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FORTY-FOURTH PARLIAMENT
FIRST SESSION—THIRD PERIOD

Governor-General
His Excellency General the Hon. Sir Peter Cosgrove AK, MC (Retd)

Senate Office holders
President—Senator Hon. John Joseph Hogg
Deputy President and Chair of Committees—Senator Stephen Parry

Temporary Chairs of Committees—Senators Cory Bernardi, Thomas Mark Bishop,
Suzanne Kay Boyce, Sean Edwards, David Julian Fawcett, Mark Lionel Furner,
Alexander McEachian Gallacher, Scott Ludlam, Gavin Mark Marshall,

Anne Sowerby Ruston, Dean Anthony Smith, Ursula Mary Stephens, Glenn Sterle and
Peter Stuart Whish-Wilson

Leader of the Government in the Senate—Senator Hon. Eric Abetz
Deputy Leader of the Government in the Senate—Senator Hon. George Henry Brandis QC
Leader of the Opposition in the Senate—Senator Hon. Penny Wong
Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the Senate—Senator the Hon Stephen Conroy
Manager of Government Business in the Senate—Senator Hon. Mitchell Peter Fifield
Manager of Opposition Business in the Senate—Senator Claire Moore
Senate Party Leaders and Whips
Leader of the Liberal Party in the Senate—Senator Hon. Eric Abetz
Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party in the Senate—Senator Hon. George Henry Brandis QC
Leader of The Nationals in the Senate—Senator Hon. Nigel Scullion
Deputy Leader of The Nationals in the Senate—Senator Hon. Fiona Nash
Leader of the Australian Labor Party—Senator the Hon Penny Wong
Deputy Leader of the Australian Labor Party—Senator the Hon Stephen Conroy
Leader of the Australian Greens—Senator Christine Anne Milne
Chief Government Whip—Senator Helen Kroger
Deputy Government Whips—Senators Christopher John Back and David Christopher Bushby
Chief Opposition Whip—Senator Anne McEwen
Deputy Opposition Whips—Senators Catryna Louise Bilyk and Anne Elizabeth Urquhart
Australian Greens Whip—Senator Rachel Siewert
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Members of the Senate

Senator State or Territory Term expires Party
Abetz, Hon. Eric TAS 30.6.2017 LP
Back, Christopher John WA 30.6.2017 LP
Bernardi, Cory SA 30.6.2014 LP
Bilyk, Catryna Louise TAS 30.6.2014 ALP
Birmingham, Simon John SA 30.6.2014 LP
Bishop, Thomas Mark WA 30.6.2014 ALP
Boswell, Hon. Ronald Leslie Doyle QLD 30.6.2014 NATS
Boyce, Suzanne Kay QLD 30.6.2014 LP
Brandis, Hon. George Henry, QC QLD 30.6.2017 LP
Brown, Carol Louise TAS 30.6.2014 ALP
Bushby, David Christopher TAS 30.6.2014 LP
Cameron, Douglas Niven NSwW 30.6.2014 ALP
Carr, Hon. Kim John VIC 30.6.2017 ALP
Cash, Michaelia Clare WA 30.6.2014 LP
Colbeck, Hon. Richard Mansell TAS 30.6.2014 LP
Collins, Jacinta Mary Ann VIC 30.6.2014 ALP
Conroy, Hon. Stephen Michael VIC 30.6.2017 ALP
Cormann, Mathias Hubert Paul WA 30.6.2017 LP
Dastyari, Sam ® NSW 30.6.2017 ALP
Di Natale, Richard VIC 30.6.2017 AG
Edwards, Sean SA 30.6.2017 LP
Eggleston, Alan WA 30.6.2014 LP
Farrell, Donald Edward SA 30.6.2014 ALP
Faulkner, Hon. John Philip NSwW 30.6.2017 ALP
Fawcett, David Julian SA 30.6.2017 LP
Fierravanti-Wells, Concetta Anna NSW 30.6.2017 LP
Fifield, Mitchell Peter VIC 30.6.2014 LP
Furner, Mark Lionel QLD 30.6.2014 ALP
Gallacher, Alexander McEachian SA 30.6.2017 ALP
Hanson-Young, Sarah Coral SA 30.6.2014 AG
Heffernan, Hon. William Daniel NSW 30.6.2017 LP
Hogg, Hon. John Joseph QLD 30.6.2014 ALP
Johnston, Hon. David Albert Lloyd WA 30.6.2014 LP
Kroger, Helen VIC 30.6.2014 LP
Lines, Susan © WA 30.6.2017 ALP
Ludlam, Scott WA 30.6.2014 AG
Ludwig, Hon. Joseph William QLD 30.6.2017 ALP
Lundy, Kate Alexandra ACT ALP
Macdonald, Hon. Ian Douglas QLD 30.6.2014 LP
McEwen, Anne SA 30.6.2017 ALP
McKenzie, Bridget VIC 30.6.2017 NATS
McLucas, Hon. Jan Elizabeth QLD 30.6.2017 ALP
Madigan, John Joseph VIC 30.6.2017 DLP
Marshall, Gavin Mark VIC 30.6.2014 ALP
Mason, Hon. Brett John QLD 30.6.2017 LP
Milne, Christine Anne TAS 30.6.2017 AG
Moore, Claire Mary QLD 30.6.2014 ALP
Nash, Fiona Joy NSwW 30.6.2017 NATS
O'Neill, Deborah '” NSW 30.6.2014 ALP
O'Sullivan, Barry James 7 QLD 30.6.2014 NATS
Parry, Stephen Shane TAS 30.6.2017 LP
Payne, Marise Ann NSW 30.6.2014 LP
Peris, Nova Maree AOM NT ALP
Polley, Helen Beatrice TAS 30.6.2017 ALP
Pratt, Louise Clare WA 30.6.2014 ALP
Rhiannon, Lee NSW 30.6.2017 AG
Ronaldson, Hon. Michael VIC 30.6.2017 LP
Ruston, Anne Sowerby SA 30.6.2017 LP
Ryan, Scott Michael VIC 30.6.2014 LP
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Senator State or Territory Term expires Party

Scullion, Hon. Nigel Gregory NT CLP
Seselja, Zdenko Matthew ACT LP
Siewert, Rachel Mary WA 30.6.2017 AG
Singh, Hon. Lisa Maria TAS 30.6.2017 ALP
Sinodinos, Arthur NSW 30.6.2014 LP
Smith, Dean Anthony @ WA 30.6.2017 LP
Stephens, Hon. Ursula Mary NSwW 30.6.2014 ALP
Sterle, Glenn WA 30.6.2017 ALP
Thorp, Lin Estelle © TAS 30.6.2014 ALP
Tillem, Mehmet ) VIC 30.6.2014 ALP
Urquhart, Anne Elizabeth TAS 30.6.2017 ALP
Waters, Larissa Joy QLD 30.6.2017 AG
Whish-Wilson, Peter Stuart ¢ TAS 30.6.2014 AG
Williams, John Reginald NSwW 30.6.2014 NATS
Wong, Hon. Penelope Ying Yen SA 30.6.2014 ALP
Wright, Penelope Lesley SA 30.6.2017 AG
Xenophon, Nicholas SA 30.6.2014 IND

Pursuant to section 42 of the Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918, the terms of service of the following senators
representing the Australian Capital Territory and the Northern Territory expire at the close of the day immediately before
the polling day for the next general election of members of the House of Representatives

Territory Senator Party Senator Party
Australian Capital Territory Lundy, K. ALP Seselja, Z.M. LP
Northern Territory Scullion, N. G. CLP Peris, N.M. ALP

(1) Chosen by the Parliament of New South Wales to fill a casual vacancy (vice H. Coonan, resigned 22.8.11), pursuant
to section 15 of the Constitution.

(2) Chosen by the Parliament of Western Australia to fill a casual vacancy (vice J. Adams, died in office 31.3.12),
pursuant to section 15 of the Constitution.

(3) Chosen by the Parliament of Tasmania to fill a casual vacancy (vice Hon. N. Sherry, resigned 1.6.12), pursuant to
section 15 of the Constitution.

(4) Chosen by the Parliament of Tasmania to fill a casual vacancy (vice Hon. B. Brown, resigned 15.6.12), pursuant to
section 15 of the Constitution.

(5) Chosen by the Parliament of South Australia to fill a casual vacancy (vice M. J. Fisher, resigned 15.8.12), pursuant to
section 15 of the Constitution.

(6) Chosen by the Parliament of Western Australia to fill a casual vacancy (vice C. Evans, resigned 12.4.13), pursuant to
section 15 of the Constitution.

(7)  Chosen by the Parliament of Queensland to fill a casual vacancy (vice B. Joyce, resigned 8.8.13), pursuant to section
15 of the Constitution.

(8) Chosen by the Parliament of New South Wales to fill a casual vacancy (vice M. Thistlethwaite, resigned 9.8.13),
pursuant to section 15 of the Constitution.

(9) Chosen by the Parliament of Victoria to fill a casual vacancy (vice D. Feeney, resigned 12.8.13), pursuant to section
15 of the Constitution.

(10) Chosen by the Parliament of New South Wales to fill a casual vacancy (vice R. Carr, resigned 24.10.13), pursuant to
section 15 of the Constitution.

