-
mally move the amendment that has been
circulated that will make a number of impor-
tant points.

Let me re-emphasise, though, what the
problem is with this bill, as outlined in the
down-beat, objective analysis of the authors
of the Bills Digest. The Bills Digest says:
The ... scheme has been criticised as complicated
to administer and likely to give rise to uninten-
tional errors and fraudulent claims.

It just so happens, Mr Acting Deputy Presi-
dent Watson, that it is appropriate that you
should be in the chair for this because you are
rightly regarded in this chamber—and I now
pay my respects to you—as an expert in
taxation matters and taxation law. I believe
you will agree with me that one of the key
principles of taxation law is that it should be
simple so that people know what their tax
obligations are and can simply discharge
their obligations in revenue without being
confused and without matters being compli-
cated unnecessarily. This legislation confuses
and complicates entitlements unnecessarily
and fails the basic dictum that it ought to be
simple.

The other principle, the other rock upon
which taxation law is to be built—and I am
sure you will agree with me on this point too,
Mr Acting Deputy President—is that it has to
be equitable. One of the elements of equita-
bleness is that unintended consequences
should not arise and that loopholes for avoid-
ance should be eliminated. Again, in the
down-beat language of the authors of the
Bills Digest, both are opened up. What is the
point of a revenue measure which, it is true,
provides some advantage to primary produc-
ers but which is capable of being manipulated
for the lodgment of fraudulent claims? Why
do we do that? What is the point of legisla-
tion which has unintended consequences
which further complicate the scheme’s op-
eration?

It is important to say that the Australian
Labor Party does encourage the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions and that the Aus-
tralian Labor Party would like to see the effi-
cient and, I emphasise, economic take-up of
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other fuel alternatives so that industry can
lower its levels of greenhouse gas emissions,
which will assist us to meet our Kyoto targets
and to provide a clean planet for all who live
on it, including the Australians who dwell
here. That issue is not in contest here. What
is in contest is: is this the way to do it, is this
an efficient way to do it and is this a way to
do it that does not have fundamental conse-
quences for the legislation? I think it is a
ham-fisted, crabwise approach to a serious
problem, one which exemplifies and is em-
blematic of the dilemma that the Democrats
were faced with when they rushed to collude
with the government to introduce the GST.
They wanted the burning issue of the GST to
get up no matter what, and they were pre-
pared to crawl over their environmental con-
stituency to get their place in the television
spotlight to announce the deal. Did they ever
crawl over their environmental constituency!
They will run around Australia saying, ‘This
bill is a Democrat achievement. This bill is a
monument to the environmental goals of the
Australian Democrats.’ But that is a big lie.
This bill will do virtually nothing to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. It will not do
much at all to provide an incentive for alter-
native fuels and to encourage people to invest
in and develop economic alternatives to cur-
rent fossil fuels. This bill will not meet the
objectives that are set out for it.

For those reasons, I will shortly move the
opposition’s second reading amendment. I
draw your attention quickly to the circulated
document, which has in it the words ‘with
less than two weeks to go before the com-
mencement of the new scheme’. It should say
‘with less than four days to go before the
commencement of the new scheme’. I seek to
make that correction. I now move:
At the end of the motion, add:
“but the Senate condemns the Government for:

(1) the uncertainty generated in the trans-
port industry through the introduction
of significant new amendments to the
Diesel and Alternative Fuel Grants
Scheme with less than four days to go
before the commencement of the new
Scheme;

(2) not disclosing the powers for the Com-
missioner of Taxation to stop, detain

and search vehicles prior to the last
election; and

(3) imposing a complex new layer of ad-
ministration on transport operators in
connection with the Scheme, in addition
to the new compliance burden associ-
ated with the GST”.

It is a pity that we are going to have a GST at
all. The Australian Labor Party stand four-
square and strong in opposing the introduc-
tion of the GST. In question time after ques-
tion time this week and in previous weeks, as
we run towards the deadline of midnight Fri-
day, the change of the calendar to 1 July, we
have had government spokesmen on the back
foot in here during question time trying to
pretend that somehow the Australian Labor
Party have signed on to the GST. They keep
ranting and raving about that as if it were the
truth. The most unreliable source of what the
Australian Labor Party policy is is the gov-
ernment, and those allegations are of course
starkly untrue. They need to say it to reassure
themselves, and they need to say it to quell
community concern about the GST and pre-
tend that there is somehow an under-the-table
consensus between the political majors in this
country. There is not. I now emphasise it
once again: the Australian Labor Party op-
pose a GST.

It is also worth remarking that this GST
has been so craftily constructed that when
Australia crosses the bridge on midnight on
30 June from the current tax system to the
GST and the new tax system, the nature of
the new system is such that the government
has blown up the bridge behind us and made
it very difficult to ever get back. When this
government criticises the Labor Party about
not disclosing what we intend to do with the
roll-back, it smugly knows that it has blown
up the return route so that you cannot get
back easily. The Labor Party have to build a
new bridge back to a better tax system, which
we propose to do and which we will an-
nounce at an appropriate time before the next
election. But you cannot go back very easily,
so roll-back is a difficult and complicated
thing.

We say clearly to the people of Australia:
‘Vote with us, support us at the next election
and we will ameliorate the worst features of
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this GST and eventually roll it back.’ We
cannot say exactly how until we get control
of the Treasury and see what the nature of the
2001 budget is, the degree of the surplus and
what other flexibility we have in the system,
but we have a very firm commitment to roll it
back. If we carry this bill tonight with the
amendment that I have proposed, it will be a
commitment which will once again put the
spotlight on the perfidy of the deal done with
the Australian Democrats. (Time expired)

Senator HUTCHINS (New South Wales)
(9.15 p.m.)—It is my pleasure to support
Senator Cook’s second reading amendment to
the Diesel and Alternative Fuels Grants
Scheme Amendment Bill 2000. As you
would be aware, Mr Acting Deputy Presi-
dent, I have a particular interest in this legis-
lation, as I have been following the gyrations
that have occurred since the government and
the Democrats did their deal last year in rela-
tion to the Diesel and Alternative Fuels
Grants Scheme. As I recall, we dealt with this
late last year. As my colleagues pointed out
to the government, we felt there were a num-
ber of anomalies that needed to be exposed to
make sure that people understood what sort
of an administrative nightmare is now about
to be imposed on not just the road freight
industry but also consumers and suppliers.
As I look at this Bills Digest, I am still not all
that clear as to whether we have finalised in
particular the definition of a ‘journey’.

When the Democrats and the government
made their arrangement for this scheme last
year, it was done on the basis that there were
two divisions within the country. There were
to be non-metropolitan areas and metropoli-
tan areas. In the non-metropolitan areas, all
vehicles over 4½ tonnes would be eligible to
make an application for this grant. We be-
lieve the metropolitan areas were defined
more on the political sensitivity of the gov-
ernment’s electorates than on any consistent
or logical basis. When we had a look at the
situation, Senator Conroy was able to outline
in the Senate estimates how ridiculous some
aspects of the situation were. We still need to
have a definition of a journey.

Even with the definition of journeys in the
legislation, we will still have a situation
where, if a transport company bases itself in

Queanbeyan in New South Wales—and this
is for vehicles between 4½ tonnes and 20
tonnes—and if it does all its deliveries in or
around the Canberra and southern New South
Wales region, it will be able to claim the full
diesel fuel rebate. However, if that company
is based in Fyshwick, as a number of the
transport companies are, and if it does its
deliveries around the Canberra area—which
is in the metropolitan conurbation—it will
not attract any diesel fuel rebate at all. So
there will be a massive cost advantage to the
operator in Queanbeyan as opposed to the
ones in Fyshwick. I would suggest that peo-
ple in Fyshwick will be looking at the leases
in that area and moving outside the Canberra
conurbation.

The reason for that is that Eden-Monaro is
a nice marginal seat, one that will have to be
held by the government at the next election. I
do not think they will hold it. But that is the
reason why those people have been encour-
aged. However, once the operators and the
work force have to move out of the Canberra
region into Queanbeyan, they might feel less
favourably disposed towards the government
and the move that they will have forced on
them. Similarly, you have a situation up on
the north coast of New South Wales and the
south coast of Queensland where the Tweed
region does attract the rebate yet the Gold
Coast region does not.

Senator Conroy—Would there be mar-
ginal seats near there?

Senator HUTCHINS—We have yet an-
other regional MP that has not stuck up for
their constituency: Larry Anthony, the mem-
ber for Richmond. Poor young Larry is going
to have a situation presented to him at the
next federal election like the Fyshwick-
Queanbeyan conundrum. People up there will
not be forgetting him, least of all the caravan
park residents. So we still have the difficulty
between the metropolitan and the non-
metropolitan areas.

Senator Conroy—Tell us about Geelong
and Ballarat.

Senator HUTCHINS—Senator Conroy,
you may be more familiar with Ballarat and
Geelong than I am. I know they are football
teams. But the definitions of conurbations
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and non-metropolitan areas are still quite
clearly inconsistent and are still unfair to a
number of operators. But it gets even worse
with the definition of journeys in the Bills
Digest. We may be able to clear this up in the
committee stage. If an operator came from
outside a metropolitan area, was less than 20
tonnes and made deliveries—and, indeed,
pick-ups—in that metropolitan area and then
went back to the non-metropolitan area, I am
not sure whether they would be able to make
the full application for the rebate. Similarly,
if it goes the other way—a person goes from
the metropolitan area to the non-metropolitan
area but makes a pick-up or delivery before
leaving the metropolitan area, does some
pick-ups and deliveries outside it and then
comes back and does more pick-ups and de-
liveries—I am not sure whether they will
attract the rebate or where and when they
will.

In Senator Cook’s amendment, he has
mentioned that we are seeking some disclo-
sure of the powers of the Commissioner of
Taxation because, as I understand it, that may
be where it will end up. But it still may be a
situation where you will have people being
put in a position where they will be encour-
aged not to fill out their forms correctly. I
think that will be the sad fact.

I suppose I have been around long enough
to know that, when we used to have what was
called the road maintenance tax many years
ago, people used to say that they were pri-
mary producers on the basis that they were
carting chooks. But they were carting frozen
chooks and avoided paying the road mainte-
nance tax because they deemed themselves as
primary producers. I am not sure whether or
not that will be the case with this legisla-
tion—whether we will find that people cart-
ing frozen chooks are primary producers or
do you need to have live chooks? Is it the
same if you have hanging meat or bacon that
has been sealed? This may be cleared up in
the committee stage. But from the experience
that occurred in the period when we had a
road maintenance tax, we used to have a
situation where people were encouraged to
avoid their taxation liabilities.

Another particular aspect concerning buses
has not been addressed. We have a situation

where the legislation extends eligibility for
the use of alternative fuel to businesses using
buses on public roads. That to me does not
suggest that we are talking about diesel; it
suggests that we are talking about alternative
fuels. Most people who have an idea about
some of the alternative fuels that have been
suggested say that the CNG used on Sydney
buses is not regarded as being reliable, and
the Australasian Natural Gas Vehicles Coun-
cil has suggested they believe that only 10 to
15 per cent of buses will ever be able to go
on to that form of alternative energy.

This legislation does not clear up the
situation with those buses between 4½ and 20
tonnes—bear in mind that about 90 per cent
of buses are less than 20 tonnes—where the
conurbation and metropolitan/non-
metropolitan situation comes in. For instance,
where I live out in Western Sydney, a com-
pany called Pierce’s Bus Co. up in Valley
Heights is in the non-metropolitan area;
whereas just five or six kilometres east in
Penrith another company, Westbus, is on
Mulgoa Road, which is in a metropolitan
area. So Pierce’s will be able to claim the
rebate and Westbus will not. But, as far as I
understand the definitions in the legislation,
it will be worse for a company like Westbus
because it will probably find itself missing
out on a lot of charter or hire work. For ex-
ample, with pensioners wanting to go down
to Sydney Harbour for the day or school
children going on an excursion, the company
such as Pierce’s in a non-metropolitan area
will be able to claim the rebate whereas a
company like Westbus will not. Once again,
there will be this massive cost disadvantage
to metropolitan based vehicles, and in par-
ticular public transport in metropolitan areas
will be disadvantaged. This is a very difficult
thing for the government to overcome. I have
been advised that, as a result of their not be-
ing eligible for the rebate, on 1 July their
costs will go up by 6.6 per cent and they be-
lieve that they may have to raise their fares
by nine per cent.

But, as I said, there is no real alternative to
diesel. One thing Senator Cook mentioned in
his address was that we are trying to look at
getting around to the greenhouse emissions. I
do not think anything that the government
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and the Democrats have proposed will at any
stage lead us to this alternative fuel situation
with ethanol, canola oil or something else—I
do not know what else has been proposed. In
America at the moment there is a fairly sig-
nificant debate taking place within the Senate
itself. A subcommittee on clean air within the
US Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee is looking at low sulfur diesel. No
matter where that may end up, I might make
this point: if we are going to have these
cleaner or more efficient diesels, then it is
going to cost money. That is the one point
about this legislation that is being trumpeted
all over the place; yet I have been talking to
people in the industry and they do not believe
there will be any significant, if any at all,
reduction in freight rates.