PARTY ABBREVIATIONS
AG—Australian Greens; ALP—Australian Labor Party; CLP—Country Liberal Party;
DLP—Democratic Labor Party; IND—Independent, LP—Liberal Party of Australia; NATS—The Nationals
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Heads of Parliamentary Departments
Clerk of the Senate—R Laing
Clerk of the House of Representatives—D Elder
Secretary, Department of Parliamentary Services—C Mills
Parliamentary Budget Officer—P Bowen
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ABBOTT MINISTRY

Title

Minister

Prime Minister
Minister for Indigenous Affairs
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Public
Service
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Women
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister

The Hon Tony Abbott MP
Senator the Hon Nigel Scullion
Senator the Hon Eric Abetz

Senator the Hon Michaelia Cash
The Hon Josh Frydenberg MP
The Hon Alan Tudge MP

Minister for Infrastructure and Regional Development The Hon Warren Truss MP

(Deputy Prime Minister)

Assistant Minister for Infrastructure and Regional The Hon Jamie Briggs MP
Development

Minister for Foreign Affairs The Hon Julie Bishop MP

Minister for Trade and Investment The Hon Andrew Robb AO MP

Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Foreign Affairs

Senator the Hon Brett Mason

Minister for Employment

(Leader of the Government in the Senate)
Assistant Minister for Employment
(Deputy Leader of the House)

Senator the Hon Eric Abetz

The Hon Luke Hartsuyker MP

Attorney-General

Minister for the Arts

(Vice-President of the Executive Council)
(Deputy Leader of the Government in the Senate)
Minister for Justice

Senator the Hon George Brandis QC
Senator the Hon George Brandis QC

The Hon Michael Keenan MP

Treasurer

Minister for Small Business

Acting Assistant Treasurer
Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer

The Hon Joe Hockey MP

The Hon Bruce Billson MP
Senator the Hon Mathias Cormann
The Hon Steven Ciobo MP

Minister for Agriculture
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture

The Hon Barnaby Joyce MP
Senator the Hon Richard Colbeck

Minister for Education

(Leader of the House)

Assistant Minister for Education

Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education

The Hon Christopher Pyne MP

The Hon Sussan Ley MP
Senator the Hon Scott Ryan

Minister for Industry
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Industry

The Hon Ian Macfarlane MP
The Hon Bob Baldwin MP

Minister for Social Services

Assistant Minister for Social Services

(Manager of Government Business in the Senate)

Minister for Human Services

Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Social Services

The Hon Kevin Andrews MP
Senator the Hon Mitch Fifield

Senator the Hon Marise Payne
Senator the Hon Concetta Fierravanti-
Wells

Minister for Communications

The Hon Malcolm Turnbull MP

Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Communications The Hon Paul Fletcher MP
Minister for Health The Hon Peter Dutton MP
Minister for Sport The Hon Peter Dutton MP

Assistant Minister for Health

Senator the Hon Fiona Nash




Title

Minister

Minister for Defence

Minister for Veterans’ Affairs

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Centenary of
ANZAC

Assistant Minister for Defence

Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Defence

Senator the Hon David Johnston
Senator the Hon Michael Ronaldson
Senator the Hon Michael Ronaldson

The Hon Stuart Robert MP
The Hon Darren Chester MP

Minister for the Environment The Hon Greg Hunt MP
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for the Environment Senator the Hon Simon Birmingham
Minister for Immigration and Border Protection The Hon Scott Morrison MP

Assistant Minister for Immigration and Border Protection

Senator the Hon Michaelia Cash

Minister for Finance
Special Minister of State
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Finance

Senator the Hon Mathias Cormann
Senator the Hon Michael Ronaldson
The Hon Michael McCormack MP

Each box represents a portfolio. Cabinet Ministers are shown in bold type. As a general rule, there is
one department in each portfolio. However, there is a Department of Human Services in the Social
Services portfolio and a Department of Veterans’ Affairs in the Defence portfolio. The title of a
department does not necessarily reflect the title of a minister in all cases.
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SHADOW MINISTRY

Title Shadow Minister

Leader of the Opposition Hon Bill Shorten MP
Shadow Minister Assisting the Leader for Science Senator the Hon Kim Carr
Shadow Minister Assisting the Leader for Small Business Hon Bernie Ripoll MP

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Small Business

Shadow Cabinet Secretary

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Opposition
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Opposition
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Opposition

Julie Owens MP
Senator the Hon Jacinta Collins

Hon Michael Danby MP
Dr Jim Chalmers MP

Deputy Leader of the Opposition

Shadow Minister for Foreign Affairs and International
Development

Shadow Minister for Women

Manager of Opposition Business (Senate)

Shadow Minister for the Centenary of ANZAC

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Foreign Affairs

Hon Tanya Plibersek MP

Senator Claire Moore

Senator the Hon Don Farrell
Hon Matt Thistlethwaite MP

Leader of the Opposition in the Senate
Shadow Minister for Trade and Investment
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Trade and Investment

Senator the Hon Penny Wong

Dr Jim Chalmers MP

Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the Senate

Shadow Minister for Defence

Senator the Hon Stephen
Conroy

Shadow Assistant Minister for Defence Hon David Feeney MP
Shadow Minister for Veterans’ Affairs Senator the Hon Don Farrell
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Gai Brodtmann MP

Shadow Minister for Infrastructure and Transport Hon Anthony Albanese MP

Shadow Minister for Tourism

Shadow Minister for Regional Development and Local
Government

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Regional Development and
Infrastructure

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Western Australia

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for External Territories

Hon Julie Collins MP

Allanah MacTiernan MP

Hon Warren Snowdon MP

Shadow Treasurer

Shadow Assistant Treasurer

Shadow Minister for Competition

Shadow Minister for Financial Services and Superannuation
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary to the Shadow Treasurer

Hon Chris Bowen MP
Hon Dr Andrew Leigh MP

Hon Bernie Ripoll MP
Hon Ed Husic MP

Shadow Minister for Finance
Manager of Opposition Business (House)

Hon Tony Burke MP

Shadow Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for the Environment, Climate
Change and Water

Hon Mark Butler MP
Senator Louise Pratt

Shadow Minister for Higher Education, Research, Innovation
and Industry

Shadow Minister for Vocational Education

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Manufacturing

Senator the Hon Kim Carr

Hon Sharon Bird MP
Tony Zappia MP

Shadow Minister for Communications
Shadow Assistant Minister for Communications

Hon Jason Clare MP
Michelle Rowland MP
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Title

Shadow Minister

Shadow Attorney General
Shadow Minister for the Arts
Deputy Manager of Opposition Business (House)

Hon Mark Dreyfus QC MP

Shadow Minister for Justice Hon David Feeney MP
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary to the Shadow Attorney General — Senator the Hon Lisa Singh
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for the Arts Hon Michael Danby MP
Shadow Minister for Education Hon Kate Ellis MP
Shadow Minister for Early Childhood

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Education Julie Owens MP

Shadow Minister for Agriculture Hon Joel Fitzgibbon MP
Shadow Minister for Resources Hon Gary Gray AO MP

Shadow Minister for Northern Australia
Shadow Special Minister of State
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Northern Australia

Hon Warren Snowdon MP

Shadow Minister for Health

Hon Catherine King MP

Shadow Assistant Minister for Health Stephen Jones MP

Shadow Minister for Mental Health Senator Hon Jan McLucas
Shadow Minister for Sport Hon Bernie Ripoll MP
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Health Hon Amanda Rishworth MP
Shadow Minister for Families and Payments Hon Jenny Macklin MP

Shadow Minister for Disability Reform

Shadow Minister for Human Services

Shadow Minister for Housing and Homelessness

Shadow Minister for Carers

Shadow Minister for Communities

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Families and Payments

Senator the Hon Doug Cameron
Senator the Hon Jan McLucas
Senator Claire Moore

Senator Carol Brown

Shadow Minister for Immigration and Border Protection
Shadow Minister for Citizenship and Multiculturalism
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Immigration

Hon Richard Marles MP
Michelle Rowland MP
Hon Matt Thistlethwaite MP

Shadow Minister for Indigenous Affairs

Shadow Minister for Ageing

Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Indigenous Affairs
Shadow Parliamentary Secretary for Aged Care

Hon Shayne Neumann MP

Hon Warren Snowdon MP
Senator Helen Polley

Shadow Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations
Shadow Minister for Employment Services

Hon Brendan O’Connor MP
Hon Julie Collins MP
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Tuesday, 17 June 2014

The PRESIDENT (Senator the Hon. John Hogg) took the chair at 12:30, read prayers and made an
acknowledgement of country.

PRIVILEGE

The PRESIDENT (12:31): I am making a statement in respect of matters of privilege raised by the Chair of
the Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee, Senator Bernardi, and Senator the Hon. John
Faulkner.

By letters dated 27 and 28 May 2014, the Chair of the Finance and Public Administration Legislation
Committee, Senator Bernardi, and Senator the Hon. John Faulkner, respectively, raised essentially the same
matters of privilege under standing order 81.

The matters of privilege concern the use of closed circuit television footage to monitor a Department of
Parliamentary Services employee under investigation for an alleged code of conduct breach while the person
placed an envelope under the door of Senator Faulkner's office. The two elements are the possible improper
interference with the free performance by a senator of the senator's duties as a senator, and the taking of
disciplinary action against the person in connection with the provision of information to a senator.

In determining whether a notice of motion to refer the matter to the Privileges Committee should have
precedence, I am required to have regard only to the following criteria in Privilege Resolution 4:

(a) the principle that the Senate's power to adjudge 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 substantially 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 contempt.

With regard to the first criterion, it is fundamental to the law of parliamentary privilege that any act that has the
effect or tendency of constituting improper interference with the free performance by a senator of the senator's
duties as a senator may be treated as a contempt.

Use of CCTV information in the circumstances complained of must be regarded as a very serious matter. Both
Senator Bernardi and Senator Faulkner refer to possible obstruction and improper interference with senators in
carrying out their duties and it is clear that, in this case, action is necessary to provide reasonable protection
against the continuation of any improper practices that have this effect.

With regard to the second criterion, there may well be alternative means of pursuing inquiries into what
happened in this particular case, including administrative inquiries within DPS using an external investigator.
There is also the possibility of further inquiries by the Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee,
whether under its estimates function or its function to monitor the performance of agencies.

However, there is no satisfactory alternative means of protecting the rights of the Senate and senators except
through the contempt jurisdiction. Only this jurisdiction provides the capacity to deal with any offence that may
have been committed and to take the corrective action necessary to protect the rights and freedoms of senators into
the future.

I have therefore determined that a motion to refer the matter to the Privileges Committee should have
precedence over other business for the day on which it is given. In this case, the matters of privilege have been
raised independently by two senators—one on behalf of a committee—and my suggestion is that a joint notice of
motion be given.

Before I call Senator Bernardi or Senator Faulkner, I remind the Senate that this determination of precedence is
not a judgement of the substantive issues or merits of the matter, beyond the threshold judgement that:

e it is not of a trivial nature or unworthy of the attention of the Senate;

e it is necessary to take action to protect the Senate and senators against improper acts;

o there is no satisfactory remedy for dealing with the matter other than the contempt jurisdiction.

It is for the Senate to make a judgement whether a matter merits referral to the Privileges Committee.
I table the correspondence and call Senator Bernardi to give notice of the motion.

Senator BERNARDI (South Australia) (12:35): On behalf of Senator Faulkner and myself, I give notice that
on the next day of sitting I shall move:
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That the following matters be referred to the Committee of Privileges for inquiry and report:

In relation to the use of closed circuit television footage by officers of the Department of Parliamentary Services for
internal investigations involving DPS staff, (a) whether there was an improper interference or attempted improper interference
with the free performance by Senator Faulkner or any other senator of their duties as a senator; (b) whether disciplinary action
was taken against any person in connection with the provision of information to Senator Faulkner or any other senator; and (c)
if so, whether any contempts were committed in respect of those matters.

BILLS
Tax Laws Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014
Income Tax Rates Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Family Trust Distribution Tax (Primary Liability) Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy)
Bill 2014

Fringe Benefits Tax Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014
Income Tax (Bearer Debentures) Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Income Tax (First Home Saver Accounts Misuse Tax) Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair
Levy) Bill 2014

Income Tax (TFN Withholding Tax (ESS)) Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill
2014

Superannuation (Departing Australia Superannuation Payments Tax) Amendment (Temporary
Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Superannuation (Excess Non-concessional Contributions Tax) Amendment (Temporary Budget
Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Superannuation (Excess Untaxed Roll-over Amounts Tax) Amendment (Temporary Budget
Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Taxation (Trustee Beneficiary Non-disclosure Tax) (No. 1) Amendment (Temporary Budget
Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Taxation (Trustee Beneficiary Non-disclosure Tax) (No. 2) Amendment (Temporary Budget
Repair Levy) Bill 2014

Tax Laws Amendment (Interest on Non-Resident Trust Distributions) (Temporary Budget Repair
Levy) Bill 2014

Tax Laws Amendment (Untainting Tax) (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014
Trust Recoupment Tax Amendment (Temporary Budget Repair Levy) Bill 2014
In Committee

Bills—by leave—taken together and as a whole.

Senator IAN MACDONALD (Queensland) (12:37): As I indicated in my speech on the second reading, |
want to make some inquiries of the minister in relation to this legislation. I will not repeat all of the things that I
said in my speech, which I thought explained my position reasonably well. I know that the minister was not in the
chamber, but I understand that the minister saw parts of my speech on the internal video. Basically—and I want to
make this very clear, lest it be misreported—I do not object to the surcharge on the incomes of those earning
$180,000 or more; in fact, I support that.

I know, of my own limited thought, that we do have a debt crisis, and I have heard the Treasurer, the Minister
for Finance and the Prime Minister indicate that we have a debt crisis that needs to be addressed. I accept that
there is a debt crisis. I can easily see that, when you go within six short years from $60 billion in credit to $560
billion in debt, you have a debt crisis that needs to be addressed. The same thing confronted the Howard
government in 1996, but in those days we had some things that could be sold—for example, Telstra. As a result of
those sales and judicious management by the Howard government, Labor's 1996 debt of $96 billion was paid off.
It will take a lot longer to pay off the Gillard-Rudd government's debt of some $560-odd billion this time round.
Desperate measures are needed to address Labor's $667 billion—I think it is—debt. Desperate measures need to
be taken.

The government have been creditable in tightening their belts. They have got rid of a lot of Labor's wasteful
programs and are trying desperately to bring the budget back to a manageable size, and good luck to them.
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Congratulations to the Treasurer, the finance minister and indeed the government as a whole on the work they
have started in this budget. There is a long way to go.

One of those drastic measures that need to be taken is this surcharge of two per cent, I think it is, on incomes
above $180,000. I repeat: I support that. But, as I mentioned in my speech on the second reading, I cannot
understand, in spite of many inquiries in the appropriate circumstances, why individuals are being requested to
make the contribution, but companies which are profitable are not. I well recall both the Prime Minister and the
Treasurer saying, 'This is a matter for all of us,' and it is indeed a matter that all Australians should be contributing
to. Certainly those who are on substantial incomes have an obligation to contribute, and I support that. But I
simply cannot understand, and no-one can explain to me, why it is that companies which earn more than $180,000
per year in profits are not being asked to share the burden.

Some would say, 'We don't want to attack small business,' but there would not be many small-business
companies earning more than $180,000, I regret to say, after six years of Labor, and many that have a corporate
veil are really a trustee for certain family trusts, so they are really not in the equation. I am talking about
companies that [ have mentioned by name. I bear none of these companies any ill will, but just think of the biggest
companies in Australia. There is a list of 3,000 of them, I think—companies in Australia that are very profitable.
Why are they not being requested to make a contribution to a crisis that 'all of us' have to contribute to?

I will not name the names, although people who know what I am talking about will know the company
involved. I bear no ill will towards this particular company. A lot of cane farmers up my way do bear ill will
towards this company. It is the company that owns the four mills in the locality in which I live. It is doing things
with the sale of sugar that a lot of the cane farmers do not like, but I am confident that in the fullness of time there
will be some accommodation reached between the mill owners and the cane farmers—but that is an issue for
another time. That particular company has no Australian shareholders. I do not know what profits that company
makes, but I hope they are substantial, because it paid a lot of money for those four and other mills in the North
Queensland area. It is a Singapore based company, and any profits by way of dividend after payment of Australian
company tax go to Singapore.

I ask why those shareholders are not being asked to contribute to a debt crisis that I am pretty sure that
company would have made something of in the days of the Rudd-Gillard dysfunctional government. Can someone
please tell me—and this is my question to the minister—why is it that individuals have to pay the surcharge but
not companies that earn their living, earn their income, from Australia?

It just does not make sense to me. And, as I say, in spite of asking all the cleverest people why this was so, I have
not yet been able to get a substantial answer. The minister is aware of the issues that I am going to raise. I
mentioned it in my speech on the second reading and I have mentioned it privately to the minister. I am hoping
that he will be able to make me understand why this is so.

This is not, as the minister generously acknowledged yesterday in his summing-up speech, a new-found passion
of mine. It was an issue I raised at the time when the Labor government introduced a debt levy—again, a levy on
individuals but not on companies. I raised the point at that time with the Labor government: 'Why is it that you are
asking the butcher and the baker to contribute to the flood levy and not Coles and Woolworths, which are the
principal competitors of the butcher and baker?' It just did not make sense to me then and it does not make sense
to me now. I will listen intently in anticipation of the minister's explanation as to why this is so.

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (12:46): 1 thank my good friend and valued
colleague Senator Macdonald, representing the great state of Queensland, for the questions and comments that he
has put on the record. I indeed acknowledge, again, that I am very well aware that this is a longstanding interest in
an issue that he has pursued for some time, including when the previous government decided, for whatever reason,
to implement a flood levy in the context of events in Queensland a number of years ago.

Let me answer the question that Senator Macdonald has asked this way. When we came into government in
September we inherited an economy growing below trend; rising unemployment; consumer confidence which was
too low; business investment which had plateaued; and a budget in very bad shape, with a spending growth
trajectory which was unsustainable and unaffordable. What we have sought to do since coming into government,
and in implementing the commitments that we took to the last election, is build a stronger, more prosperous
economy where everyone has the opportunity to get ahead, while also focusing on the important task of repairing
the budget and putting us onto a believable path back to surplus.

In the budget we are doing a range of things. We are pursuing a series of structural savings and structural
reforms in order to build a stronger economy and also ensuring that our spending growth trajectory is more
sustainable into the future. The virtue and the challenge with structural reforms and structural savings is that they
start low and slow and build over time, which is why in this budget we have taken the view that it is necessary and
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appropriate for all Australians to be asked to contribute, to make a special and immediate contribution, and a
special and immediate effort to help put the federal budget in a stronger starting position to start repairing the
budget mess that we have inherited from Labor.

Obviously and necessarily reducing government payments, reducing the spending growth trajectory, will
impact on individuals, families, pensioners, organisations, states and territories that receive payments from the
federal government. The judgement that we have made is that, in order to spread the budget repair effort as fairly
and as equitably as possible, the only way to ensure that higher income earners who do not receive payments from
government make their fair, additional contribution to the budget repair effort over the forward estimates is by
making a change to the top marginal tax rate, effectively, the two per cent increase, for a period that is the subject
of the bills that we are currently debating.

When it comes to company tax, as part of our plan to build a stronger, more prosperous economy we took a
couple of policies to the last election. One was to reduce the company tax rate by 1.5 per cent, from 1 July 2015.
Another was to impose a 1.5 per cent paid parental leave levy as part of the introduction of a fair dinkum paid
parental leave scheme in relation to Australia's biggest and most profitable companies. That is also part of our
plan to build a stronger, more prosperous economy and create more jobs. One of the structural challenges that we
as an economy are facing is falling rates of workforce participation in the context of an ageing population. One
thing we need to do is to lift workforce participation, in particular by women, and to lift productivity. The
judgement that we have made is that in relation to the 3,000-odd companies, with a taxable income above $5
million a year, the workforce participation benefits, the economic benefits overall, including the workforce
participation benefits and the productivity benefits, outweigh the cost of, effectively, keeping the company tax rate
at 30 per cent for those companies. So all companies not subject to the paid parental leave levy will see their
company tax reduced to 28.5 per cent. All companies subject to the paid parental levy will effectively continue to
pay at the same company tax rate. Increasing the company tax rate beyond the 30 per cent that is currently in place
would hinder our efforts to build a stronger, more prosperous economy where everyone has the opportunity to get
ahead. It would hinder our efforts to create more opportunities for business and individuals to be successful across
Australia.

Finally, at the end of the day, businesses and companies are made up of individuals. What we are asking all
individual Australians to do, whether they are receiving payments from government or whether they are taxpayers
not receiving payments from government, is to contribute to the immediate effort to put Australia back onto a
more sustainable footing.

I note in this context that, when we first flagged the proposition that there should be a temporary budget repair
levy, a temporary Labor deficit levy—name it what you will—Mr Shorten's initial response was that it should be
opposed: 'Oh, no, we're not going to be part of that. Labor will never be part of that. We are not going to support
any increase in personal income tax under any circumstances.' Fast forward, a couple of weeks later, and of
course, very quietly, Mr Shorten said, "Yes, we're not going to oppose that.'

In this chamber we have had all sorts of people from the Labor side jumping up and down and making political
assertions. I see Senator Dastyari is readying himself to jump up and get into fray and make a few comments. No
doubt he will make an eloquent political speech about why everything this government is doing is bad and
everything the previous government did was good, even though the previous government that he was a part of left
Australia with $191 billion of accumulated deficits in their first five budgets, $123 billion in projected deficits in
their last budget, and government debt heading for an unsustainable $667 billion within a decade and growing
beyond that—based on an assumption that there was not going to be any adjustment or correction for bracket
creep.

Senator Macdonald, I appreciate the points that you raise. I also appreciate the consistency with which you
have raised these arguments in the period of the previous government, as you are now in the period of this
government. Essentially, we have had to make a whole range of judgements which seek to finely balance our
aspiration and our objection to build a stronger, more prosperous economy where everyone can get ahead, while
also seeking to repair the budget mess that we have inherited from our predecessors. It is in that context that we
have obviously had to make some difficult decisions in order to reduce the spending growth trajectory that we
have inherited. We are very mindful of the fact that these sorts of decisions necessarily impact only on those who
receive payments from government, which is why we have sought to spread the effort over the forward estimates
by also making the particular provision that is the subject of this bill.

The only alternative to not doing what we are proposing—which obviously must have dawned on Mr Shorten
eventually as well—would be to ask those who receive payments from government to carry 100 per cent of the
burden. But, from our point of view, in the context of the judgements that the government have made, we do not
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think that it would help us in either building a stronger economic or repairing the budget if we increased company
taxation in the way that Senator Macdonald has suggested.