Last week the Australian Trucking Asso-
ciation released a report called Ups and
downs in trucking costs: quantifying the im-
pact of tax reform and market price move-
ments that was prepared by economic, man-
agement and policy consultants, Tasman Asia
Pacific. The reason behind the release of this
report was to analyse the Bureau of Transport
Economics analysis of road and rail freight
rates that would come about as a result of the
diesel fuel rebate. I have been talking to peo-
ple in the industry this evening. They have
mentioned to me a difficulty that the minister
may be able to answer for me in his reply.
They are still unsure whether the grant is 16c,
17c or 18c. As late as this evening I have
been speaking to senior people and they are
still unsure about what the grant is.

As I have said on occasions before, freight
costs represent 18 to 23 per cent of what
might be the total cost of a good or service.
The Tasman Asia Pacific report shows quite
conclusively that, if you go from a warehouse
in Melbourne to a warehouse in Brisbane,
they believe, the increase in the cost of a
journey on the ups when the GST comes in
will be $531; on the downs there will be a
saving of $276. They do not believe that
there will be any significant decrease in the
cost of transport of goods and, in fact, as I
have said on a few occasions before, my col-
leagues tell me they may even raise their
rates by up to 4½ per cent.

I want to make one other point about the
costs that will come in shortly: as has not
been outlined to a large degree by the gov-
ernment, the National Road Transport Com-
mission met late last year and this year has
effectively increased the registration costs for
B-doubles and for three- and four-axle ar-
ticulated trailers. The cost for B-doubles on 1
July in most states will rise by 15 per cent,
and by 30 per cent for three- and four-axle
articulated trailers. Contrary to the claims by
the government that the costs of freight will
start to go down, in fact they are going to
rise; and they are going to rise on and from 1
July. Mr Acting Deputy President, if I give
you a copy of this, you will no doubt recog-
nise immediately the obvious intention by the
government to pull the wool over people’s
eyes about this legislation and its impact on
the community.

Another particular impact which I think
will be interesting for the government to
wriggle out of is the pressure that there will
be by the year 2002 to have new trucks as
part of, I suppose, a Democrat deal. At the
moment Australia has one of the oldest truck
fleets in the OECD countries. I think the av-
erage age of a vehicle in Australia is 14
years. But I would like to see the Democrats
and the government start to tell those single-
lorry owner drivers that they are going to be
forced or compelled to start to upgrade their
vehicles or to purchase new vehicles, because
I do not think that those fellows will have the
will; I do not think that the money will be
there either.

In conclusion, I would say this: in a num-
ber of the managed fleets, vehicles are kept
for about five to seven years. They do not get
replaced overnight. On 1 July, there will not
be new trucks on the road that have paid no
wholesale sales tax. They will not be there.
So people have an expectation that the costs
of operating a vehicle are going to go down
on 1 July. As I said earlier, the actual regis-
tration costs for the articulated vehicles will
rise and they will not reduce on 1 July. It will
take at least two years for some vehicles to
get at least some opportunities for the costs
that will come as a result of the wholesale
sales tax.
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In conclusion, I still see there being an
administrative nightmare. I think there will
be a lot of pressure put on individual opera-
tors. In New Zealand, I understand, about a
quarter of small business left the industry, left
their jobs, whatever they were doing, as a
result of trying to comply with this night-
mare. I think that is what will happen and
what we will see here when the impact starts
to get to the people we represent. I might just
conclude on this: I noticed in the paper today
that one of the significant events commemo-
rated this week is the anniversary of the
commencement of the Battle of Gettysburg
on 1 July 1863. I think you will find that this
will be John Howard’s and the Liberal
Party’s Gettysburg. The GST will wipe you
out and we will be there to give you your
requiem.

Senator ALLISON (Victoria) (9.34
p.m.)—The Democrats will be supporting
this bill with some enthusiasm. It has three
main provisions: firstly, the diesel and alter-
native fuels grants will be extended to the
carriage of goods of primary producers on
trucks 4½ to 20 tonnes in weight within met-
ropolitan areas and within conurbations. It is
not expected that there will be very many
primary producers within these boundaries,
but there will be some. We judge that it was
reasonable to include this small number of
primary producers, mostly grape growers,
strawberry farmers and the like; and provided
the diesel or alternative fuel use was for the
carriage of their primary produce, it seemed
to us to fit within the broad objectives of our
agreement with the government.

The second provision that we are espe-
cially pleased about is the extension of the
alternative fuels grants to buses. It should be
remembered that the reason for the Demo-
crats pushing for grants for the use of alter-
native cleaner fuels such as natural gas, LPG
ethanol and the like was that the diesel excise
cut would make these alternative fuels more
expensive relative to diesel. The grants were
designed to remove any disincentive the die-
sel excise cuts would have provided for the
conversion of buses and trucks to gas.

One of the reasons for promoting this ex-
tension of the alternative fuels grant scheme
to gas buses in metropolitan areas and conur-

bations is, firstly, to reduce public transport
costs and, secondly, to provide greater incen-
tives for switching over to gas. We did not
support the extension of the credit to diesel
for obvious reasons. We have made some
headway in terms of persuading bus opera-
tors to shift across to gas but that task is not
complete and, if this extension had been
given to diesel, then it would have been an-
other disincentive, if you like, to switch to
gas. On that first point, I must say that the
Democrats were very disappointed with the
announcements of the Victorian and New
South Wales state governments recently that
public transport in those states would attract
an increase in fares of five per cent and 8½
per cent.

As honourable senators will recall, it was
our first preference to exempt public trans-
port altogether from the GST. But, as the fed-
eral government pointed out, whether or not
to absorb the GST on fares ought to be a
matter for the states to consider. After all, the
states are direct beneficiaries of GST col-
lected on public transport. I would argue that,
since the states will get the 10 per cent back
in its entirety, the sensible thing to do would
have been to absorb the GST and keep fares
down—in fact, reduce them, preferably. As
anyone knows who has looked at public
transport issues, patronage drops when fares
go up and, when patronage drops, very often
services decline, leading to further drops in
patronage. This is a vicious cycle that has led
to places like Melbourne having transport
systems that are not offering a service that
encourages greater use. The decision of the
Victorian state government to raise fares is
even more ludicrous when we consider that it
has an enormous surplus—$600 million this
year.

However, this measure will at least make it
cheaper for bus companies that have made
the very wise decision to use alternative fuels
in their buses. The figures differ depending
on the kilometres travelled by buses within
fleets. However, I know of a bus company in
Western Australia that says it currently saves
15 per cent of its fuel costs on the buses in
the fleet running on compressed natural gas.
This measure will increase that saving possi-
bly by a further 15 per cent.
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Ventura Bus Lines in Oakleigh South,
Victoria, is one of the bus companies that will
benefit. In November this year, that company
will be bringing into this country two new
ethanol buses to add to its fleet. In fact,
Ventura is demonstrating a very strong com-
mitment to the environment and to reducing
air pollution. Ventura was one of the bus
companies that signed up to the Greenhouse
Challenge here in Canberra last week. The
ethanol for its buses—my colleague Senator
Woodley will be very pleased to hear this—
will be sourced from CSR and it will come
from sugar cane produced in Sarina, Queen-
sland. So, again, there is not only an advan-
tage with ethanol being used in buses in met-
ropolitan areas but there is a very distinct
advantage to the cane growers of Queensland
and elsewhere who will benefit from the use
of this otherwise waste product being turned
into a useable and clean fuel for transport.

Other bus companies with gas buses are
the National Bus Company in Melbourne;
TransAdelaide, South Australia, has 160 ve-
hicles; 48 buses run on CNG in Perth; Bris-
bane City Council has almost one-fifth of its
fleet on gas; Sydney Buses will see 150 CNG
buses delivered by September; and the New
South Wales Transit Authority estimates that,
over five years of service and 30 million
kilometres of travel, its gas buses have pro-
duced a 20 per cent saving on greenhouse gas
emissions relative to diesel.

So there are enormous advantages with
switching to gas. This bill will provide an
economic advantage. But we also know that
gas produces very low particle emissions, and
NOx values are also low. Diesel engines can
only come close to such low emission values
with the latest engines and exhaust gas filters
or recirculation systems, and for these to
work properly they need ultra low sulphur
diesel, a fuel which is not even available in
this country as yet. The other advantage is the
fact that natural gas is indigenous; that is, we
take it out of the ground here in Australia in
various deposits. This means that we can,
with this measure, start to make a difference
to the deplorable balance of payments situa-
tion in this country. So instead of using diesel
fuel, which is mostly imported from over-
seas, we can use gas which is local. Natural

gas also has the advantage of being stable in
price, unlike the fluctuations we have seen in
petroleum products. Gas buses are also qui-
eter and they are virtually odourless. So that
too makes it imperative that we, in our met-
ropolitan areas, see a switch from diesel to
gas.

I have spoken at length in this place about
the advantages of tighter emission stan-
dards—something that Senator Hutchins does
not seem to approve of. We have now deliv-
ered those as a result of our negotiations with
the government. I have also spoken at length
about shifting away from our current reliance
on diesel fuel to gas. The National Environ-
ment Protection Council estimates that 1,062
people die every year from diesel exposure.
Also, 1.4 million Australians have asthma, as
do one in five children under 12 in this coun-
try. We know that air quality is a factor in
triggering asthma symptoms. In Brisbane, a
study of people living within 150 metres of a
transport corridor showed that particle pollu-
tion was the likely cause of health problems
in the old, the young and those with respira-
tory or cardiovascular ailments. So this
measure will add to the incentives to shift to
gas and to shift to a healthier environment.

The ALP has a very strange attitude to this
bill. Its second reading amendment wants to
condemn the government for ‘the uncertainty
generated in the transport industry through
the introduction of new amendments’. I think
the Democrats will have a great deal of diffi-
culty supporting such a nonsensical amend-
ment. Why would we condemn the govern-
ment for putting in place a change that will
reward bus companies for improving air
pollution and greenhouse emissions? Not
likely. The ALP also wants to condemn the
government for imposing, as it calls it, ‘a
new layer of administration on transport op-
erators’. Again, bus operators do not have to
submit to that new layer of administration.
But my guess is that the savings will hugely
outweigh any extra layer of administration.

Finally, I was astounded to read the
shadow transport minister’s speech in the
second reading debate today. There, he talks
about the severe problems associated with
urban congestion and the need to reduce
emissions in our cities, but he complains:
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The minister might even investigate the tax disad-
vantage to employers actually supporting employ-
ees using public transport as against private vehi-
cles. Having raised that, I say to the transport
minister that he can go a lot further than he has on
that issue. We have a situation where motor vehi-
cles and car parking receive favourable treatment
with respect to fringe benefits tax arrangements. If
he is actually concerned about the environment
and the issue of greenhouse, then there is more to
be done on this front.

I could not agree more. He continues:
I believe it is a ludicrous situation, given our ir-
refutable urban congestion issues, that public
transport is disadvantaged in respect of tax com-
pared with private vehicle usage.

I was astounded at these remarks because the
Labor Party signed off on the business tax
package without giving a thought to negoti-
ating an amendment which could have done
exactly that. The business tax package was
the right vehicle to put into effect this new-
found policy of the ALP, but obviously it
slipped their mind at the time. It is extraordi-
narily hypocritical of the ALP to be com-
plaining about the minister not doing this
when they had the opportunity themselves,
but of course they were in such a hurry to
pass the bill, just in case the Democrats
might have been in a position to get very
considerable gains for the environment
through this legislation.

That particular measure was one that we
were very confident of winning, and it would
have been very high on our list of priorities in
that legislation. It was a measure, too, that
public transport groups have been arguing for
for many years, including the 13 years that
the ALP were in government. Anyway, it is
good to see that the ALP have at last found
their green credentials, even if we are more
likely to see them in opposition than in gov-
ernment. Mr Ferguson’s comments will be
put on file by me, so that we can remind
him—should the ALP come to office some
time in the future—of the ALP’s new com-
mitment to public transport.

The other provision in this bill I want to
mention is the extension of the grant for die-
sel and alternative fuels to emergency vehi-
cles. It is hard to find any argument against
giving a break to our emergency vehicles.
The CFA run on the smell of an oily rag, as it

were, and it makes some sense to give them a
cost advantage. Again, I would expect these
vehicles to be largely on the fringes of our
metropolitan areas and conurbation bounda-
ries.

It is a pity that the ALP feel obliged to
criticise the government for this bill and to
complain about uncertainty. I would have
thought that incremental growth in measures
to protect the environment and the health of
Australians, including the one in five children
under 12 with asthma, was a good thing. If
this means legislative change, which is wel-
comed by those people who are affected by
it, then I think we should embrace that
change.

Also, I would like make a comment to
Senator Hutchins. He reminds us that the
average age of our vehicles in this country is
14 years, and he considers that perhaps the
owners of those vehicles should not be forced
or compelled to upgrade their vehicles.
Senator Hutchins, the age of our vehicles in
this country is a problem for pollution in our
cities. I am afraid that the time has come for
us to join the rest of the world in this respect
and say to trucking operators that it is no
longer acceptable for dirty, black smoke to be
belched out of trucks on and on into the fu-
ture. I remind the ALP that, when they left
office, our vehicle fuel standards in diesel
tolerated sulphur at something like 10 times
the amount of the UK and the US, leaving
our emission standards in this country a good
five years behind other OECD countries. I
hope that Mr Ferguson’s remarks rub off on
those members in the Senate and persuade
them that cleaning up the environment and,
in particular, the air in our cities is an impor-
tant thing to do and something that we really
need to find the revenue to pay for.