Senator IAN MACDONALD (Queensland) (12:54): I thank the minister for his courteous response. I have to
say that there is not a lot of what he said that I do not strongly agree with, but he still did not answer the question.
He did raise the issue of the paid parental scheme—which I had not raised today. But, Minister, you cannot have it
both ways. If there is, and I accept there is a debt crisis that requires people to contribute, whether it is the
reduction of government assistance or additional tax for high-income earners, why is it that companies—and you
have told me that there are 3,000 of them earning more than $5 million a year, which is a bit of an advance on
$180,000, T might say—are not being asked to contribute to the accepted and acknowledged debt crisis Australia
faces?

I could say to you, Minister, in purely crass political terms, that every dollar that could be raised from
companies would be a dollar less that individual taxpayers—that is, voters—would have to pay. So it is a no-
brainer to me, from a purely crass political perspective, but that is not why I am arguing the point. I am not
suggesting that we should increase company beyond 30 per cent, and I accept, Minister, you comments about
Australia wanting to welcome investment into Australian companies. I accept all that but, if we are doing that,
why then are we introducing what many have said is a very generous paid parental scheme at a time when we
have a debt crisis?

You could easily divert the $5 billion that will be raised from the top 3,000 companies to pay off Labor's debt.
That way, we perhaps may not need a three-year temporary levy on other Australians. We may not need to curtail
other assistance that has had to be curtailed to pay off Labor's mismanagement and huge debt. If we could get
more people contributing to the repair effort—which I accept is needed and which you have rightly explained,
Minister—isn't that a good thing?

We clearly have this debt crisis. Labor, we know, were just appalling in the way they managed the country's
finances. We are always left with the job of fixing that. As I say, I congratulate the government on the steps it has
taken, but I do not think they go far enough. I was pleased to hear Mr Hockey say, 'The age of entitlement is
finished.' So wouldn't this be an appropriate time—with the support of the Commission of Audit—to say, 'The
paid parental scheme is a good goal to head towards. It is something that a wealthy, prosperous Australia could
and should enter into, but perhaps now is not the right time because now, at this stage in our game, we are trying
desperately to pay off Labor's debt'?

I repeat: we are doing that by getting additional tax from high-income earners and we are having to make very
modest and moderate savings in other assistance measures because the age of entitlement is finished. Yet many
have said to me that, with the paid parental scheme, the age of entitlement is finished. I will not enter into that.
That is a debate for another place and another time. It is a debate, as I understand, is yet to be held. I read in the
paper that there are—quoting the Deputy Prime Minister—'different issues' being looked at by the government in
relation to the paid parental scheme. I look forward at some time to being taken into confidence by the
government on just what is going to happen with it. But, as I say, that is another debate for another time.

My concern at the moment is that we have this debt crisis—and those are Mr Hockey and the Prime Minister's
words. I accept them. You do not need to accept their words to know that, after six years of Labor—as after the
Hawke-Keating years, 13 years of Labor—there will be a financial crisis. It has to be addressed. I agree with that.
I have no issue at all with my government on that, but what I simply cannot understand—and, with respect,
Minister, I know it is not totally your responsibility but you have not answered the question—is why companies
do not pay this.

Let me ignore this current levy and go back to Labor's flood levy. You might find this easier to answer,
Minister. The Labor Party introduced that levy to help Queensland recover from floods. Why was it that
individuals had to pay but companies—Ilike the company I have talked about but not named, which makes a profit
out of sugar cane grown in Australia and, quite rightly, sends its profits in dividends to Singapore—were not
asked to contribute to the flood levy? I know for a fact that its mill operations actually received some benefit from
the flood levy that individual Australians were asked to pay. Why wasn't that company asked to pay? It cannot be
because the dividends were going to Australian shareholders who had already paid, because they all go elsewhere.
I just use that company as an example because it is an immediate one for me, easy for me to relate, but with BHP,
Rio and Wesfarmers—you name it—I am sure a lot of their shareholders are overseas. Why aren't they being
asked to contribute to paying off Labor's debt as every other Australian is being asked to? It just does not make
sense to me.

I note that the Labor Party and, I think, the Greens are supporting this flawed, in my view, method of raising
additional funds that are needed. Labor, of course, would support it, because they did this with the flood levy. I
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indicate that I am opposed to the bill, because, with respect, Minister, neither you nor the Treasurer nor anyone
has explained to me why it is that these 3,000 profitable companies earning $5 million or more are not
contributing to solving Labor's debt crisis. Perhaps you could do that, Minister, not that it matters—as I say, with
Labor and, I think, the Greens supporting the government, this is going to go through regardless of how I vote.
But I do want to make the point as strongly as I can so that, if we in the future need to raise money for particular
issues, we do it in an honest way by increasing the general rate of taxation on the progressive scales we have in
Australia, so that we can deal with these things that come up. And floods come up—I accept that. Debt crises
come up—I accept that. After Labor rule, it is a given—you know there is going to be a crisis. But everyone
should be contributing, and that includes companies, many of which are foreign owned and controlled and with
foreign shareholders. Why shouldn't they contribute as well?

Minister, I hope you can find something new that would convince me I should support this bill. So far, I regret
to say, you have not, and you are not alone in that. We have a $5 billion bucket there that could be used to pay off
Labor's debt, and we are apparently not using that. We are engaging in what some—not necessarily me—call an
age-of-entitlement allowance to certain individual Australians. I hope, Minister, you will be able to persuade me.
If not, I hope that, in the future, governments, be they of this persuasion or that persuasion, will have an honest tax
system where additional money is raised and not this dodgy arrangement where we have a levy, not a tax, that is
imposed on only a certain number of Australians and not on Australia's wealthiest companies.

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (13:05): I thank Senator Macdonald for his
further remarks. I did do my absolute best to answer his previous questions as directly and relevantly as possible,
but I will have another go. Senator Macdonald talks about the debt crisis that we inherited, and indeed Labor did
leave behind a debt and deficit disaster, but, as I tried to point out in my earlier remarks, the debt and deficit
disaster that Labor left behind was not the only challenge we inherited from the previous government. We also
inherited some significant economic challenges. We inherited an economy growing below trend. We inherited an
economy with rising unemployment. We inherited an economy with low consumer confidence. We inherited an
economy where business investment had plateaued. The very direct answer to Senator Macdonald's question is,
yes, we also inherited a budget in very bad shape and an unsustainable spending growth trajectory which needs
fixing, but the way we fix the budget mess left behind by Labor cannot detract from our efforts to build a stronger,
more prosperous economy where we can create more jobs, where we can attract more investment and where we
can lift consumer confidence into the future.

In our judgement, to do what Senator Macdonald is suggesting would hamper our capacity to build a stronger,
more prosperous economy and create more jobs and increase business investment. All these policies to build a
stronger economy, create more jobs and create opportunity for everyone to get ahead, when properly
implemented, will ultimately also lead to increased revenue for government, without the need to increase or
implement new taxes.

So we are doing two things at the same time. We are working to put government expenditure on a more
sustainable footing by reducing the spending growth trajectory we inherited from Labor, which was going to take
us to 26.5 per cent of government spending as a share of GDP by 2023-24 or from $409 billion this financial year
to $690 billion by 2023-24. We are significantly working to reduce that spending growth trajectory.

In order to spread the effort fairly and equitably, in the immediate effort required over the forward estimates
beyond just those who receive payments from government we are also pursuing this budget repair levy, which
effectively is an increase in tax of two per cent for individual Australians who earn more than $180,000 a year. If
we were to increase company tax, it would make it harder for us to grow, to get out of the situation we have
inherited where the economy is growing below trend. It would make it harder for us to reverse the rising
unemployment trend we inherited from our predecessors and it would make it harder for us to attract business
investment.

In his further remarks, Senator Macdonald raised with me, as he did privately on various occasions, the Paid
Parental Leave Scheme. The Paid Parental Leave Scheme is an integral part of our economic strategy to build a
stronger, more prosperous economy. If you look at the two economic challenges we are facing as a nation, one
relates to the falling terms of trade and the other relates to the implications which come with the ageing of the
population. The ageing of the population, among other things, has led to falls in workforce participation, which is
why in the budget we are pursuing initiatives to encourage older Australians to work longer. Also we need to
pursue initiatives to lift workforce participation by women in order to help us build a stronger, more prosperous,
more resilient economy. The two areas of policy which we need to get right in order to lift workforce participation
are paid parental leave arrangements and childcare arrangements.

In relation to childcare arrangements, a Productivity Commission review, which is underway, will guide some
of the government's thinking on the best way forward. But when it comes to paid parental leave, I know that it is
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easy to look at paid parental leave as though it is just another welfare entitlement. In our view it is not that. To
ensure that, up to an appropriate level, women are able to draw a replacement wage for a certain period while they
are having a baby is essentially the same as somebody who goes on annual leave, on long service leave or on sick
leave, while also being paid a replacement wage. Nobody would suggest that somebody who takes three months
long service leave should somehow receive a welfare payment. Nobody would suggest that and neither they
should. Nobody would suggest that somebody who goes on sick leave should be moved onto a welfare payment.
Everybody would accept and acknowledge that it is quite appropriate, while on sick leave, that you should
continue to be paid at your wage. Public servants right now here in Canberra are able to access their replacement
wage when they have a baby. Indeed, many big businesses are providing paid parental leave benefits now. The
problem is that small businesses, as they compete for a workforce, find it difficult to compete with Public Service
or big business employers because they cannot afford to pay for that sort of workplace entitlement. That is why
the scheme we are putting forward as part of our broader strategy to build a stronger, more prosperous economy,
provides a fairer deal for small business and helps them to recruit and retain high-quality female workers.

We were very transparent in the lead-up to the last election on what we think needs to be done in order to build
a stronger, more prosperous economy. Part of that strategy, of course, is scrapping all the bad Labor taxes like the
carbon tax and the mining tax. Part of it is to implement a 1.5 per cent company tax cut and part of it is to
implement this fair dinkum Paid Parental Leave Scheme, which will be funded significantly with a 1.5 per cent
levy.

If we were to do what was suggested by Senator Macdonald—that is, effectively to increase company tax by
two per cent in the same way as we are proposing through this bill to increase the top marginal tax rate for
Australians earning more than $180,000—we believe, based on all the information we have been able to review,
that that would detract from growth and would make it harder for us to reverse the rising unemployment trend we
have inherited. Ultimately, it would make it harder for us to repair the budget because rising unemployment
means increased costs and less revenue than otherwise would be the case. So in all of the circumstances, we have
not taken any of this lightly. We have made a series of very considered, deliberate decisions on how best and how
most sensibly to reduce the spending growth trajectory we inherited. And that is never easy.

If somebody believes they are going to get a particular increase in their payment from government, nobody is
going to like to hear the government say, 'We can't afford that. The previous government might have made these
promises but we actually cannot afford to give you them because we are going to have to continue to borrow from
our children and grandchildren in order to fund these benefits and your current lifestyle. Our children and
grandchildren would have to pay back those costs, with interest.' So we have said we cannot do that and we have
reduced the spending growth trajectory.

We have sought to spread the effort more equitably by putting forward this temporary budget repair levy. But
to pursue the change to company tax arrangements that Senator Macdonald is suggesting, for all the reasons which
I have done my best to outline as clearly and as explicitly as possible, we do not think would be in Australia's
national interests or in the interests of growing a stronger, more prosperous economy, of creating more jobs, when
we have inherited an economy growing below trend and rising unemployment. We would humbly put to the
chamber that the budget that we have put forward, including this measure, is part of a package of initiatives that
seeks to protect our living standards, build opportunity and prosperity in the future and finely balance the whole
range of competing issues that we have to deal with.

Senator IAN MACDONALD (Queensland) (13:14): I will not continue on with this past this question. I
acknowledge that Senator Dastyari has allowed me to finish my line of questioning, which I appreciate. Minister,
thank you for that, but, with the very greatest of respect, can I just say that the arguments you raise really do not
make sense. You said, 'If we were to increase company tax it would impact on our desire to build a stronger
economy through additional investment.' Well, sorry, Minister—you are increasing the income tax on companies;
you are increasing the company tax. As the coalition promised before the election, we were reducing company tax
by 1% per cent—a great initiative, to do everything you said, Minister. That is, we are going to build a stronger
economy by encouraging investment. Yes, the 14 per cent reduction was great for that. I supported that. So
everyone gets a 1% per cent reduction. But, hang on—for the top 3,000 companies the tax goes back. If it applies
on one side it must apply on the other. So, by increasing the tax on those top 3,000 companies, you must be
impacting on your desire to build a stronger economy through encouraging investment.

You also talked about falling terms of trade and ageing of populations. I am not quite sure what that has to do
with the matter [ am discussing. And, whilst I accept that women in the workforce do need encouragement to have
their children and go back to work, there is already a scheme in place. It is a Labor scheme, so it cannot be
particularly good, but it is there; it is in place.

Senator McKenzie: Public servants can double dip.
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Senator IAN MACDONALD: And public servants can double dip. But, Minister—and this is where the logic
fails in the argument that you put to me—you say that big business already has a very generous paid parental
leave scheme. Maybe big business should have a look at their schemes. And why isn't the Public Service having
the same sort of Paid Parental Leave scheme as every small business and every other Australian has? It is not
brilliant, but it is a start.

We will get the economy back into the black. We will get it powering ahead. I know our government will do
that, because we have the right policies and the right philosophy to do that. And we have done it before. It is a
continuous cycle, be it at state or federal level: Labor gets in and smashes the economy; Liberals come back and
improve the economy. We know that that is going to happen. And, when we have done that, then—perhaps
instead of giving tax deductions—we can look at a properly funded, very good Paid Parental Leave scheme. And I
would be the first to support it.

But arguing that big business is already doing that, and then giving them a cut in their income tax so that they
do not then have to use their own funds to do their own Paid Parental Leave scheme, and then putting the 1'% per
cent back so that we have this universal Paid Parental Leave scheme—don't you see that it just doesn't make
sense? I have tried. But, with Labor supporting your proposals and, I think, the Greens, too—I cannot take this
anymore. I do thank you, Minister—

Senator Whish-Wilson: Keep going—we're thoroughly enjoying it.

Senator IAN MACDONALD: Well, I hope you might not just enjoy it but think about it in the future, so that
the next time your mates in the Labor Party want to introduce a flood levy on individuals and not on these big

3,000 companies, you might encourage your mates in the Labor Party not to do that. That is presupposing they
ever get back into government, and that is a big presupposition.

But I just hope that people do learn something from this. To me, there is no valid argument why the top
companies, with profits of more than $5 million, are not contributing to the debt that Labor created—

Senator Whish-Wilson: Hear, hear!

Senator IAN MACDONALD: with the help of the Greens. There is that debt crisis there. We have to pay that
debt back. Here is a way we could get the top 3,000 companies to do it. We are not doing it. I think it is a missed
opportunity. But I cannot take it anymore. Minister, I thank you for your answers, although they have not
convinced me.

Senator Jacinta Collins: Nonanswers.

Senator IAN MACDONALD: Well, no. I do appreciate, Minister, the answers you have given. They have not
convinced me. But I really cannot take it much further.

Senator DASTYARI (New South Wales) (13:20): I had some questions and I certainly want to get to them,
but, before I do, the question I have to raise is this. This is just extraordinary. What you have here is a very senior
coalition senator—somebody who has actually been in this chamber longer than you and I, Minister, have been in
the country—coming in here and saying that the arguments that are being made by his own government do not
make sense, and disputing the entire claim about increasing income tax on companies. Frankly, Minister, you,
with your arguments, are unable to convince your own government backbench, seven or eight months into
government. They are coming in here and pleading with you, saying: 'Please, Minister, please—give us a reason
to support you. We want to vote for you but you're making it so hard for us.' So my first question is this: Minister,
if you cannot even convince your own backbench, your own MPs, to support your budget measures, why on earth
should the rest of us support them?

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (13:21): I thank Senator Dastyari for that
question. While, on this occasion, we may not have been able to convince my good friend and valued colleague
Senator Macdonald, I would point out to Senator Dastyari that we have been able to convince Mr Shorten and the
Labor Party and that all those on that side of the chamber will vote in support of the measure that is before us.

Senator DASTYARI (New South Wales) (13:22): I do appreciate that, Minister Cormann, and I think you are
happy to acknowledge, and certainly you have, that once again the Labor Party has come to your rescue and once
again the Labor Party is bailing you out. Just two words: thank you. All I am asking for you to say today is thank
you. But, Minister, your own back bench is saying the arguments do not make sense. This was not going to be a
debate about the paid parental leave but questions have been asked about it and you have answered questions
relating to it, so I will ask a question within the context of this legislation. If you were to do what Senator
Macdonald suggested and not pursue the paid parental leave measure, would this tax measures still be needed?

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (13:23): I have answered that question. The
fair dinkum paid parental leave scheme is a very important, indeed central, part of our economic action strategy to
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build a stronger, more prosperous economy where everyone can get ahead. The measures in these bills here before
us are designed to help us spread the effort to repair the budget mess that Labor left behind fairly and equitably.
The only alternative to the measures in this bill, which ultimately and eventually must have dawned on Mr
Shorten, would be to impose that burden of fixing up Labor's mess only on those who receive payments from
government. We did not think that would be fair and reasonable, which is why we are commending these bills to
the chamber.

Senator DASTYARI (New South Wales) (13:24): 1 feel for once I am sharing the same concern that Senator
Macdonald had, and that is that you are failing to convince me and failing to answer my questions. But let us be
clear about what has actually gone on here. At this stage a government MP, a former minister, a senior member of
your own team who you yourself say is valued and respected and has important significance, has actually got up
in this chamber moments earlier and made it very clear that you have failed to convince them, your own
government MPs, on these budget measures. Let us be clear about how these things normally happen. Normally
there is enough faith, there is enough trust, there is enough dialogue within your own government that these
conversations would happen behind closed doors. Has this government already, nine months in, fallen apart so
much that your own back bench is now voting against the legislation?

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN: Minister? Senator Dastyari.

Senator DASTYARI (New South Wales) (13:25): 1 am amazed. I think the silence from the minister is
deafening. The minister is in such an extraordinary situation now that he cannot even get up anymore and defend
the stability of his own government. You cannot get up in anymore and say, 'This is a government that has unity,
this is a government that has purpose, this is a government that has direction,’ because there is so much
disagreement, there is so much division, there is so much of a split within your own party. Let us be clear: you
have already had one member—a senior member by your own words, not mine, although I accept he is senior—
get up and say that he does not believe you, that you have not convinced him, that he feels that this is not a fair
measure. This goes back to the heart of the problem with this budget, which is lack of fairness. I believe that if
you wanted to tackle what you deem is some kind of a crisis, which has been manufactured, there were many
better ways to do it. Do I think this is good legislation? No. Do I think it is perfect? No. I think it is nothing more
than a fig leaf to cover the fact that this is a budget that you have designed that will hurt families, that will hurt
lower-income earners, that will attack health care, that will attack education, that will attack the social fabric that
holds this society together. And yes, as part of a fig leaf you put in one measure aimed towards higher income
earners—

Senator Cormann: Which you will vote for.

Senator DASTYARI: Which I will support because I think it is better than a lot of the other measures. But if
we were designing it we would have designed it a lot better than this. We would not have had a loophole so that
what is a three-year measure will really only be paid for one actual year. We would have fixed up the fringe
benefits tax. We would have looked at a proper program as part of a broader taxation review, not a fig leaf when
we got to the end of a budget process and realised that, 'Oh, we are only attacking middle income earners, we are
only attacking the young, we are only attacking the disabled, we are only attacking those who are in the bottom
quartile of this society. We had better create something big and something exciting for the higher income earners
so that we can say we are sharing the pain.' Well, Minister, the pain is not being shared. The pain is not being
shared in this budget. It is an unfair budget, it is an unequal budget. That is why people are up in arms. That is
why people out there in Australian society—you have seen the polling, you have seen the numbers—are outraged,
because there is no fairness. You are now in a situation where even your own MPs, even your own back bench,
are getting up and using this chamber to say, "We are unhappy with this direction. We are unhappy with this
budget. We are unhappy with these measures.' Minister, how can you deliver a budget when not even your own
MPs support you?

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN (Senator Gallacher): The question is that the bills be agreed to without
amendments or requests.

Question agreed to.
Bills reported without amendments; report adopted.
Third Reading
Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (13:30): I move:
That the bills be now read a third time.
Question agreed to.
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Social Security Legislation Amendment (Green Army Programme) Bill 2014
Second Reading
Debate resumed on the motion:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Senator PRATT (Western Australia) (13:32): This afternoon I rise to speak on the Social Security Legislation
Amendment (Green Army Programme) Bill 2014. From the outset, I would like to say that the legislation that we
have before us this afternoon is only a small part of this program, providing the legislative change to give effect to
the payment of an allowance for program participants, while the detail lies in the program guidelines and tender
documents. I will keep my remarks to the broad breadth of the program this afternoon, not just the payment
matters before us.

Labor does not oppose this bill, but in the very broad context we hold very significant concerns about the
policy effectiveness of what the government is putting forward. We know, for example, that programs of this type
have a long pedigree under governments on both sides of this chamber. The budget has given a significant amount
of funding to establish the Green Army, but Labor thinks that this has been at the expense of more effective
environment and conservation programs as well as the broader skills and training programs that have been cut
elsewhere in the budget. This is on top of the $2.55 billion that the government is committing to its Emissions
Reduction Fund, which in Labor's view is just a slush fund to pay polluters. Indeed, experts in our nation widely
agree that this slush fund will deliver no meaningful emissions reductions programs for our nation.