Debate interrupted.
ADJOURNMENT

The PRESIDENT—Order! It being 9.49
p.m., I propose the question:

That the Senate do now adjourn.

Conroy, Senator Stephen: Behaviour
Senator PATTERSON (Victoria—Par-

liamentary Secretary to the Minister for Im-
migration and Multicultural Affairs and Par-
liamentary Secretary to the Minister for For-
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eign Affairs) (9.49 p.m.)—I rise tonight to
speak about one of the most appalling
speeches I have ever read by a senator in this
chamber in 13 years. Unfortunately, I was in
meetings during Senator Conroy’s contribu-
tions to the debate on Senator Faulkner’s
motion regarding the Greenfields Foundation
last Thursday, otherwise I would have been
here to protest at the ugly and, as I saw it,
vicious exercise in character assassination
directed against a number of individuals, and
one in particular, by Senator Conroy during
that debate.

Senator Conroy consistently prostitutes the
privilege of parliament for his own unsa-
voury ends, and I call on his party to pull him
into line. On Thursday last week, Senator
Conroy came into this chamber on a fairly
spurious motion by Senator Faulkner, but
instead of debating even that tawdry motion
he chose to enter into an attack on an indi-
vidual under the cowardly cloak of parlia-
mentary privilege. He embarked on an ex-
traordinary collection of innuendoes, allega-
tions and insinuations. I dare him to make
those comments outside this chamber, but I
know he will not do it, just as he will not re-
peat any of the other myriad allegations that
he makes in this place, just as the Labor Party
will not apologise to the Baillieu family and
just as the Labor Party never apologised to
the late Senator Panizza for the slurs they
made on his family.

Senator Schacht—What did we say about
Senator Panizza?

Senator PATTERSON—You might
laugh, but go back through Hansard and look
at the slurs that were made about the late
Senator Panizza and his family. Senator Con-
roy uses this chamber like a bully uses a
playground. He uses it to intimidate indi-
viduals who support anyone other than the
Labor Party and as a warning to others who
might be interested in making a contribution
to the non-Labor parties in this country.

What is the sole contribution of this sena-
tor to Australian parliamentary life? He has
no policy and no ideas and has made no
positive contribution to making this country a
better place. Senator Conroy’s sole contribu-
tion during his parliamentary career has been
to descend to levels of political thuggery pre-

viously unseen in this chamber. His behav-
iour constitutes a warning to anyone who
might have different beliefs from him: stand
up for your ideas and work hard to improve
your community, and Senator Conroy will
slander your character, your finances and
your family.

A particular target of his vitriol was Ron
Walker. What is it that Senator Conroy hates
the most about Ron Walker? Looking at his
speech, he hates the fact that Ron Walker has
made a contribution to Victoria. He hates the
fact that Ron Walker has brought major
events to Victoria that have resulted in thou-
sands of jobs for workers in the state. He
hates the fact that Ron Walker has brought
growth and development to Victoria and has
sought to make Victoria a better place. He
hates the fact that Ron Walker contributed
through voluntary organisations and that his
time and energy as the Lord Mayor of Mel-
bourne, in particular, made Melbourne a bet-
ter place.

Without a skerrick of evidence, Senator
Conroy gives the dignity of the Hansard a
tawdry collection of envy driven gossip and
innuendos from the gutters of Melbourne.
And Senator Conroy was not alone on
Thursday. I have to say that I was disap-
pointed that, along with his mentor, the pious
defender of proper practice in this place,
Senator Ray, the two vicious Victorians con-
ducted a tag team effort of slander and slur.
Senator Ray has said over and over in this
place that it is a coward’s castle and all it
takes is a few short steps to courage. That is
what Senator Ray has said in here over and
over. Well, Senator Ray ought to have taken a
few short steps to courage with his little pro-
tege.

Senator Schacht—What did Michael
Baume do for 10 years in this place?

The PRESIDENT—Order!
Senator Schacht—Slagged people from

one end to the other.
The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator

Schacht, you can have an opportunity—
Senator Schacht—That is what Senator

Michael Baume did and you never raised a
word against him.

The PRESIDENT—Senator Schacht!
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Senator Schacht—It is just rank hypoc-
risy you are going on about, Kay.

The PRESIDENT—You are persistently
and wilfully interjecting and ignoring my
calls to order. Senator Schacht, you can speak
on the adjournment at an appropriate time.
Senator Patterson has the call.

Senator PATTERSON—Thank you very
much, Madam President. Senator Ray has
said over and over that it only takes a few
short steps to courage. But, no, he put his
conscience in his back pocket and joined his
protege in an advanced exercise in character
assassination. No tactic was too low for the
vipers from Victoria. Their speeches were
crammed with rhetorical questions leading to
outrageous insinuations, with no opportunity
for their victims or, in particular, for Ron
Walker to respond. Those few short steps to
courage have turned out to be very long for
Senator Ray. He was not game to repeat his
allegations outside the chamber. I challenge
both Senator Conroy and Senator Ray to
make the allegations they made last Thursday
outside of this place. It is all right for them to
bring people into disrepute within this cham-
ber, but they are not game enough to do it
outside. You would think that after the disas-
trous backfire with the slurs that were
made—

Senator Schacht—He can put a statement
to the Privileges Committee to correct—

The PRESIDENT—Senator Schacht, I
have called you to order previously.

Senator Schacht—I am just explaining
what the standing orders are.

Senator Calvert—The standing orders are
to keep quiet when some else is speaking.

Senator Schacht—No, he can go to the
Privileges Committee.

The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator Pat-
terson.

Senator PATTERSON—I will take that
interjection that Senator Schacht made that
he should go to the Privileges Committee.
You should not have to go to the Privileges
Committee.

Senator Schacht—Ron Walker can put
his statement to the Privileges Committee.

The PRESIDENT—Senator Schacht, I
have called you to order already during this
debate and I am warning you to maintain
silence. You can have the call at the appro-
priate time. Senator Patterson.

Senator PATTERSON—Madam Presi-
dent, you should not have to go to the Privi-
leges Committee. The Privileges Committee
is there for the very extreme circumstances
when somebody’s name has been taken in
vain in this place. It should not happen. It
should not have to happen in this place. Peo-
ple should come in here when they have the
facts—if they have the facts—and not use
innuendo, insinuations and slander. We
thought Senator Ray would have learnt from
the way in which the slanderous attacks on
the Baillieu family backfired. The Labor
Party have never come in here and apolo-
gised and they have never come in here and
apologised to the Panizza family either for
what was said in this place.

Senator Schacht—What did we say about
the Panizza family?

The PRESIDENT—Senator Schacht, it is
inappropriate for you to keep shouting out as
you have been doing during this contribution.
You can speak at the appropriate time and
answer anything that you feel needs to be
answered.

Senator Schacht—Madam President, I
rise on a point of order. All I ask is that
Senator Patterson inform the Senate, via you,
what we actually said about John Panizza. I
cannot recollect that we ever said anything
about him at all.

The PRESIDENT—There is no point of
order and now is not the time for you to be
shouting out questions.

Senator PATTERSON—It is amazing
how people have selective memory.

Senator Schacht—Just remind me.
Senator PATTERSON—I suggest that

Senator Schacht go back and have a look
through the Hansard as to what was said. It
was an issue that affected Senator Panizza
quite seriously and he was quite disturbed
about what was said about him. It is particu-
larly stunning that Senator Conroy and
Senator Ray chose to make these sorts of
comments that they did in the very week



15646 SENATE Monday, 26 June 2000

when we had six hours of debate in the other
chamber about the behaviour in this place
and about what can happen to people when
their names are taken in vain and what can
happen to people when we use this place
lightly—when there are personal attacks,
vicious personal attacks, on people for their
own personal ends. With his speech, Senator
Conroy, the ALP senator for Victoria—and I
have to say he was slandering a person who
has made a major contribution to Victoria—
not only demeaned the genuine sentiments of
his Labor colleagues in this place last week
but also brought disrepute to all senators in
this chamber.

Postal Delivery Officers’ Union: Mr
Quentin Cook

Senator HUTCHINS (New South Wales)
(9.57 p.m.)—I rise to address a few matters
relating to a series of rather disturbing politi-
cal interventions from the Liberal Party and
those closely associated with the Liberal
Party into the industrial affairs of those hard
working Australian men and women working
in our nation’s very effective and highly effi-
cient postal network. I refer specifically to
the ongoing activities of a Mr Quentin Cook
and his disingenuous attempts to establish a
rogue industrial association called the Postal
Delivery Officers Union, the PDOU. The
PDOU has been set up by a ragtag mob of
individuals, all of whom have a political axe
to grind and many of whom also have a per-
sonal axe to grind. This shonky, tin-pot in-
dustrial association has set itself up in com-
petition with the very successful and very
effective Communications Workers Union,
the predecessor of the postal and telecommu-
nications branch of the Communications,
Electrical and Plumbing Union. Mr Quentin
Cook and his merry band of supporters at the
PDOU are comprised largely of former
CEPU members whose aspirations for elected
office in that industrial organisation were left
unrealised owing to a lack of capacity and a
lack of grassroots support at successive union
elections.

There is nothing unusual about a group of
disgruntled former union members seeking to
undermine the capacity of their former union
to effectively represent the workers in their
industry, but what is rather strange in this

case is the rather unusual involvement of the
Liberal Party. Mr Cook and his fellow trav-
ellers have had very close ties with the belea-
guered New South Wales Division of the
Liberal Party over many years. Back in 1994,
Mr Cook ran for the position of national sec-
retary of the postal and telecommunications
branch of the CWU. At the time of the 1994
elections, Mr Cook openly contested the
ballot as a candidate with Liberal Party en-
dorsement, with the special seal of approval
of the then federal shadow industrial relations
minister, John Howard, the member for Ben-
nelong and the current Prime Minister. The
Liberal Party’s support of Mr Cook included
permission to emblazon the Liberal Party
logo all over his campaign material, includ-
ing how-to-vote cards, along with the signed
endorsement of John Howard on Mr Cook’s
Liberal Party ticket’s how-to-vote card.

The support of the erstwhile shadow min-
ister for industrial relations did not end there,
however. The member for Bennelong, in
keeping with his longstanding commitment
to trade unionism and the interests of work-
ing people, decided to sponsor a separate
mail-out to 10,000 CWU members from his
taxpayer funded postage allowance. Much
media attention was given to the Liberal
Party’s interventions at this time. In one in-
terview, Mr Cook conceded that he had been
an active member of the New South Wales
division of the Liberal Party since about
1986.

But the connections between the Liberal
Party and the PDOU do not stop there. There
is a further connection between the PDOU
and the Liberal Party through its lawyers.
The PDOU’s legal representatives are Paul
Etherington and Associates. I understand that
these solicitors have a long history of acting
for the Liberal Party in legal matters. In fact,
the registered office address of the PDOU is
the Clyde Building, Level 5, 140 Arthur
Street, North Sydney. This is also the address
of the commercial premises of Etherington
and Associates. Mr Victor Dominello, a so-
licitor with Etheringtons, is also a councillor
on Ryde Municipal Council. Mr Peter King,
counsel representing the PDOU before the
Australian Industrial Relations Commission,
also has strong links with the Liberal Party.
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Mr King has previously unsuccessfully con-
tested Liberal Party preselection in the blue
ribbon Liberal seat of Wentworth. Junior
counsel assisting Mr King representing the
PDOU is a Mr Alec Howen, a former mem-
ber of the executive body of the New South
Wales Liberal Party.

I want to now turn my attention to a few
instances of what may prove to be examples
of federal government influence being im-
properly exerted through unusual interven-
tions in the industrial affairs of those in-
volved in the postal and telecommunications
industry. The first instance relates to the
PDOU’s initial decision to seek registration
as an industrial association. At the time, there
were many media reports indicating that, as
one newspaper, the Age, put it:

The Federal government has held talks with a
friend of the Prime Minister John Howard, about
setting up an organisation to take on union power
within Australia Post.

What is disturbing here is not that Mr Cook
is identified as a friend of the Prime Minis-
ter—I should think that, given the Prime
Minister’s popularity at the present, that de-
scription would put him in a very select
group of individuals, and I am pleased for the
Prime Minister that he still has some friends.
What is disturbing is the suggestion that the
federal government and, more particularly, as
the media reports at the time pointed out, the
workplace relations minister, Mr Reith, had
privately encouraged the PDOU to estab-
lish—in an attempt to undermine the effec-
tiveness of an authentic and legitimate union
like the CEPU.

More disturbing than the possibility of Mr
Reith’s ministerial intervention is the fact that
this phoney industrial association, the
PDOU—quite obviously an industrial stalk-
ing horse for the Liberal Party—received
legal aid at taxpayers’ expense throughout its
failed attempt to become registered as an in-
dustrial association. I might add that Vice
President McIntyre refused their application,
noting that owing to the personal attacks,
intimidation and coercion of the PDOU he
was not satisfied that they would conduct
their affairs in a way that met the obligations
of an organisation under the act. The conduct
of the PDOU, acting with the personal im-

primatur of the Prime Minister, reflects the
practices of intimidation and thuggery that
epitomise the Howard government’s ap-
proach to workplace relations.

The application by the PDOU to the Aus-
tralian Industrial Relations Commission to
become registered under the Workplace Re-
lations Act took 23 days in total. This in-
cluded 11 days of hearings, and considerable
time for the preparation and writing of sub-
missions. The PDOU applied to the Attor-
ney-General’s Department for legal aid in the
form of financial assistance under the Com-
monwealth Public Interest and Test Cases
Scheme. The guidelines used to determine
applications for financial assistance under the
scheme are not publicly available, other than
that the matter before the court must concern
an unresolved question of Commonwealth
law that is of public interest.

Despite much probing of the government
over this matter through the Senate estimates
process on no less than four occasions, it is
still unclear as to whether legal aid has actu-
ally been granted and, if so, to what extent.
Whilst we do know that $119,837 was ap-
proved out of the legal aid budget in 1997-98
for cases relating to the Workplace Relations
Act, the government has still failed to con-
firm whether this money has been handed
over to the PDOU. In 1999-2000 another
$7,000 was approved under the Workplace
Relations Act. It would seem to me that any
case where an organisation sought to repre-
sent employees of a federal government
owned enterprise in industrial matters would
be severely compromised if the federal gov-
ernment had itself funded, through legal aid,
that organisation’s application for registration
as an association of employees.

On top of this clear conflict of interest, the
funding of the PDOU’s ideologically driven
attempt to weaken the power of the existing
and successful union would be a disgrace,
given that this would have happened under a
government that has severely cut the Com-
monwealth’s funding of legal aid. In 1997,
the government severely tightened the guide-
lines that regulate the provision of legal aid
to applicants. One of the results of this tight-
ening is that refugees and illegal immigrants
can no longer access legal aid in order to pay
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for their court costs. In December 1999, the
Attorney-General announced with much fan-
fare that the government would be providing
an extra $63.1 million over the next four
years to help more Australians get legal aid
for Commonwealth legal matters.

This top-up, however, has come after sub-
stantial cuts. The federal government’s con-
tribution to legal aid in 1995-96 was more
than $160 million, but the extra funds an-
nounced by the Attorney-General in 1999
will still only bring funding levels to less
than $130 million by 2003-04. This demon-
strates how severely the legal aid budget has
been slashed—and that is not taking into ac-
count the impact that the government’s 10 per
cent GST will have upon the amount of ob-
tainable funds under the legal aid budget. It is
an absolute outrage that the government have
allowed a shonky mob such as the PDOU,
masquerading as a union, to access scarce
public moneys from the legal aid budget to
wage their ill-fated ideological campaigns,
when struggling individuals right throughout
this country are increasingly being denied
legal aid to defend their rights and interests.

Dusseldorp Skills Forum: Work for the
Dole

Human Genome Project: United States of
America

Senator STOTT DESPOJA (South Aus-
tralia—Deputy Leader of the Australian
Democrats) (10.06 p.m.)—I rise this evening
to speak about a background paper that was
released this week by the Dusseldorp Skills
Forum, a forum which is widely known and
certainly well respected. The paper is titled
‘Mutual Obligation: Policy and Practice in
Australia Compared with the UK’. Like other
reports that have been issued by this forum—
which draws together pre-eminent research-
ers on youth policy in this country—this pa-
per offers a thoughtful comparative analysis
of the design and operation of mutual obliga-
tion through Work for the Dole programs in
Australia and in the UK. Most importantly,
this paper highlights how badly the Austra-
lian government has got it wrong. Setting
aside the issue of whether or not embracing
Work for the Dole programs is a good
thing—it has been done by the two old par-
ties—the Work for the Dole program in this

country is a flawed program which is not
addressing the issue of unemployment, youth
unemployment in particular. As the paper
tells us, the underpinnings of Work for the
Dole in Australia and the UK are quite dif-
ferent, reflecting the ideological differences
of the introducing governments. Whereas the
British scheme has a strong employment fo-
cus and consequently higher employment
outcomes, the Australian government has
never claimed that the Work for the Dole
scheme here is actually about creating job
opportunities or providing training.

The Australian scheme is an odd program.
It is extraordinarily well funded for a labour
market scheme with such a low outcome rate.
However, closer analysis of the purpose of
the scheme reveals the hypocrisy at its core.
Unlike its UK counterpart, Work for the Dole
here is not about providing training, opportu-
nity, assistance or support to job seekers, and
by pouring money into it the Australian gov-
ernment is not trying to increase the com-
petitiveness of young job seekers in the la-
bour market. Work for the Dole is all about
presenting hurdles in the way of job seekers
to test their commitment to finding work. It is
about appeasing the downward envy endemic
in our society. It is about playing on the
bludger stereotypes that this government has
successfully exploited in gaining electoral
advantage through schemes such as ‘dob in a
dole bludger’, fraud crackdowns and penal-
ties for breaches which are proportionately
higher than any fines for criminal activities.
This is a government which admitted this
weekend that it imposed breach quotas on
Centrelink staff, prioritising chasing and pe-
nalising income support recipients for what
are generally administrative breaches over
helping them find work. As this paper states
in its conclusion:
In Australia, the political motivation for mutual
obligation arrangements appears to respond to
fears of welfare dependency among young job
seekers. Implicitly and sometimes explicitly, these
motives are based on a negative view of those
receiving unemployment benefits.

Work for the Dole is an expensive policy
fraud perpetuated on job seekers and the
Australian community as a whole. Since in-
troducing the scheme, the government has
expanded it every year to cover more people
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and suck up more of the budget for labour
market assistance. And this is where the
greatest flaw in the policy is found: instead of
directing funding towards case management
to provide targeted assistance for job seekers,
ensuring that they access and receive training
and support appropriate to their needs and the
needs of the local labour market, this gov-
ernment has redirected millions towards a
scheme which does none of these things. Un-
employed people are constantly told that their
participation in society is dictated by their
employment; that if they are to have access to
the same rights and protections afforded oth-
ers in this society, they had better find work
because they will be vilified and hounded
until they do. Never mind that some unem-
ployed people are participating through vol-
unteer work. While the government recog-
nises some forms of volunteer work as satis-
fying activity test requirements, the criteria
for this recognition remain too strict for many
unemployed Australians.

It is a disgraceful waste of resources,
funding, community infrastructure and Cen-
trelink staff time, all to force job seekers
through more hoops so that this government
can look tough. This government has demon-
strated that it has no real understanding of
mutual obligation. Instead of referring to the
relationship between the community and the
individual, this government is all about:
... tough rhetoric about the responsibilities of citi-
zens but little focus on the obligations of govern-
ment beyond ensuring the basic sustenance of its
citizens.

The consequence of this approach is an ex-
pensive, punitive, ineffective program. The
federal government—in particular ministers
Newman, Abbott and Kemp, and perhaps
Minister Reith as well—would do well to
read this paper and learn where they can start
to address some of the deficiencies in the
program. Another place these ministers could
start is to talk to participants in the scheme.
This government is often accused of being
poll driven when it comes to policy making.
However, there is little evidence that it con-
sults with the targets of its policies on em-
ployment or indeed youth affairs. Draconian
mutual obligation policy is one manifestation
of this, but by no means the only one. Drugs

policy, crime prevention, income support,
higher education, employment and training
are areas where this government needs to
consult more, in particular with young Aus-
tralians. Yet we have a minister who has shut
down the peak representative body for young
people—the Australian Youth Policy and
Action Coalition—and who continues to
avoid discussions with youth representative
bodies which might disapprove of his poli-
cies.

So today we have a situation where the
peak youth bodies, including state youth
councils and the National Union of Students,
have been forced to meet in Melbourne to
discuss how they will perform their role of
providing representation and advocacy for
young people and of providing ongoing, in-
dependent policy research and advice in the
context of withdrawn funding or support
from the government. The minister and his
department were invited to attend, and I un-
derstand that they refused that invitation. I
am happy to be corrected on that point if in-
deed they did go at the last minute. Perhaps
the minister is too busy planning his alterna-
tive forum, which I believe was announced
on Saturday—the Australian Forum of Youth
Organisations—or maybe he was worried
that this government would not be able to
control the agenda or the discussion at to-
day’s meeting in Melbourne.

In May the Democrats obtained a copy of
an internal DETYA memo. Dr Peter Whitney
is the author of the memo, and he is the head
of the Future Pathways Strategy Group. He
sent a memo to Dr David Kemp, dated 20
April 2000, titled ‘Plan for the National Fo-
rum of Youth Sector Organisations’. We have
evidence of the government throwing more
money at dubious policy, cloning the Youth
Round Table for a select group of 12 youth
organisations, none of which specialise in the
difficult—and I emphasise difficult—prob-
lems facing young people. According to this
memo, organisations such as surf lifesaving
organisations and the defence cadets would
be invited but Reach Out and the National
Union of Students would not. While all these
organisations undertake valuable work with
young people—nobody denies that—the in-
put of organisations dealing with, say, home-
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lessness, poverty, unemployment, mental
health and education are all important if the
problems facing young Australians are to be
addressed. In this memo, the motives of the
government are made explicit, and I quote:
... each meeting will have a specific theme. The
Government will choose these, thereby maintain-
ing control of the agenda. Participants will be
selected to match the theme.

So, instead of funding going towards ongoing
independent research and advocacy, the gov-
ernment has set up yet another expensive,
tightly controlled occasional dialogue with a
select group and excluded the voices which
most need to be heard. There is precious little
funding available for young people as it is
without more being squandered on ineffec-
tive or inadequate representation. I hope the
minister has the courage to face and accept
criticism. In the face of the flawed Job Net-
work tender No. 1, the failed bid to outlaw
student organisations and the leaked higher
education cabinet submission I would have
thought that perhaps the minister, Dr David
Kemp, would have been grateful for early
warnings on policy duds.

Tonight I do want to end on a much more
exciting note, and that is to acknowledge that
at midnight tonight President Clinton, Presi-
dent of the United States, will announce the
finalisation of the human genome project,
which of course is an amazing and exciting
scientific advance, and one that I hope will
lead to the undertaking of not only medical
research but many other things that will serve
humanity and beyond—flora, fauna and hu-
mans. It is going to be an amazing discovery.

Senator Schacht—It won’t help the Na-
tional Party. They are beyond it.

Senator STOTT DESPOJA—The point
though—through you, Madam President, to
Senator Schacht—is that what President
Clinton did prior to the announcement of the
human genome project was to introduce—

Senator McGauran—What a fun girl!
Senator STOTT DESPOJA—Senator

Julian McGauran may not find it fun, but the
one thing that certainly President Clinton
sought to do—and in fact did do, whether he
found it fun or not—was to implement legis-
lation that would prohibit genetic discrimi-

nation for employment in federal departments
and agencies. Although the human genome
project is about to be announced, we have no
legislation that prevents discrimination on the
basis of people’s genetic information or en-
sures that people’s genetic information is
kept private.

Senator Heffernan—We don’t use cigars
here.

Senator STOTT DESPOJA—Senator
Heffernan may say that that is garbage, but—

Senator Heffernan—No, I said ‘We don’t
use cigars.’

Senator STOTT DESPOJA—Goodness
me. I can see that the human genome project
has elicited an amazing response. No wonder
it is only the Democrats calling for this leg-
islation.

Conroy, Senator Stephen: Behaviour
Senator ALSTON (Victoria—Minister for

Communications, Information Technology
and the Arts) (10.17 p.m.)—I rise for the first
time in many a long day to speak on the ad-
journment debate. In the normal course of
events I would not normally be tempted to
speak on the adjournment debate, but when
Senator Conroy’s remarks of last Thursday
night were brought to my attention and I read
them it struck me that this is conduct and
behaviour that simply cannot be allowed to
go unnoticed. Indeed, all people who are in-
terested in serious policy issues—

Senator Schacht—You sanctimonious
hypocrite.

The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator
Schacht, I ask you to withdraw that remark.

Senator Schacht—I withdraw.
Senator ALSTON—and ensuring that

politics and political activity is not disgraced
and demeaned ought to deplore the remarks
of Senator Conroy. Senator Conroy said:
Ron Walker is not an individual of integrity, and
his litany of deceit and misdeeds can be traced
back over many years.

He goes on to make not too crude insinua-
tions about a range of criminal activities
which he suggests that Mr Walker has been
involved in. I might say he advances no evi-
dence to support the proposition. He simply
says things like:
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Was [it] a coincidence? I leave you to judge.

It was the classic sort of smear that you
would make, and there is only one place you
would ever make those sorts of comments.
Senator Conroy says:
There are also questions about whether Mr Ron
Walker abused his position as chairman of the
Melbourne Major Events company ...

He says ‘questions about’. He does not say
he actually acted improperly; all he is doing
is raising suggestions—in other words, it is
about the most pusillanimous approach you
could ever take. Senator Conroy does not for
a moment hesitate about saying things like:
Ron Walker is not a man to be trusted. He lacks
integrity.