Labor strongly rejects Direct Action. We reject it as an ineffective, expense policy that will have, in our view, a
very negligible impact on emissions. The program before us is a component of the coalition's so-called Direct
Action Plan. The government has pitched the Green Army as not just a youth unemployment program but a major
environmental and conservation program. Let's take a look at what the government is saying here. Contrary to this
assertion, Labor is concerned that the budget cuts almost $500 million from Landcare. Any of the conservation
benefits from the Green Army will be cancelled out by the valuable work of Landcare volunteers that will no
longer proceed because of these significant cuts. This is funding that could have and should have been going to
experienced community volunteers. Many of those volunteers are in rural, remote and regional Australia. Instead,
the money is going to go to projects done by inexperienced young people and, in Labor's view, this will deliver
inferior conservation results. That is of significant concern. Senators in this place have all seen how effective
those Landcare volunteer programs are for environmental outcomes on the ground.

Further to this, Labor is also very concerned and sceptical of the Green Army's ability to deliver any
meaningful training or employment outcomes, particularly in the context of a budget that cut a wide range of
skills and training programs that had been previously established by Labor to link young people with training and
employment opportunities. When you add that all up with this budget as a whole and you look at attacks on access
to Newstart et cetera, it is part of an incredibly regressive package for our nation's young people. The government,
in putting this program forward, has provided no evidence to this place that participants exiting the Green Army
Program will have further training and employment opportunities made available to them or any capacity to
extend the skills that they may have picked up through the Green Army program.

So the government has tried to give Labor assurances that the program's guidelines and contractual
arrangements will address these concerns about training opportunities and, indeed, significant occupational health
and safety issues. You have said we can monitor the program and the rollout closely to make sure the government
is fulfilling its commitment that participants in this program have an opportunity to obtain formal qualifications.
This is something we want to hold you to account on, and we will watch and wait and see. We have a number of
concerns about the detail of the program that is founded on the extremely poor environmental record of this
government.

You simply have no credibility when it comes to the environment. In my view, it is a record that makes one ask
why the idea of an environment minister does not go the same way as you have sent the science minister in this
government. You simply have no commitment to it, and it therefore might as well not exist. This record is
astounding. It ranges from the fact that you have moved backwards on climate change to risking Australia's global
reputation for protecting its World Heritage icons, as is currently taking place in Tasmania. Soon after coming to
office the Abbott government was rushing through environmental approvals. The government disallowed the
endangered community listing of the Murray River from the Darling to the sea. That was an incredible thing to do,
in my view. You went above all reason and advice and sneakily—very sneakily—had the world's largest ever
marine reserve system reproclaimed to undo the management plans that put into effect the world's largest marine
parks. I am just appalled at the government's actions in that regard. It was an incredibly sneaky and retrograde
step. It is one I am incredibly angry about

CHAMBER



Tuesday, 17 June 2014 SENATE 11

The government has also begun the process of handing over environmental approvals to the states, giving
Campbell Newman control of the Great Barrier Reef and Colin Barnett control of Ningaloo Reef. This
government has also all but abandoned efforts to have Queensland's Cape York added to the World Heritage list
and has approved every request for development in the Great Barrier Reef catchment that has landed on the
minister's desk. That is despite UNESCO threatening to list the Great Barrier Reef as in danger.

Sadly, it does not stop there. In my own home state of WA we have had sharks on the hit list, with the minister
approving an exemption for the WA government to allow drum lining off the coast. This is despite the complete
lack of evidence that it will have any effect. I know it has had no effect so far. It has caught none of the great
whites which are the species that is implicated in the attacks.

Senator Back: Because they're not around from January to April.

Senator PRATT: Of course they are not around from January to April. So why have the drum lines out then at
all? Your very allegation makes a mockery and establishes why it is such a ridiculous policy.

Senator Back interjecting—

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator Gallacher): Order! Senator Pratt, resume your seat.
Interjections are disorderly. I remind senators of that. Senator Pratt.

Senator PRATT: Thank you. As I said, there is a complete lack of evidence that this policy has any effect. It
was a clause designed to be used for national security issues; that is what the government used to implement this
policy. This is despite the fact that more people in our nation die from bee stings than from shark attacks. If you
are going to call a national emergency, why not call a national emergency on bees as well as sharks? It is just a
ridiculous policy.

We have seen our nation go backwards on any number of environmental fronts and climate change. We here in
Australia, who were once seen as progressive and forward thinking, are now the laughingstock on the world stage,
winning an unprecedented five Fossil Awards at the climate change talks in Warsaw late last year. Most recently,
the government has approached the World Heritage Committee to de-list some 74,000 hectares of Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area. This is all while the new Liberal Premier of Tasmania has promised to tear up
the Tasmanian forests agreement. This is a devastating outcome for the Tasmanian economy as well as the
environment, and as a Western Australian I also think it sets a dangerous precedent for us. In my view it is a
shameful record by any reckoning you make of it.

This is the very same government to which we will be entrusting our young people for this green army
program. The government has been entrusted with one of the greatest honours in public life: to protect and
promote Australia's wonderful natural assets. Instead, this government appears to be absolutely intent on
destroying them. And our Prime Minister is not embarrassed for the whole world to know what he is doing. It is
an appalling record.

Against that background of really poor environmental management—in fact, environmental destruction—
Labor's concerns furthermore revolve around five other main themes. They are: work health and safety
protections, workplace rights, the potential displacement of existing workers, training provisions and the transition
of young people from the Green Army into meaningful training and employment.

Firstly, Labor is concerned that this bill does not provide adequate protections for participants in the Green
Army scheme in the areas of occupational health and safety, workers compensation and rehabilitation. If the
government was truly concerned about these things, as they say they are, they would ensure the participants are
deemed to be proper employees and, as such, are covered by a range of Commonwealth laws that include the Fair
Work Act, the Work Health and Safety Act and the Safety, Rehabilitation and Compensation Act. The
government makes the point that people are to be paid a comparable training wage. If that is the case, why aren't
these young people in this program to be treated as workers equivalent to those in other training programs?

The environment department has made it clear that organisations delivering the program will be required to
have relevant insurance, so I guess that is a start, but it is by no means enough. We have been informed that the
government will take out insurance to ensure that any participant who is injured in the workplace will receive the
care and support they need. What we do not know is how difficult it will be for participants to make a claim, as
this is likely to vary from state to state. So Australians have the right to be suspicious of this government's motives
because the government has made it clear that health and safety are not a priority when it comes to this program.
The government is seeking to deceive the Australian public into believing that this is an environmental program.
Why does the government need to do that? Because it does not have a coherent environmental policy.

Make no mistake, this is an employment program and, as such, participants should be treated as employees. We
acknowledge that Green Army participants will be paid at the equivalent of the training wage which, while not
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overly generous, will be more than the income support payments many of them would otherwise receive. These
payments will be similar to the training wages received by thousands of other young Australians who are in
vocational education or training. But, unlike trainees or apprentices, those in the Green Army are under the
supervision of the Commonwealth. Denying them the status of 'Commonwealth employee' leaves them in a no-
man's land in terms of the employer-employee relationship, which is where a range of workplace rights, including
the ones I have mentioned, should have come into play.

Labor also has significant concerns about the displacement of existing workers. The government must assure
all the hardworking Australians in local government and other organisations that employers will not be able to
displace them and rely upon Green Army participants to do their work. There is no justification for a program like
the Green Army that can provide employment pathways if the participants then go on to displace existing workers.
We have had some assurance through program documents that organisations cannot use the Green Army to
undertake work they are legislated to do. Nevertheless, in Labor's view, that uncertainty remains. The potential
displacement needs to be fully addressed by the government in its design of the program.

I will turn to some other points in the time I have left to speak. Unemployment, particularly long-term
unemployment, causes great hardship to people, their families and communities. Entrenched unemployment also
undermines the economic strength of Australia. Access to recognised training delivered by a registered training
organisation under the AQF system is noted in program documentation for the Green Army as an optional
component of the program—that is, to be negotiated with each participant. This gives me and Labor no
confidence that participants will actually get access to training.

The government is very short on detail about the training components in the Green Army program: namely,
which vocational skills are to be provided to participants and are these areas that have been identified by the
Australian Workforce and Productivity Agency as areas of emerging skills need? It does not appear that that is the
case. But, if that is the case, why select the Green Army as a place to put all of these young people? Why not give
them more relevant skills that will help them in their future? The training needs to aim at providing our young
people with real and marketable skills that are in demand by employers. There is no work experience better than
paid work experience in a real workplace, with serious support mechanisms to ensure all young people can reach
their potential.

Labor believes that environmental based work and training programs can be an effective pathway to work for
many job seekers as well as providing environmental benefits. These programs have the potential, if they are well
designed and implemented, to achieve both those goals. But we cannot just address youth unemployment; we
know there are massive future costs not just in terms of welfare and social supports but also in terms of each
individual's lost opportunity. Real employment is one of the cornerstones of sustainable communities and
economic development. Access to quality employment promotes social inclusion and improves our living
standards. Our jobs in life are not everything, of course, but they help give us our identity, security and
opportunity in life.

In conclusion, Labor does not oppose this bill before the Senate and does not oppose the idea of a Green Army
program in principle. But we are incredibly concerned about the ability of the program to deliver workplace rights
and protections, meaningful and recognised training and employment outcomes for participants. We will be
keenly watching the rollout of this program very much in the hope that these issues are addressed throughout the
tender and delivery process.

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (13:52): 1 rise to speak on the Social
Security Legislation Amendment (Green Army Programme) Bill 2014. This bill purports to be a solution to
climate change and to provide work for unemployed youth. On both counts the coalition's Green Army bill is ill-
conceived and lacks vision. The bill does not provide the foundations to seriously combat global warming or
youth unemployment. It is very unlikely to deliver genuine, lasting environmental outcomes, and it fails to support
young people in finding meaningful work. Where is the vision in a program designed to temporarily deflect from
the serious issue of abating climate change and slowing the effects of climate change? The Green Army bill
appears to be little more than a clean-up program devised to keep youth off unemployment benefits for a brief
period of time, with no thought to what happens to them afterwards. It is very likely to entrench young people in
unemployment and poverty while diverting energy and resources away from more effective environmental
programs. The bill devalues the work of those who have in fact been trained for and pursued careers in
environmental protection and, due to the voluntary nature of the individual training component, offers no genuine
pathways into ongoing employment for the participants of the program. For those who participate, there is no
guarantee that this will be any more effective or less degrading than the previous incarnations of this program,
such as Green Corps or Work for the Dole.
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This program is also seriously compromised by the coalition government's cutting of funds to natural resource
management and Landcare. The most the Green Army bill can hope to achieve is a temporary improvement while
failing to effectively abate climate change or create a career for its participants. For all these reasons, the Greens
do not support this bill. I am particularly disturbed by the government's approach to land management and climate
abatement programs. The Green Army Program funding allocation is not all new money, and it should not be
counted as new money when in part it replaces funds that were previously available to natural resource
management groups and Landcare groups to undertake high-quality conservation work. In Senate estimates the
Department of Agriculture confirmed that there was no money left in the Landcare bucket for new Landcare grant
programs between now and 2018. The net effect of this program will be to transfer funding from skilled natural
resource management workers and volunteers with a long-term focus to unskilled work-for-the-dole style
volunteers and short-term projects. This is a devastating blow for local Landcare groups around the country, and it
is an insult to spend $525 million on the Green Army while destroying the Landcare program which has been
delivering environmental outcomes for over three decades.