And on it goes. He even goes back to the
time when Ron Walker was on the Mel-
bourne City Council. One can only assume
that it is people like David White—who hap-
pen to have very long memories; who have
never been able to rise above this sort of be-
haviour—who feed these sorts of lines to
people like Senator Conroy. It is interesting
to note in passing that Steve Bracks recently
reappointed Ron Walker as chairman of the
Melbourne Major Events company, and quite
rightly so. If Mr Bracks had had any of these
concerns that Senator Conroy—from his own
faction—has, then one would have thought
that he could not possibly have reappointed
him. All I can say from my own knowledge
is that Mr Walker is a person of very consid-
erable integrity. He is very conscious of his
public duties.

Senator Schacht—Just underwrote the
Greenfields Foundation; laundered money for
the Greenfields Foundation.

The PRESIDENT—Senator Schacht.
Senator ALSTON—He has indeed been

one of the few people in public life who have
been prepared to be involved with political
parties. What strikes me as so blindingly ob-
vious about this latest technique—this
grubby gutter-crawling activity—is that this
is part of a consistent pattern of behaviour on
the part of Labor senators who are intent on
raising the temperature to the point where no
person of goodwill, no person who is not in-
terested in playing the game of politics the
way that it might be played behind the Syd-

ney Town Hall, would even think of getting
involved.

Senator Schacht—What did Michael
Baume do?

The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator
Schacht, I have spoken to you earlier tonight
during this debate about your persistent and
wilful disregard of the standing orders. You
are not to be provoked. There are conse-
quences for doing so, and I would remind
you of the standing orders. I would suggest
you read them.

Senator ALSTON—In other words, this
is part of a deliberate strategy, an ongoing
campaign of smear and denigration, to up the
ante, to make it just too hot for people to get
into the kitchen with the Liberal Party. We
can go back to Mark Textor. Only a couple of
weeks ago the first question I was asked in
question time when Senator Hill was away
was about Jon Gaul. Why was I asked that?
Basically to smear him, put it on the record,
send a signal to Mr Gaul: ‘If you want to as-
sociate with the Liberal Party, mate, we’re
going to be in there pushing. We’re going to
remind people that you are hot political prop-
erty and they ought to think twice, because
there will be no jobs for you when we ever
we get back to government.’ In other words,
‘Whatever your name is, whoever you are,
whatever you have done by way of achieve-
ment, we’re going to get you.’ That does not
apply to just Mark Textor; look at what hap-
pened to Max Moore-Wilton. Week after
week we got those sorts of comments.

Look at the lengths to which Senator Con-
roy has gone in relation to Mr John Elliott. It
does not matter what might have been said
camera, in confidence with the NCA: ‘What-
ever it takes we will get out there, we will
smear, we will denigrate you, we will bring
you down, we will make it abundantly clear
to anyone else who might ever think of being
involved with the Liberal Party that the
stakes are going to be pretty high.’ That is
exactly what happens here. These are not
insinuations that one could make outside the
chamber. Yet what happened only last year
when Senator Conroy was accused of cor-
ruptly using union funds to bankroll branch
stacking activities? His reply was that he
dismissed the claims as a pack of lies and
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challenged Mr Leigh, the state parliamentar-
ian, to repeat the comments without parlia-
mentary privilege. He said, I have no knowl-
edge and no information about Mr Leigh’s
allegations, and I invite him to step outside
parliament to repeat them and allow me to
build an extension on my house.’

That is the sort of classic double standard
you get. In other words, he says, ‘It is good
enough for me to come in here on a regular
basis and do the job of the hatchet men,
Senator Faulkner and Senator Ray’—with the
script probably written by David White. ‘I’ll
get up there and do whatever they want me to
do, and I’ll go on doing it in order to advance
our party political interests.’ There is never
any suggestion that this is in the public inter-
est. We have Senator Ray sanctimoniously
saying, ‘I have never been involved in branch
stacking in my life.’ He certainly associates
with a lot of people who know all about
branch stacking. What did he ever do with
the Dreyfus report? Of course it disappeared
without trace. But there it was: a great deal of
puff and cover-up to suggest that somehow
the Labor Party was wringing its hands about
branch stacking. Of course it wasn’t.

Senator Ray displays an incredible knowl-
edge of the minutiae of politics. He can go
back 20 or 30 years and he can tell you who
is doing what to whom at any particular hour
of the day or night. The other night he went
through virtually every state of the Liberal
Party until he ran out of time. He came up
with the most arcane analysis of some of the
things that have been going on that no-one
else in the community would have the slight-
est bit of interest in. The tragedy is that I
cannot recall the last time Senator Ray asked
a question on policy. Yet what he said the
other night was, ‘I agree with a lot of what
Senator Conroy said.’ I would have thought,
to give Senator Ray his due, he really meant
to say, ‘I agree with everything he said.’ I
cannot imagine that Senator Ray would stand
back and try to have a bit both ways. He ba-
sically agrees with all that Senator Conroy
said. So if the real concern is that somehow
political parties like the Liberal Party are
beneficiaries of trust structures, perhaps we
might hear in due course from Senator Ray
about the purpose of the McKell Foundation.

Senator Schacht—The Greenfields thing
is an absolute rort.

Senator ALSTON—Why don’t you tell
us about the source of funds for the McKell
Foundation and how those funds are applied?
If you are seriously interested in putting these
matters on the public record with some high
moral purpose in mind—in other words, if
you really think it is an outrage that there
should be any such structures and any such
people or companies that might bring them-
selves to make contributions to the Liberal
Party—let us hear about the McKell Founda-
tion. In fact, let us hear about the Herron
Foundation—and I am not referring to John
Herron; I am referring to a Labor Party in-
spired Herron Foundation. Let us find out
what all these things are about. If you really
object to organisations like the Greenfields
Foundation, let’s be consistent. Come up with
the facts and tell us where the point of dis-
tinction is between your foundation and other
parties’ foundations—because you don’t.

Senator Schacht—Because yours is a
slush fund.

Senator ALSTON—Let’s hear from you
and your colleagues how the McKell Foun-
dation and the Herron Foundation couldn’t
possibly be characterised in the same manner.
You see the problem with all this is that Mr
Beazley is in the other House pretending that
this does not happen. We know that he does
not read the newspapers, but what he tries to
do is to pretend: ‘I am actually the good guy;
I don’t ever get into the gutter. Senators
Faulkner and Ray might behave in a particu-
lar matter, but it is nothing to do with me. I
do not control the Senate.’ Remember that
form of weasel words a couple of years ago:
‘I can’t really control what they do.’ I do not
ever remember a day going by when the La-
bor Party did not suggest that the leader of
the Liberal Party had every ability in the
world to control what might be said. Mr
Keating used to make it an absolutely daily
practice to suggest that the leader of the Lib-
eral Party was responsible for even the most
casual offhand remark of the lowliest back-
bencher. That is how far it went when Labor
was in government. But now we have the
situation where Senators Conroy and Ray can
come into this chamber and talk in the terms
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that they do—not prepared to go outside
‘cowards castle’, as Senator Ray is fond of
calling it—and then find that Mr Beazley just
floats above it all.

Senator Patterson—Ten steps to courage.
Senator ALSTON—Yes, that is right—all

of those expressions. We all know what they
mean. This is nothing more or less than the
politics of envy. It is a deliberate attempt to
bring Mr Walker down and at the same time
to suggest that somehow anyone else who
wants to be involved with the Liberal Party is
going to be very much at risk. Senator Con-
roy, for example, was even prepared to say, in
relation to a bank with which Mr Walker is
associated, that he noticed that the Treasurer
had tentatively agreed to launch the bank.
Senator Conroy said, ‘Has he asked for any
other assistance from the Treasurer at this
stage?’ What an outrageous suggestion to
make—that is, that somehow Mr Walker was
deliberately trying to offer the Treasurer an
opportunity to open a bank in exchange for
another favour. This sort of stuff would not
stand up for five minutes in any court of the
land—you would be gone an absolute mil-
lion. Why is it done? It is done under the
cover of parliamentary privilege in order to
intimidate and to demonstrate how low you
will go. (Time expired)

Kingsford Smith Airport: Safety Issues
Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (10.27

p.m.)—Isn’t it interesting that those who like
to give it out cannot take it. We have just
heard a 10-minute diatribe from probably the
chief proponent of that principle in this Sen-
ate tonight. But I want to deal with some-
thing of substance. I want to deal with an
article in today’s Sydney Morning Herald
about safety at Kingsford Smith Airport. This
is a lot more important than the contribution,
the bleating, that we have just heard. The
article was headed ‘Aircraft noise—sharing
in jeopardy as pilots claim runway too
windy’. The article, written by Robert Wain-
wright, is a story about claims by interna-
tional pilots that use of the east-west runway
should be limited because of potentially dan-
gerous crosswinds. The International Federa-
tion of Airline Pilots Association wrote to the
Prime Minister two weeks ago advising him
that the federation, while recognising the po-

litical pressure from the environmental lobby,
‘cannot condone a situation where environ-
mental concerns are allowed to override
those of flight safety’. This is not a new is-
sue. In fact I raised this matter in this place in
March last year. I also asked a number of
questions on notice and pursued the matter in
the estimates committee hearings.

In a contribution that I made, I pointed to
an answer to a question on notice dated 20
October 1997 in response to a question from
the member for Barton. The member for
Barton asked the then Minister for Transport
and Regional Development, Mr Vaile,
whether or not ‘weather conditions preclude
the safe operation of westerly take offs from
runway 25’, the east-west runway at Sydney
airport, and the answer was yes. Mr Vaile
advised that the runway was unsafe for use
‘(w)hen the crosswind component on the
runway exceeds 20 knots and/or the down-
wind component exceeds 5 knots’.

In my earlier contribution that I referred
to, I pointed to the International Civil Avia-
tion Organisation, ICAO, recommendation
relating to landing in crosswinds. ICAO has
recommended that compliance with pub-
lished noise abatement procedures should not
be required in ‘adverse operating conditions’
such as when ‘the crosswind component, in-
cluding gusts, exceeds 15 knots’. I also re-
ferred to a Bureau of Air Safety Investigation
report concerning air safety operations at
Sydney airport dated August 1998 that stated:
A recent landing accident at Amsterdam involving
a Boeing 757 has highlighted the risk of continued
operations on runways with cross-winds of up to
25 knots.

In that incident the aircraft veered off the
runway whilst the flight crew were attempt-
ing to land in crosswinds. The BASI report
said:
... whilst this level of cross-wind is within the
structural capacity of the aircraft and the capacity
of flight crews, it has reduced the margin for error
when aircraft are required to land on close set
parallel or short runways, when safer options are
available.
In addition, an increased level of complexity is
added to the airspace environment when flight
crews operationally require a landing on an into-
wind runway while cross-wind operations are in
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progress, thus compromising structured airspace
concepts.

I asked a question at the end of 1998—ques-
tion on notice No. 189—about that BASI
report and the use of the east-west runway. I
wanted to know what Airservices Australia
had done in response to the BASI finding that
the use of runway 25 reduced safety margins.

In response, the minister told me that Air-
services Australia consulted CASA in its re-
view of the crosswinds policy at Sydney.
There was no reference in that answer to Air-
services Australia consulting with the Bureau
of Air Safety Investigation. The answer con-
firmed that risk increases with increases in
crosswind. It confirmed the ICAO standard
that, for noise abatement, proposed 15 knots
as the maximum recommended crosswind.
But the minister advised me that it was the
view of CASA that the operation of runways
with up to 25 knots of crosswind ‘does not
pose an unacceptable safety hazard’. The
government has been well aware for some
time that ICAO recommends a crosswind
limit for noise abatement of 15 knots. The
government has been telling anyone who is
prepared to listen that Australia is moving to
align our aviation standards with those inter-
national standards endorsed by ICAO. The
former transport minister, Mr Vaile, told us in
December 1997 that weather conditions pre-
clude the safe operation of runway 25 when
the crosswind component reaches 20 knots.
We then had a BASI report saying that a
speed of 25 knots, while technically possible
for both aircraft and crew, compromises
safety and erodes the safety margin. Airservi-
ces said, ‘We know about the BASI concerns,
so we talked to CASA, not BASI, and they
say it does not impose an unacceptable safety
hazard.’

I pursued this matter further with the Bu-
reau of Air Safety Investigation in June last
year. The then Director of BASI, Dr Lee, told
the Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport Legislation Committee that there
was a divergence of views on what the
maximum crosswinds should be and recom-
mended that CASA review the matter. While
BASI referred the matter to CASA, its view
of what was safe and what was not safe was
made clear in its report on this matter. Land-

ing on the east-west runway in crosswinds of
25 knots was challenging the limits of safety.
As I said earlier, while 25 knots is within the
structural capacity of the aircraft and the ca-
pacity of flight crews, it reduces safety mar-
gins when safer options are available. But
CASA and the government went for a 25-
knot limit despite the ICAO standard of 15
knots and BASI concerns about the safety at
the airport of the 25-knot limit, as was ap-
plied. In his answer to my question on notice
of 28 November 1998, the minister also tried
to have a bet each way. He said that if any
pilots were worried about the safety of run-
way 25 in crosswinds, they could simply use
another runway. As I said when I last spoke
on this matter, the government knew at the
time of that answer—and it still applies—the
pressure pilots are under. If a pilot chose not
to use runway 25, he or she would have to go
to the end of a very long queue and their em-
ployer, and most probably their passengers,
would not cop it. Giving pilots an opt-out
clause is no way to run a safety regime at a
major airport. This is not a practical option. It
is the general policy applied to the use of this
runway that must be right.