It is now becoming extremely clear that the carbon abatement scheme will be focused on tree planting—and not
planting native trees that will last 100 years and are based on biodiversity principles but rather moving towards
25-year plantings in plantations. Maybe we will be going back to the old MIS days. By passing this bill, we are
effectively just creating a labour force to plant trees in the landscape. We need to be doing better than that. We
have a much more mature landscape management process in this country than that.

Apart from our broader concerns that this bill is just a smokescreen to cover up lack of action on climate
change, we also have very specific concerns about the nature of this program and the way it will operate. While it
may seem an improvement on its previous incarnations of Work for the Dole and Green Corps by introducing the
option for flexible accredited training options, it still fails to guarantee appropriate training and support to the
participants and applicants. Training is in fact an optional extra to be negotiated with each individual rather than a
core feature of the program—which you would think it would have been, given all the government's rhetoric. This
has the potential to be flexible and responsive to the individual needs of the program participant, if in fact it is
done properly. However, as the National Union of Students noted in their submission:

We are concerned that young people looking for work will be in an unequal bargaining position when trying to negotiate

training outcomes with providers.
It may be extremely difficult for young people who have been disengaged from learning and from the work force
to be able to know in advance what their training needs might be and what will lead to a positive personal
outcome when they first enter this program. This, coupled with the fact that there is no incentive within the
program funding for program coordinators to introduce another level of complexity to their program by
encouraging participants to develop a genuinely tailored training program for delivering specific outcomes, means
it is unlikely that they will be motivated to negotiate these outcomes.

Nor are there periodic reviews of the individual participation agreements which could provide an opportunity
for participants to seek additional training. These have not been built into the process. Rather than offering
training as an optional extra, service providers and team supervisors should be contractually obligated to ensure
that participants are fully informed of their training options and actively engaged, and they should be required to
be provide training and to participate in training processes.

We are extremely concerned that participants in the Green Army Program will not have access to an
appropriate number of hours or basic employment protections that other trainees are entitled to. Suspending access
to income support payments is extremely problematic if the program does not at least meet the income provided
through the social security payment. Because there is no guarantee of minimum hours, it is possible for
individuals under the program to be worse-off than if they were on Youth Allowance. As the Australia Institute
submission points out:

The program plans to pay people for up to 30 hours a week for up to 26 weeks but we do not know if the hours are to be
regular nor how they are to be agreed between the ‘employer’ and participant. It would be a cruel outcome if participants were
motivated to join but found they were earning less than they had been on Newstart because the hours were not there. Likewise
someone who is sick or has other sudden family caring responsibilities may suffer a drop in income. It is not clear that there
are leave arrangements that would be available to ordinary workers.

Debate interrupted.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Paid Parental Leave

Senator O'NEILL (New South Wales) (14:00): My question is to the Minister representing the Prime
Minister, Senator Abetz. Is the minister aware of comments made last week by Acting Prime Minister Warren
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Truss that the government is talking with the National Farmers' Federation and rural women's groups on the Prime
Minister's Paid Parental Leave Scheme? Can the minister confirm that the National Farmers' Federation and the
Country Women's Association were not consulted about the scheme prior to Mr Truss making those comments?

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Leader of the Government in the Senate, Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
for the Public Service and Minister for Employment) (14:00): In answer to the honourable senator's question, I
cannot detail the exact information that she is seeking, other than to say that we as a government believe that the
Paid Parental Leave Scheme is a very important measure to assist in our nation's tasks around population,
productivity and the participation of women in the workforce. These measures are important.

They were the three aspects of the policy that we believe is vitally important and that is why we took it to the
elections in 2010 and 2013. We believe that it is a good policy for the productivity of our nation to increase the
participation rate of women. That scheme, might I add, includes and sustains their superannuation contributions,
which under the current Labor scheme are not even considered and are forgone. This is a very important scheme
for the benefit of the working women of this nation to deal with the population task, the participation task and also
the productivity task, which are just so important for our nation.

Senator O'NEILL (New South Wales) (14:02): Mr President, I ask a supplementary question. I think that
confirms that, contrary to Mr Truss's comments, the National Farmers' Federation and the Country Women's
Association were not consulted.

The PRESIDENT: No comments. What is the question?

Senator O'NEILL: My question is to Senator Abetz. I refer to data released by the Department of Social
Services that shows the Prime Minister's Paid Parental Leave Scheme would overwhelmingly disadvantage
National Party electorates, as compared to Liberal Party electorates. Does this not demonstrate that the Prime
Minister's Paid Parental Leave Scheme only serves to exacerbate the inequality between rural and urban
Australia?

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Leader of the Government in the Senate, Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
for the Public Service and Minister for Employment) (14:02): No, we do not come to that conclusion, like
Senator O'Neill would seek to come to it. We believe that this is a fair scheme. This is a very fair scheme. We
believe that our Paid Parental Leave Scheme means that women in regional Australia will be treated the same as
their city counterparts by being able to access a genuine Paid Parental Leave Scheme. Farming mothers and
women in regional communities should be entitled to paid parental leave at their actual wage or the minimum
wage, whichever is greater, just like women who work for big companies in the city.

Might I simply add that public servants here in Canberra are the beneficiaries of a scheme that is very similar, if
not identical, to that which the Prime Minister is seeking to introduce. The unions champion it for the public
servants in Canberra, but the Labor Party cannot bring themselves to champion it— (Time expired)

Senator O'NEILL (New South Wales) (14:03): Mr President, I ask a further supplementary question. I refer
to Senator Williams' comments that rural people believe that the Prime Minister's Paid Parental Leave Scheme is
too generous, too expensive, unfair and putting a price on a baby. Why is the Prime Minister introducing a scheme
that is too expensive, unfair and prices babies according to their mother's income?

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Leader of the Government in the Senate, Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
for the Public Service and Minister for Employment) (14:04): If the honourable senator wants a direct answer to
that question, she should be directing it to my good friend Senator Williams, rather than to me. As I had the great
pleasure of saying in question time yesterday, we in the coalition have a broad church. We actually represent
differing views within the community and we bring them all together in our party room. That is unlike those
opposite, who only allow one type of person into their party room and that person has to have the qualification of
having been a trade union official. Without that, you are not allowed into the Labor Party in this joint. What else I
might add is this: we actually believe in freedom of expression.

Senator Conroy interjecting—

Senator ABETZ: Senator Conroy comes in on cue, because we know what his views are on climate change
but he cannot bring himself to express them. (Time expired)

Senator Kim Carr: Bring on the tea party!
The PRESIDENT: Order! On my left. I am waiting to give the call.
Budget

Senator DI NATALE (Victoria) (14:05): My question is for the Minister for Finance, Senator Cormann. In
your government's brutal budget, you have made cuts to health, welfare and education, you have saddled students
with decades of debt, you have slashed funding to the states and you have left vulnerable people out in the cold—
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all in the name of a contrived budget emergency. At the same time, Australia's tax concessions are the most
generous in the world, amounting to $115 billion last year. Why did the government rule out winding back
generous tax concessions to the big end of town and instead target pensioners, people with disabilities, students
and the sick?

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (14:06): I thank Senator Di Natale for that
question. What this government is doing is fixing the budget mess left behind by the Labor-Greens government.
When we came into government in September last year, we inherited an economy growing below trend, which
had rising unemployment, low consumer confidence and business investment that had plateaued. The budget was
an absolute mess, with a spending growth trajectory that was unsustainable. Labor's carbon tax, mining tax and
massive additional red tape had reduced the level of economic growth, which had flow-on implications for the
revenue raised by government. We are fixing that.

The Labor and Green reckless approach to government spending put us on a spending growth trajectory that
was going to take spending, as a share of GDP, to 26.5 per cent—up from 23.1 per cent in the last year of the
Howard government. That is at a time when we are raising less than 22 per cent, as a share of GDP, in tax
revenue, with a long-term average of about 23.7 per cent. You do not have to be Einstein to know that you cannot
balance your budget by continuing to spend at the levels the previous government wants to spend at.

There is no easy way to cut and reduce an unsustainable, unaffordable spending growth trajectory, but we
cannot keep spending money we have not got and we continue to borrow from our children and grandchildren in
order to fund our lifestyle today. We are saying that it is not appropriate for us to continue to borrow in order to
fund consumption today. We think that we owe it to our children and grandchildren to protect our living
standards, to build prosperity and to build opportunity for the future so that we leave to them a country that is in at
least the same position, if not a better position, as the country we inherited from our forefathers.

Senator DI NATALE (Victoria) (14:08): I have a supplementary question. Minister, your colleague the
Treasurer, who often accuses his political opponents of waging class warfare, this week claimed the average
Australian has to work for a month to pay for the welfare of his or her fellow Australians. Minister, can you
confirm the reports today that the average Australian works for two days to pay for the unemployment benefits of
others but nearly 10 days to pay for tax concessions that go to the wealthy?

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (14:09): I thank Senator Di Natale for that
follow-up question. The Treasurer's speech last week at the Sydney Institute was an outstanding speech, indeed. It
explained the efforts of this budget to repair the budget mess that we have inherited from the Labor-Greens
administration. We inherited a budget situation where Labor, in their first five years of government, accumulated
$191 billion in deficits.

Senator Cash: How much?

Senator CORMANN: They accumulated $191 billion in deficits. Their last budget left behind another $123
billion in projected deficits, and government debt was heading for $667 billion. We are forced to pay $1 billion a
month in interest, just to service the debt that has been accumulated by the Labor Party. And remember, there was
no government net debt in 2007; there was a $20 billion surplus. There was money in the bank. In the last year of
the Howard government, the government was collecting more than $1 billion in net interest payments on the back
of a positive net asset position.

Senator DI NATALE (Victoria) (14:10): I have a further supplementary question. Minister, this is a very
straight-forward question. Why has the government chosen to prioritise concessions such as the $5% billion going
in the form of fuel tax credits that benefit industry over medical services for sick people? Why have they done it?
Minister, if the age of entitlement is over, why do mining companies at the big end of town continue to get
handouts while ordinary people are forced to do the heavy lifting?