The Minister for Transport and Regional
Services, Mr Anderson, is now suddenly
concerned about the safety of aircraft landing
on this runway in a 25-knot crosswind. Ac-
cording to the Wainwright story, Mr Ander-
son has asked the Civil Aviation Safety
Authority, Airservices Australia and the
Australian Transport Safety Bureau—an or-
ganisation now known as BASI—whether
there is any substantive safety reason for not
accepting a 25-knot limit of crosswind speed
for noise abatement purposes while continu-
ing to accept it for operational purposes such
as traffic management. It now appears that
CASA is sympathetic to the pilots’ concerns
about safety, having previously ignored those
concerns. This reported change of heart on
the part of the authority has, as you would
expect, angered anti-aircraft noise groups in
the affected areas, who appear to be arguing
that any reduction in the maximum allowable
crosswind for runway 25 is based on political
considerations—an understandable proposi-
tion, given the indecision of this government.
They argue that any reduction in the maxi-
mum allowable crosswind for runway 25 will
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destroy the airport’s long-term operating
plan. This indecision on the part of Mr An-
derson about what might or might not be
safe, as far as crosswind speed for Sydney
airport’s east-west runway goes, is yet an-
other example of how confused the admini-
stration of aviation safety has become under
this minister.

Parliamentary Delegation to Papua New
Guinea and the Solomon Islands

Senator TCHEN (Victoria) (10.37 p.m.)—
This afternoon, the report of the Australian
parliamentary delegation to Papua New
Guinea and the Solomon Islands, which took
place between 26 April and 4 May 2000, was
presented to the Senate. At the same time,
earlier this afternoon, the report was also pre-
sented in the other chamber by the member
for Denison, Mr Duncan Kerr, the deputy
leader of the delegation. The delegation’s
consensus is presented in the report. How-
ever, both the member for Denison and the
member for Mallee, who were members of
the delegation, made individual statements in
the other chamber about their personal expe-
riences in the delegation. I would like to take
this opportunity to also present some of my
personal impressions from this trip.

I would like to firstly say that I was very
much privileged to be part of this delegation.
It was my first official trip, and it certainly
made a great impression on me. Even though
I did not really volunteer to go on this dele-
gation, I was very happy that in fact I did go
because I did learn something about two of
our nearest neighbours whose futures will be
very much tied in with ours. On the face of it,
Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands
have very similar backgrounds. They are both
former European colonies, they appear to
have been successful democracies since their
decolonisation in the 1970s and the 1980s
and they are both valued members of the
Commonwealth. In terms of their size, the
two nations are quite different. Papua New
Guinea is substantially larger with a popula-
tion of more than four million, and the Solo-
mons has a population of only 0.4 million.
PNG has an annual GDP of $3.7 billion.
Again, the Solomons have only one-tenth of
that with $0.4 billion. On paper, both nations
are economically well developed. The United

Nations classifies PNG as a middle income
country with an average GDP per head of
$US160,000 per person whereas the Solo-
mons is classified as a lower income country
with $US1,000 per head.

When I actually got there, I found that of-
ficial figures do not always tell the story. It
was pretty obvious that both PNG and the
Solomons share characteristics which also
pose problems for their future development.
Both countries present very strong duality in
their economic structures and in their socie-
ties. Both countries have systems based on
the English legal and parliamentary systems,
yet both societies are ruled by traditional
structures. There is traditional land owner-
ship and a traditional clan relationship, and
there is very much a dichotomy of the mod-
ern feature and the traditional feature. There
is considerable disjointedness in that part of
each society is very well educated and very
aware of Western societies and in tune with
Western economies but the bulk of each na-
tion is still in a subsistence type of economy.
They have massive unemployment and con-
siderable social disruption in the urban areas.
Although the formal legal systems and ad-
ministration are based on the Westminster
system and the English legal system, tradi-
tional one clan allegiance predominates in
much of what goes on.

Related to that, if we look at the social in-
dicators of both countries, we find that, rather
than being middle income nations—as the
UN would describe them—they are both well
below in indicators such as life expectancy
and infant mortality. Those rates are both
well below those of middle income countries.
The life expectancy is something like 10
years below that of middle income countries
at about 60 years of age and 20 years below
Australia’s average. Nevertheless, the people
are friendly, and the leaders are well educated
and capable.

That brings me to Australia’s relationship
with these countries. Both countries obvi-
ously look to Australia for leadership and for
assistance, and Australia does that. We pro-
vide $300 million through AusAID to PNG
and about $70 million a year to the Solomon
Islands, so we do provide much support.
Nevertheless, I would like to say that, al-
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though Australia obviously has a leading role
in the South Pacific, particularly with these
smaller Pacific countries, I am very much
concerned that the member for Denison, in
referring to the recent political coup in the
Solomons, advocated in his statement to the
other chamber that Australia ‘ought to be the
dominant and most important presence
throughout the South Pacific’.

My view is that Australia is the largest
economy in the South Pacific, Australia is the
most technologically advanced nation in the
South Pacific and Australia has a responsi-
bility to help and support the smaller nations
in the South Pacific, but I am diametrically
opposed to the member for Denison’s view
that Australia should have a dominant posi-
tion. I believe the member for Denison’s po-
sition is highly irresponsible. The member
for Mallee, Mr Forrest, pointed out in his
speech that he does not believe Australia
should have a Big Brother role in the South
Pacific. I do not believe that either. In fact, I
will go further than that: I strongly oppose
any idea that Australia should take a Big
Brother role. We should be an older
brother—a more responsible, more knowl-
edgeable brother—but not a Big Brother. I
certainly do not agree with the member for
Denison’s idea to put Australian lives at risk
by putting police or military forces on the
ground in the South Pacific countries where
the disturbances are. The problems in these
countries should be resolved by themselves.

I would point out that, in the Solomons
particularly, even though there has been a
political coup, no lives have been lost. The
society seems to have resolved the situation
in its own way. Had the Australian govern-
ment sent the armed police or the Army into
the Solomons, as Mr Kerr wanted to, it would
have made the situation much worse. I would
like to reiterate that Australia does have a
very strong moral responsibility in the South
Pacific, but it should be discharged with
sympathy for and empathy with the local
community and the traditions of those socie-
ties.

Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association: Delegation to Trinidad and

Tobago
Senator CROSSIN (Northern Territory)

(10.47 p.m.)—On 29 May this year the report
of the Commonwealth of Australia branch
delegation to the 45th Commonwealth Par-
liamentary Conference held in the Republic
of Trinidad and Tobago in September of last
year was tabled in this parliament. During
that week, the Senate estimates were in proc-
ess, so I would like to take this opportunity to
present my comments on and impressions of
the conference. Along with a number of oth-
ers, I was one of those who were privileged
enough to be part of this delegation.

The Commonwealth Parliamentary Asso-
ciation is an association of Commonwealth
parliamentarians who, irrespective of gender,
race, religion and culture, are united by a
community of interest and a respect for the
law and individual rights, freedoms and de-
mocracy. It provides the sole means of regu-
lar consultation among members of Com-
monwealth parliaments, endeavouring to
foster cooperation and understanding
amongst them, and it promotes the study of,
and respect for, parliament. The CPA was
formed in 1911, and the original member
branches were Canada, Newfoundland, New
Zealand, South Africa, the United Kingdom
and Australia. It represents almost one-third
of the world’s population and over 50 coun-
tries. Association branches now exist in 142
national, state, provincial and territorial par-
liaments, with a total membership of over
14,000 parliamentarians.

Membership of the CPA is highly valued,
particularly by the smaller nations within the
Commonwealth. A lot of them, whilst ad-
hering to parliamentary democracies, have a
fragile state of affairs—and the recent events
in Fiji are evidence of this. During the 1990s,
more than 20 new parliaments and legisla-
tures were admitted to or resumed member-
ship of the CPA. They included, for example,
Cameroon, the newly created Indian states
and territories, Mozambique, Pakistan and its
provinces, the Seychelles, South Africa and
its provinces, Uganda, Zanzibar in Tanzania
and Fiji—although, after what has occurred
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in recent weeks, one would assume Fiji’s
membership is under question.

The CPA conference that I attended was
held from 16 to 23 September 1999 in Trini-
dad and Tobago, and Australia was repre-
sented by Mr Gary Hardgrave from the
House of Representatives, Senator Alan Eg-
gleston, Senator Mark Bishop and me. The
delegation was led by Madam President of
the Senate, Senator Margaret Reid, and I
must give credit where credit is due and con-
gratulate the President on a fine example of
leadership during the delegation. She was
ably assisted by Ms Chris Faulks, her senior
adviser, and her husband was with us as well.
At the end of the conference, Senator Reid
was rewarded for her activities on behalf of
members of the Australian parliament by her
election to the position of Vice-President of
the CPA for this year. That position will fold
into the elected position of President of the
CPA next year, and this parliament will be
hosting the 47th international conference of
all members of the CPA in Canberra next
year. It is also important to mention the role
that the officers who accompanied the dele-
gation played—Mr Brendhan Egan, the sec-
retary to the delegation; Mr Chris Paterson,
who is the regional secretary of the CPA,
Australia and Pacific Regions; and Mr Jim
Pender, who represented the Society of
Clerks.

The agenda for the 45th Commonwealth
Parliamentary Conference was based on the
plenary session and the topic of ‘Responsi-
bility, accountability and transparency: en-
hancing good governance by improving
democratic standards in international and
domestic decision-making’. In addition, six
topics were considered in panel sessions, and
these are listed on the first couple of pages of
the report. The structure of the conference is
such that delegates contribute to the plenary
session through the general assembly then
move to the six panel sessions or discussions
of their choice, and then the reports of these
sessions are provided to the conference dur-
ing the final plenary session.

I participated in two of the panel sessions
and used the opportunity to speak on each of
the topics. The first of these was titled ‘The
role of Parliamentarians in defending and

enhancing human rights’. In introducing the
session, the Chairman, Dr Howard Fergus,
emphasised taking the four categories of hu-
man rights—civil and political rights; social,
economic and cultural rights; collective sur-
vival rights; and the rights of special groups
and interests—into account when we design
and evaluate a human rights agenda and that
priorities for a particular country may depend
on their level of development, history and
cultural evolution. I commented that Com-
monwealth parliamentarians have an impor-
tant part to play in the promotion and protec-
tion of human rights but I considered that the
international community had been slow to
react to the situation in East Timor with the
result being destruction of property and the
loss of many lives.

The other session I attended carried the ti-
tle ‘Be it resolved: Commonwealth Parlia-
ments and Legislatures should reserve
one-third of their seats in parliament to en-
sure a critical mass of representatives by
Women’. You can imagine no doubt that, no
matter what country this may have been held
in, it was going to be a controversial and
much debated topic. My contribution went to
the success of having targeted training and
support programs to encourage more women
to stand for public office and that the atmos-
phere of parliament also needed to change to
become more conducive to accommodate the
participation of women. There were 28
speakers in that debate, and you might be
interested to know that the participants sup-
ported the motion with a show of hands by
the majority.

There was also the usual business of the
conference that had to be dealt with, such as
general reports, constitutional changes and
election of office bearers. On page 8 of this
report there is an interesting summary of the
events regarding a proposed constitutional
change and the role of the Speaker,
Mr Hector McLean, during that session of the
conference. I am sure those of us who at-
tended this conference will all have a little
smile on our faces when we remember
Mr Hector McLean.

I also want to mention that the 11th meet-
ing of the Commonwealth Women Parlia-
mentarians occurred during this conference



15658 SENATE Monday, 26 June 2000

and a number of papers relating to the eco-
nomic empowerment and barriers to women’s
participation were presented. There were rec-
ommendations that the CWP be accorded
observer status on the CPA executive with
immediate effect and to bring forward con-
stitutional amendments to give formal effect
to representation by the Commonwealth
Women Parliamentarians on the executive.

Another motion also worth mentioning is
the recommendation that the CPA continue
funding the contact of women within the re-
gions, which facilitates an opportunity for
women to plan and coordinate activities. I
have written to the CPA Women’s Steering
Committee representative for Australia, who
is now the Hon. Gillian James from Tasma-
nia, and provided her with a report of this
meeting at the conference and the motions
that were endorsed. I have also suggested to
the President of the Senate that it would be
useful if members of this delegation met with
those members of parliament going to the
next CPA conference to ensure that there is a
degree of continuity and to obtain a briefing
from those who went last year on the struc-
ture of the CPA and the expectations of dele-
gates at these conferences.

I believe that the Commonwealth Parlia-
mentary Association has enormous potential
in our region as nations in Africa and in the
Pacific region in particular want to hold on to
and work with mature democracies such as
those in Australia, New Zealand, Canada and
Great Britain. Australia therefore has a valu-
able and vital role to play in this regard,
which is assisted through our participation in
this organisation. In finishing, I would like to
place on record my appreciation of the Trini-
dad and Tobago branch of the CPA in hosting
the 45th Commonwealth Parliamentary Con-
ference and for the generous hospitality ex-
tended to all participants which ensured a
very memorable and successful conference.

Parliamentary Behaviour
Pine Gap—Treaties Committee Report:

Government Response
Senator SCHACHT (South Australia)

(10.56 p.m.)—Madam President, I appreciate
your assistance to me earlier this evening in
reminding me of the standing orders. I want

to speak on a major matter: the tabling last
week of the government response to the re-
port of the Joint Standing Committee on
Treaties entitled An Agreement to extend the
period of operation of the Joint Defence Fa-
cility at Pine Gap.

Before I do that, I cannot but help com-
menting about the speeches of Senator Pat-
terson and Senator Alston. They complained
about the remarks that my colleagues Sena-
tors Conroy and Ray had made last week
about the Greenfields scam for fundraising
for the Liberal Party. They did not like a
number of things they said about well-known
identities in the Liberal Party. All I can say is
that I do not think they should whinge. In this
place both sides over the years have raised
issues of controversy about personalities.

I can remember in government sitting year
in year out listening to former Senator Mi-
chael Baume consistently raise issues that he
would never say outside this chamber about
the then Prime Minister, Mr Keating. He had
the right to do so. All I say to the people who
whinge is that they will be judged by the
electorate, judged by the broader community
if it appears to be the case that they abuse
endlessly that privilege. I think the privilege
of being able to be open and say what you
like, even if it is controversial and personality
based, is probably the most important privi-
lege of the parliament and should be de-
fended strongly even though some of us
might not like how it is used from time to
time. I should also point out that I suspect
Senators Alston’s and Patterson’s speeches
were more to do with the coming Liberal
Party preselections in Victoria and the fact
that the people mentioned by Senators Con-
roy and Ray probably have some influence in
those preselection ballots.

I want to return to this important matter of
the government response to the report of the
Treaties Committee, of which I am a mem-
ber. I was completely unaware that the gov-
ernment had tabled this response. I have to
accept responsibility for that; I did not clearly
and carefully read the Senate ‘red’ each day,
as I should have. It was only that I saw an
article in today’s Melbourne Age mentioning
that this response had been tabled. I checked
with the committee secretariat and I asked the
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secretary, ‘Had you been informed by the
government that the response to the commit-
tee’s report was being tabled?’ He said, ‘I
was only aware that it had been tabled sev-
eral hours after it had been tabled and when I
received a copy through the system.’ I would
have thought that it might have been polite or
reasonable for the government response to
have at least been indicated to those members
of both houses who serve on the Treaties
Committee, because this report of the Trea-
ties Committee about the agreement to ex-
tend Pine Gap for 10 years was tabled in
October of last year. It has now taken nearly
nine months for the government’s response to
appear.

I have to say that, in view of the serious is-
sues the report raised, I am very disappointed
that this perfunctory response has been tabled
so quietly; it goes for no more than 3¾ pages.
Concerning the issue of Pine Gap and the
transparency and details of the agreement, all
members of the committee—Labor, Liberal,
Democrat and National—were very strong in
their criticism of the fact that we were not
able to get a proper briefing on the very na-
ture of the agreement. We were given greater
information from outside experts who had
had no formal advice about the Pine Gap op-
eration—and one in particular, Professor Des
Ball. The committee relied more on what
Professor Des Ball said about why the
agreement should be extended than any in-
formation given by the defence department.
All of us thought that very, very strange in-
deed.

Des Ball actually recommended that the
agreement should be extended. He believes
that Pine Gap plays a very important function
in monitoring and ensuring that the world
knows what is going on—and I do not think
any of us disagreed with that. But he also told
us that not only is there an agreement but also
there are secret protocols that go with the
agreement; and the committee had to agree to
the extension, not knowing what were in the
secret protocols. Can you imagine anyone in
the ordinary community being told, ‘We want
you to sign this contract to buy a car, but we
won’t let you read the last three pages; we
want you to sign sight unseen’? Any ordinary
citizen would say, ‘I won’t be in it.’ The

members of the committee did not want to be
in this either because, at some stage in the
future, it may prove to be that those secret
protocols were not in the national interest.
We then would be blamed for signing off on
them sight unseen, and our credibility would
be affected.

I have to agree that governments, Labor
and Liberal, over the last 30-odd years since
Pine Gap was established, have always ac-
cepted that there are secret matters there that
are in the national interest and should remain
secret. Also, it was a Labor government that
turned that base from being totally American
into a joint facility. We also accept—more on
the advice of Des Ball than anything else—
that Australian citizens, Australian service
people, have effective daily control of the
operations of Pine Gap and know what is
going on. From what Professor Ball told us,
they take the decisions each day about where
the spy satellites are placed. I have no doubt
that, quite effectively, those satellites were
used to monitor events in East Timor last
year—a correct use, in my view, of those
facilities—and they also monitor other places
where there is tension in the world. I have no
objection to that.

But the real issue is: who is superior here?
The parliament, the executive or the bureauc-
racy? Previous governments and this gov-
ernment have said that, as long as the Prime
Minister, the members of the security com-
mittee of cabinet and the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and the shadow defence minister get
private briefings, there is no need for the par-
liament or a parliamentary committee to be
briefed. That is a reasonable argument in our
Westminster system. But with the way the
system is now working, just as we have par-
liamentary standing committees to look at the
secret workings of ASIO and the National
Crime Authority, I cannot see why we cannot
have—and I believe it is time that we do
have—an appropriate committee in this re-
spect. Members of that committee would ac-
cept the responsibility of receiving in camera
briefings, security briefings, and both sides of
the parliament would accept it. Government
money is being expended to help run Pine
Gap—that is, money of the taxpayers of
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Australia—and the parliament is superior to
the executive in relation to that funding.

I believe—and I will certainly be arguing
this strongly in the Labor Party and at our
coming national conference—that we should
establish a permanent security committee to
deal with these agencies and get in camera
briefings from time to time. What I find par-
ticularly objectionable in not having such a
committee is that American congressmen
who are not members of the executive of the
American government come to Pine Gap
from time to time and are given a conducted
tour and a complete briefing of what goes on
there. Yet members of the Australian parlia-
ment, Labor or Liberal, including those from
the backbench, are denied that right, even
though this establishment is on our sovereign
soil.

That position must be rectified. I find it
objectionable to the sovereignty of Australia
that a foreign citizen can have access to such
an establishment on Australian soil while I
and other members of the Australian parlia-
ment—including my colleague Senator
Crossin from the Northern Territory, where
Pine Gap is located—do not have access to it.
That is, in my view, a slight on the sover-
eignty of the Australian parliament, which
should be superior. This is not a matter that is
going to die away. The government should be
ashamed of itself at sneaking in and tabling
this, without there being the ability to have a
proper debate. The debate will not go away.
And I have to say that I am pleased that pri-
vately there are a number of members of the
coalition who agree with the minority report
of the Labor Party. As I have said, this debate
will not go away. I hope that at some stage in
the near future we can rectify this matter.

Senate adjourned at 11.06 p.m.
DOCUMENTS

Tabling
The following documents were tabled by

the Clerk:
A New Tax System (Goods and Services
Tax) Act—A New Tax System (Goods and
Services Tax) (Adult and Community Edu-
cation Courses) Determination 2000.
Australian Prudential Regulation Authority
Act—Australian Prudential Regulation

Authority (Commonwealth Costs) Deter-
mination 2000.
Authorised Deposit-taking Institutions Su-
pervisory Levy Imposition Act—Author-
ised Deposit-taking Institutions Supervi-
sory Levy Imposition Determination 2000.
Authorised Non-operating Holding Com-
panies Supervisory Levy Imposition Act—
Authorised Non-operating Holding Com-
panies Supervisory Levy Imposition De-
termination 2000.
Civil Aviation Act—Civil Aviation Regu-
lations—Civil Aviation Orders—

Exemption No. CASA EX36/2000.
Instrument No. CASA 240/00.

Customs Act—
CEO Directions No. 1 of 2000.
CEO Instruments of Approvals Nos 16-
21 of 2000.

General Insurance Supervisory Levy Impo-
sition Act—General Insurance Supervisory
Levy Imposition Determination 2000.
Goods and Services Tax Determinations
GSTD 2000/2-GSTD 2000/6.
Goods and Services Tax Rulings GSTR
2000/19 and GSTR 2000/20.
Hearing Services Administration Act—

Hearing Services (Participants in the
Voucher System) Amendment Determi-
nation 2000 (No. 1).
Hearing Services Providers Accredita-
tion Scheme Amendment 2000 (No. 1).
Hearing Services Rules of Conduct
2000.
Hearing Services Voucher Amendment
Rules 2000 (No. 1).

Life Insurance Supervisory Levy Imposi-
tion Act—Life Insurance Supervisory Levy
Imposition Determination 2000.
Product Rulings PR 2000/74-PR 2000/83.
Quarantine Act—Quarantine Amendment
Proclamation 2000 (No. 1).
Retirement Savings Account Providers Su-
pervisory Levy Imposition Act—Retire-
ment Savings Account Providers Supervi-
sory Levy Imposition Determination 2000.
Social Security (International Agreements)
Act—Regulations—Statutory Rules 2000
No. 165.
Superannuation Supervisory Levy Imposi-
tion Act—Superannuation Supervisory
Levy Imposition Determination 2000.
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Taxation Determinations TD 2000/26 and
TD 2000/27.

PROCLAMATIONS
Proclamations by His Excellency the Gov-

ernor-General were tabled, notifying that he
had proclaimed the following Acts to come
into operation on the dates specified:

Interstate Road Transport Charge Amendment
Act 2000—1 July 2000 (Gazette No. S 303, 8
June 2000).

Road Transport Charges (Australian
Capital Territory) Amendment Act 2000—1
July 2000 (Gazette No. S 303, 8 June
2000).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
The following answers to questions were circulated:

Attorney-General’s Department: Assistance to Gippsland Electorate
(Question No. 1882)

Senator O’Brien asked the Minister for Justice and Customs, upon notice, on 21 January
2000:

(1) What programs and/or grants administered by the department provide assistance to people living
in the federal electorate of Gippsland.

(2) What was the level of funding provided through these programs and grants for the 1996-97,
1997-98 and 1998-99 financial years.

(3) What level of funding provided through these programs and grants has been appropriated for the
1999-2000 financial year.

Senator Vanstone—The Attorney-General has provided the following answer to the hon-
ourable senator’s question:

(1) The Attorney-General’s Department funds the Commonwealth Legal Aid Program and the
Commonwealth Community Legal Services Program.  Both programs have the potential to benefit the
people of Gippsland.

In relation to the Commonwealth Legal Aid Program, funds are provided to  Victoria Legal Aid
(VLA) for Commonwealth legal aid matters.  These funds are used by the Commission to provide legal
aid services in Commonwealth matters across Victoria.  While it is not possible to identify how much of
the funding is provided to the electorate of Gippsland, there is a regional office of the VLA located at
Shop 10, Riviera Plaza, Bairnsdale, which provides a range of legal assistance services throughout the
electorate.

In relation to the Commonwealth Community Legal Services Program, funding is provided to the
Women’s Legal Service, the Disability Discrimination Law Advocacy Service and the Environmental
Defender’s Office, which are located in Melbourne and which provide services across the whole of
Victoria.

In the 1999-2000 Budget, the Commonwealth Government announced it would fund five new com-
munity legal services, including one in the Gippsland region, as part of the expansion of the Community
Legal Services Program into regional, rural and remote areas of Australia.  Anglicare Victoria was se-
lected as the preferred tenderer for Gippsland and will operate as The Gippsland Community Legal
Service, which will be located at Morwell.

(2) The total Commonwealth grants paid to the VLA for the Commonwealth Legal Aid Program for
the years sought are:  1996-97 - $35.302m, 1997-98 - $32.955m and 1998-99 - $27.750m.

As regards the Commonwealth Community Legal Services Program, funding provided to Victoria
overall was $3.054m for 1996-97, $3.072m for 1997-98 and $3.251m for 1998-99.

(3) The total Commonwealth grants to be provided to the VLA for 1999-2000 will be $27.750m.
An amount of $3.970m has been provided for the Community Legal Services Program for Victoria

for 1999-2000.
The Gippsland Community Legal Service will be funded at $200,000 per annum (but on a reduced

pro-rata basis in the first year). The Service may receive up to $100,000 for establishment expenses.

Department of Health and Aged Care: Contracts with Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
(Question No. 2006)

Senator Robert Ray asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Aged
Care, upon notice, on 6 March 2000:

(1) What contracts has the department, or any agency of the department, provided to the firm De-
loitte Touche Tohmatsu in the 1998-99 financial year.

(2) In each instance:  (a) what was the purpose of the work undertaken by Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu;
(b) what has been the cost to the department of the contract; and (c) what selection process was used to
select Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu (open tender, short-list or some other process).
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Senator Herron—The Minister for Health and Aged Care has provided the following an-
swer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) There was one contract provided to the firm Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu in the 1998-99 fi-
nancial year.

(2) (a)The purpose of the contract was to conduct a review and appoint a temporary adminis-
trator to the Rumbalara Aboriginal Co-operative.

(b) The cost to the department for the contract was $194,000.
(c) Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu was selected following a select tender process.

Department of Health and Aged Care: Contracts with PricewaterhouseCoopers
(Question No. 2025)

Senator Robert Ray asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Aged
Care, upon notice, on 6 March 2000:

(1) What contracts has the department, or any agency of the department, provided to the firm
PricewaterhouseCoopers in the 1998-99 financial year.

(2) In each instance:  (a) what was the purpose of the work undertaken by Pricewaterhouse-
Coopers; (b) what has been the cost to the department of the contract; and (c) what selection process
was used to select PricewaterhouseCoopers (open tender, short-list or some other process).

Senator Herron—The Minister for Health and Aged Care has provided the following an-
swer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) There were 17 contracts provided to the firm Pricewaterhouse Coopers in the 1998-99 fi-
nancial year.

(2) (a-c) See attached table

Division/Agency Purpose of the Work Undertaken
Cost to the
Department

Seletion Process
Used

Health Access and
Financing Division

To develop models to assist in the
recovery of practice costs for
items in the General Medical
Services Table of the Medicare
Benefits Schedule

$1,806,170.00 Selective tender

Corporate Services
Division, Informa-
tion Technology
Group

To develop a risk management
plan for the outsourcing of the
Department’s IT infrastructure.

$87,239.52 Direct engagement
of a consultant who
had previously un-
dertaken closely
related work for the
Dept.

Graduate recruitment for 1999
mid-year intake

$79,822.29 Selective tender

Aged Care Division To carry out a risk management
project (pilot) in the Aged Care
Division

$50,642 Selection process

Private Health Insur-
ance Administration
Council

To update audit guidelines for
registered health benefits organi-
sations that operate throughout
Australia.

$4,500 Continuation of ex-
isting work

Portfolio Strategies
Division

Preparation of trial accrual
Budget in July 1998, based on the
1998 cash Budget

$54,000 Selective tender

Construction of a model to con-
vert the cash estimates to accrual

$15,000 Selective tender
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Division/Agency Purpose of the Work Undertaken
Cost to the
Department

Seletion Process
Used

Further develop cash accrual
model for 1999 Budget papers

$65,166 Selective tender

Health Insurance
Commission

SAP R/3 Financial Management
System Implementation Review

Free of charge Selective tender

Medibank Private Yr 2000 Quality Assurance and
Risk Assessment Agreement

$71,400 Selective tender

Development of a Business Con-
tinuity Plan

$205,375 Selective tender

Audit of Corporate Billing
Groups

$16,500 Extension of previ-
ous work

Liability Cap Assessment $25,115 Direct link to the
work conducted for
the Health Insurance
Commission relating
to the Health Cluster
Information Tech-
nology Outsourcing
Project

Probity Audit of the OASITO
Information Technology project

$10,100 Direct link to the
work conducted for
the Health Insurance
Commission relating
to the Health Cluster
Information Tech-
nology Outsourcing
Project

Strategic Internal Audit Plan $12,000 Open Tender

National Health and
Medical Research
Council (NHMRC)

To provide a professional opinion
on the status of completion of the
Grantnet Development contract
between CSS and the Department

$43,000 Selective tender

Department of Health and Aged Care: Contracts with KPMG
(Question No. 2044)

Senator Robert Ray asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Aged
Care, upon notice, on 6 March 2000:

(1) What contracts has the department, or any agency of the department, provided to the firm
KPMG in the 1998-99 financial year.

(2) In each instance:  (a) what was the purpose of the work undertaken by KPMG; (b) what
has been the cost to the department of the contract; and (c) what selection process was used to select
KPMG (open tender, short-list or some other process).

Senator Herron—The Minister for Health and Aged Care has provided the following an-
swer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) There were 6 contracts provided to the firm KPMG in the 1998-99 financial year.
(2)(a-c) See attached table
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Division/Agency Purpose of the Work Undertaken
Cost to the
Department

Selection Process
Used

Corporate Services
Division, Portfolio
Business Unit
Portfolio Strategies
Division

For advice relating to the divestment
strategy for the Commonwealth’s shares
in the Health Communications Network.

$8,113 Selective tender
process with Short-
list

Corporate Services
Division

Capital Structure Review of Health
Services (HSA) Limited.

$4,000 The selection pro-
cess was coordi-
nated by HSA

OATSIH To assist the Yarrabah Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Corporation for
Substance Abuse Services to develop
financial and administrative procedures
and provide training to service staff.

$2,706 Selective tender

For the provision of services for compo-
nents Three and Five of the National
Evaluation of the Co-ordinated Care Tri-
als in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
lander Communities.

$191,284 Direct tender proc-
ess

National Health
and Medical Re-
search Council
(NHMRC)

Advise and produce the 3rd Report of
National Health Minister’s Benchmark-
ing Working Groups

$58,100 Direct engagement

Health Services
Division

Develop an evaluation methodology to
establish the relative clinical and cost
effectiveness of telehealth applications in
Australia

$69,244 Selection tender
process

Department of Health and Aged Care: Contracts with Arthur Andersen
(Question No. 2063)

Senator Robert Ray asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Aged
Care, upon notice, on 6 March 2000:

(1) What contracts has the department, or any agency of the department, provided to the firm Arthur
Andersen in the 1998-99 financial year.

(2) In each instance: (a) what was the purpose of the work undertaken by Arthur Andersen; (b) what
has been the cost to the department of the contract; and (c) what selection process was used to select
Arthur Andersen (open tender, short-list or some other process).

Senator Herron—The Minister for Health and Aged Care has provided the following an-
swer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) There was one contract provided to the firm Arthur Andersen in the 1998-99 financial year.
(2) (a)The purpose of the work was to validate the Agency’s Fee Schedule.
(b)The cost was $14,711.00.
(c)The selection process used was by direct engagement.

National Crime Authority: Matters Referred
(Question No. 2195)

Senator Murray asked the Minister representing the Attorney-General, upon notice, on 1
May 2000:
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With reference to the power of Commonwealth ministers under the National Crime Authority
Act 1984 to refer matters relating to a relevant criminal activity to the National Crime Authority for
investigation, can the following details be provided, for the period during which the current Govern-
ment has held office since 1996:

(1) The number of matters referred to the authority by Commonwealth ministers pursuant to
the Act.

(2) The number of such matters which have alluded to allegations, of a general nature or oth-
erwise, against or have requested investigation of: (a) members of state or Commonwealth parliaments
or their staff; (b) members of the judiciary or their staff; (c) people who might reasonably be classified
as senior public servants; and (d) any registered political party, its staff or executive members.

Senator Vanstone—The answer to the honourable senator’s question is as follows:
(1) 51
(2) The present references are in broad terms in accordance with decisions of the Full Federal

Court.  They do not name specific individuals.  They are re-issued approximately every six months to
retain currency.  One of these references refers to allegations of a general nature of offences under:

. section 73 of the Crimes Act 1914 (Commonwealth) which relates to corruption or bribery of
a Commonwealth officer, and

. section 33 of the Crimes Act 1914 (Commonwealth) which relates to official corruption by a
judge or magistrate not acting judicially.

Another of these references also refers to allegations of a general nature of offences which re-
late to the corruption or bribery of a Commonwealth officer.

Seventeen previous references, which have been “rolled over” into the present references also
refer to allegations of a general nature of offences which relate to the corruption or bribery of a Com-
monwealth officer.

Prior to the issue of references in this form during 1998, the Authority has no direct knowl-
edge that any specific person named for the purpose of the references came within the categories re-
ferred to.

Prime Minister and Cabinet Portfolio: Agency Boards
(Question No. 2201)

Senator O’Brien asked the Minister representing the Prime Minister, upon notice, on 4
May 2000:

(1) Do chairpersons of any boards that administer agencies within the Minister’s portfolio receive
any payments, or other allowances, in addition to those paid to other board members; if so (a) what is
the nature of these additional payments or allowances; and (b) how is the quantum of these additional
payments determined.

(2) On how many occasions since January 1998 have the above payments been varied, and in each
case: (a) what was the reason for the variation; (b) who determined the quantum of the variation; and (c)
what was the quantum of each variation.

Senator Hill—The Prime Minister has provided the following answer to the honourable
senator’ s question:

The Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs was asked separately about
agencies within his areas of responsibility.  In relation to other areas of the portfolio, I am advised by
my department that the answer is as follows:

(1)-(2)Not applicable.  See the answer to Senate Question on Notice No. 2143.
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Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business Portfolio: Agency Boards
(Question No. 2207)

Senator O’Brien asked the Minister representing the Minister for Employment, Workplace
Relations and Small Business, upon notice, on 4 May 2000:

(1) Do chairpersons of any boards that administer agencies within the Minister’s portfolio re-
ceive any payments, or other allowances, in addition to those paid to other board members; if so (a)
what is the nature of these additional payments or allowances; and (b) how is the quantum of these ad-
ditional payments determined.

(2) On how many occasions since January 1998 have the above payments been varied, and in
each case: (a) what was the reason for the variation; (b) who determined the quantum of the variation;
and (c) what was the quantum of the variation.

Senator Alston—The Minister for Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business
has provided the following answer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) In the Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business portfolio, only the National
Occupational Health and Safety Commission comes within the scope of this question.  The 18 members
of the Commission are, for the purposes of the Commonwealth Authorities and Companies Act 1997,
directors and officers.  Under the National Occupational Health and Safety Commission Act 1985,
members are entitled to allowances.  However, in accordance with the Act, the Chairperson is paid re-
muneration and allowances as determined from time to time by the Remuneration Tribunal.  Those al-
lowances are not calculated by reference to the allowances provided to other Commission members
(which are prescribed by regulation) and so could not be seen as being “in addition” to them.

(2) Details of the Chairperson’s current remuneration and allowances are set out in Remunera-
tion Tribunal determination number 3 of 1999, made on 26 February 1999.  Details of variations are
given in the answer to Question No. 2149 asked by Senator O’Brien.

Multi-Peril Crop Insurance: Research Progress
(Question No. 2220)

Senator Woodley asked the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries
and Forestry, upon notice, on 12 May 2000:

(1) Is the Minister able to report on progress on research and analysis in relation to multi-peril
crop insurance;

(2) Have the states been asked to contribute to this study;
(3) (a) Will the Minister support Commonwealth subsidisation of multi-peril crop insurance

should this prove necessary; and (b) if a scheme requires subsidisation, will that not have a better out-
come than exceptional circumstances grants.

Senator Alston—The Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry has provided the
following answer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) On 13 December 1999, the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry announced the
Federal Government’s support for the continuation of a project examining the feasibility of establishing
multi-peril crop insurance in Australia. This support is conditional on the project receiving financial
support from the State governments, the insurance industry and grower organisations. While some par-
ties have committed to the project, other parties are yet to commit to the project.

(2) The Minister wrote to his State Ministerial colleagues seeking their support for the project.
The Western Australian Minister for Primary Industries, the South Australian Minister for Primary In-
dustries, Natural Resources and Regional Development and the Queensland Minister for Primary In-
dustries and Rural Communities have agreed to contribute to the project. The New South Wales Minis-
ter for Agriculture is not prepared to contribute to the project while the Victorian Minister for Agricul-
ture has not committed to the project.

Tasmania was not asked to contribute to the project as it is a very small producer of grains.
(3) (a)The Minister has indicated that any crop insurance scheme needs to be commercially

viable in the long-term if it is to receive widespread support and acceptance in Australia. He does not
wish to replicate other broad based crop insurance schemes around the world which are administratively
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cumbersome and continually reliant on heavy Government subsidies. The Minister envisages that any
further study will settle the issue of feasibility once and for all.

(b) Multi-peril crop insurance may not reduce the call on current assistance measures such as Excep-
tional Circumstances (EC). Multi-peril crop insurance, as proposed, would appear to be a complement
to but not a substitute for EC assistance. This is because:

. multi-peril crop insurance would only be available for four winter crops – wheat, barley,
canola and lupins. It would not extend to livestock industries which have historically received most of
the EC assistance;

. it would not reduce the call for EC type assistance from farmers for events not covered by
multi-peril crop insurance nor would it remove the call for welfare support from farmers who are unable
to afford multi-peril crop insurance or who do not take up insurance; and

. EC applies to events which have a financial impact of more than 12 months whereas multi-
peril crop insurance would provide some relief for the current growing season provided a crop was
planted.

Genetically Modified Trees
(Question No. 2226)

Senator Brown asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Aged Care,
upon notice, on 12 May 2000:

(1) Are there, or have there been in the past, any genetically-modified trees grown in Australia.
(2) Are there any nurseries or tree planting enterprises in Tasmania experimenting with genetically-

modified trees.
(3) If there are such genetically-modified tree planting enterprises, why has there been a failure to

notify the Genetic Manipulation Advisory Committee.

Senator Herron—The Minister for Health and Aged Care has provided the following an-
swer to the honourable senator’s question:

(1) Yes. Field trials of genetically modified apple, papaya and rose trees have been carried out, of
these only the papaya trials are still current.  Small scale contained research is also being carried out on
these and other genetically modified species, including pine, eucalypt and acacia.  These small scale
studies are carried out in contained glasshouses or laboratories.

(2) No.
(3) See answer to number (2). GMAC is not aware of any reports of such work being carried out

without its knowledge.