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia—Minister for Finance) (14:10): I do not ever expect the Greens or
Senator Di Natale to understand this—but guess what? A strong mining industry is actually in our national
interest. A strong mining industry helps to create jobs. A strong mining industry helps to create opportunities for
people to earn a living.

I say to you that I completely reject the assertion that, somehow, there are concessions provided to the mining
industry. The senator well knows that the fuel tax arrangements are effectively a road-user charge and that the
mining industry, farmers and others get a rebate in relation to off-road fuel use. Why should you be paying a road-
user charge in relation to fuel that is not used on roads? It is a very simple proposition.

We are focusing on building a stronger, more prosperous economy where everyone has the opportunity to get
ahead. That includes a competitive taxation arrangement, where businesses across Australia can be successful,
because we understand that only if businesses are successful across Australia will the country be successful.
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Asylum Seekers

Senator O'SULLIVAN (Queensland) (14:11): My question is to Assistant Minister for Immigration and
Border Protection Senator Cash. Can the minister update the Senate on the number of illegal maritime arrivals
who have entered Australia since the commencement of Operation Sovereign Borders, and how this compares to
the number of those who have voluntarily departed.

Senator CASH (Western Australia—Assistant Minister for Immigration and Border Protection and Minister
Assisting the Prime Minister for Women) (14:12): I thank Senator O'Sullivan for his question. I am pleased to
advise the Senate that under Operation Sovereign Borders we are now approaching—we are within days—of six
months since there was a successful people-smuggling venture to Australia.

The coalition promised the people of Australia that if we were elected to govern we would stop the boats, and
the success of Operation Sovereign Borders to date shows the Australian people that we are delivering on that
promise to them. For the period 20 December 2012 to 17 June 2013 inclusive, a total of 12,632 IMAs arrived in
Australia, not including crew. The number of SIEVs during that same period was 188. The number of crew that
arrived during that same period was 395.

For the period 20 December 2013 to 17 June 2014 inclusive, there have been no successful people-smuggling
ventures to Australia. The number of SIEVs that have arrived during that same period is zero, and the number of
crew that have arrived during that same period is zero. Again, we said to the people of Australia that if they
elected us in September 2013 we would restore integrity to Australia's borders, and that is exactly what we have
done.

In relation to the second part of the senator's question, I advise as follows. A total of $1,127 people have
voluntarily departed Australia since the commencement of Operation Sovereign Borders on 18 September last
year. In that same period— (7Time expired)

Senator O'SULLIVAN (Queensland) (14:14): 1 have supplementary question. Can the minister advise the
Senate what has made Operation Sovereign Borders so successful in stopping the boats and preventing needless
deaths at sea?

Senator CASH (Western Australia—Assistant Minister for Immigration and Border Protection and Minister
Assisting the Prime Minister for Women) (14:14): It is called resolve, it is called commitment, it is called having
a spine—something that those on the other side continually lack when it comes to protecting Australia's borders.
You need only see what happened in caucus today, which is that they want to reopen the debate in relation to
offshore processing. There were dragged kicking and screaming to the table last time they had to sit next to us and
support offshore processing. We know that they continue to be divided on this matter. The only thing that those on
the other side will turn back, if they are ever elected to government again, is the strong border protection policies
of the Howard and Abbott governments. The Australian people should be very, very afraid of Labor and their
stance on border protection. We need only look at what the former minister for immigration, Mr O'Connor, said
today— (Time expired)

Senator O'SULLIVAN (Queensland) (14:15): Mr President, I ask a supplementary question. Can the minister
apprise senators of the results that can be achieved when a cohesive, determined and resolute approach is adopted
in relation to illegal maritime arrivals?

Senator CASH (Western Australia—Assistant Minister for Immigration and Border Protection and Minister
Assisting the Prime Minister for Women) (14:16): Despite the protestations of those opposite, we know they are
not committed to strong border protection measures. The former minister, Mr O'Connor, who used to have this
portfolio, said this morning: 'There is no reason that the issue of offshore processing cannot be revisited in the
future'. That should send a very clear sign to all Australians that those opposite do not care about the 1,000 people
who were confirmed dead at sea under their policies. They could not care less about the 50,000 people who
arrived on our shores at a cost of in excess of $11.6 billion. There is only one government that is committed to
stopping the boats, and it is the Abbott government.

Budget

Senator STEPHENS (New South Wales) (14:16): My question is to the Minister Representing the Minister
for Education. I refer to the Abbott government's decision to break its pre-election promise and rip at least $1.2
billion out of New South Wales education funding. Does the minister agree with the assessment by the New South
Wales education minister, Adrian Piccoli, that 'schools in regional areas, as well as disadvantaged and Aboriginal
students, will be the hardest hit'?

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales—Minister for Human Services) (14:17): 1 thank Senator Stephens for her
question. If one wanted to talk about money being removed from schools funding in Australia, I think the best
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place to start would be the removal of $1.2 billion from schools funding by the previous government when they
failed to reach agreement with all the states and territories. That would have meant there was no additional
funding for students in Queensland, Western Australia and the Northern Territory—a small technical point that it
appears those on the other side are trying to avoid. What is in fact the case with our education announcements in
the budget is that we are investing a record amount of $64: billion in recurrent funding for government and non-
government schools over the next four years. The coalition has not only matched school funding dollar for dollar
over the quadrennium of the previous government but increased it. That includes $1.2 billion for schools, from
2014 to 2017, over and above the funding committed by the previous government.

Senator Moore: Mr President, on relevance: the question referred to a statement by the New South Wales
education minister about concerns about $1.2 billion out of the current New South Wales budget.

The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order at this stage. The minister still has 55 seconds remaining.

Senator PAYNE: As | was saying, we ensured that students in Queensland, Western Australia and the
Northern Territory do not miss out. That of course means—QED, I would have to say—that students in New
South Wales were in a good position, the position that was committed to by the previous government. The
position now sees the other states and territories—which were not included by the previous government;, and $1.2
billion was removed from that funding—on an equal footing with states like New South Wales, South Australia
and so on. That is the most important aspect of our funding program—to ensure that we are increasing funding,
which we are, by a record amount of $64.5 billion in recurrent funding for government and non-government
schools over the next four years.

Senator STEPHENS (New South Wales) (14:20): I thank the minister. I am disappointed that she did not
actually answer my question, which is: does the minister agree with the assessment by the New South Wales
education minister, Adrian Piccoli, that schools in regional areas, as well as disadvantaged and Aboriginal
students, will be the hardest hit by this cut?

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales—Minister for Human Services) (14:20): I thank Senator Stephens for her
supplementary question. I think it is very important for the chamber and those opposite to recognise that schools
in Australia, no matter what state or territory we are talking about, have not been short-changed. We have met our
commitment to provide funding certainty over the next four years from 2014 to 2017. As I said in my previous
response, this is $1.2 billion more than schools would have received under the previous government. That is a
convenient omission that they continue to make.

Senator Wong: Mr President, on relevance: this is the second occasion on which this minister has been
specifically asked whether she agrees with the assessment by her colleague Minister Piccoli that schools in
regional areas, as well as disadvantaged and Aboriginal students, will be the hardest hit. That is the only question
that she was asked in the first supplementary. She has not come close to that question. I ask her to return to the
subject matter, which she is trying to avoid, about which she was asked.

The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order at this stage. I am listening closely to the minister's answer. The
minister still has 21 seconds.

Senator PAYNE: Thank you, Mr President. I think, if we reflect on the remarks I made previously, we will
see that I made it very clear that schools in Australia have not been short-changed. That is an answer to the
senator's question.

Budget

Senator STEPHENS (New South Wales) (14:22): I refer to the New South Wales Nationals conference last
weekend, where delegates called on the federal government to reverse its cuts and fund, as promised, the Gonski
package for the full six years. I ask: won't cutting funding for regional schools for learning support for children
with special needs and Indigenous students force up the costs of regional university courses and hurt people in
Regional Australia?

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales—Minister for Human Services) (14:23): Let me refer initially to funding
for students with a disability—students with special needs, in large part. The Australian government has already
introduced a funding loading to support students with a disability, which began this year, 2014. It has provided for
students with a disability, no matter where they live or where they go to school, so an assertion that students in
regional areas with special needs are somehow disadvantaged by those opposite's interpretation of the
government's budget measures is in fact fallacious and should be rejected. It is a scare tactic. It is not going to
work, because it is simply not true. That is the bottom line. Those opposite do not want to think about the truth or
utter the truth; they wanted to avoid the question.

Opposition senators interjecting—
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Senator PAYNE: It is not true. We have budgeted $4.8 billion for students within this budget.
Opposition senators interjecting—

The PRESIDENT: Senator Payne, resume your seat. You are entitled to be heard in silence. Order, on my
left.

Senator PAYNE: It is disappointing that, having asked the question and having some opportunity to hear an
explanation of the funding that is being distributed to students with a disability— (7ime expired)

Aged Care

Senator BOYCE (Queensland) (14:24): My question is to the Assistant Minister for Social Services, Senator
Fifield. There are important changes to help older Australians coming into effect on 1 July. Could the minister
outline to the Senate the key elements of these changes?

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (14:24): I thank Senator Boyce for the question and for her outstanding contribution as chair of
the Senate Community Affairs Committee. I think all my colleagues know that Australia's population is ageing,
and therefore we need to have an aged-care system that is fit for purpose for the long term. Commencing 1 July,
there is a new arrangement, which seeks to create a more consumer-driven aged-care system, but I want to
emphasise first and foremost that, for those people already in residential aged care—whether they be receiving
care or accommodation—their existing arrangements will be grandfathered.

While there will always be a safety net, we are asking people who can afford to to contribute to the cost of their
aged care and accommodation. New means-testing arrangements will take effect from 1 July, which will see an
asset and income test apply to both residential care and accommodation. There will also be annual and lifetime fee
caps in place to make sure that the system is affordable over the longer term. For accommodation, the distinction
between high care and low care is being removed, so consumers will have the option now of choosing a bond, a
daily fee or a combination of the two—the choice will be theirs.

I should indicate that these changes were legislated under the administration of the previous government, and
no minister in a new government inherits a clean slate. It may well have been the case that, had I been the minister
in the middle of last year, some of these arrangements may have been a little different, but, nonetheless, in the
broad, we do believe that these changes are a step in the right direction. I will, however, be monitoring the real-
life working-out of these and listening to the views of consumers and providers.

Senator BOYCE (Queensland) (14:26): Mr President, I ask a supplementary question. Can the minister also
outline to the Senate how these changes to the aged-care system on 1 July will create greater consumer awareness
and empowerment?

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (14:27): As part of the 1 July changes, we are asking providers to offer greater consumer
information to help consumers navigate through the aged-care system. I think all colleagues would be aware that
one of the most common complaints from consumers and their families is how difficult it is to navigate the aged-
care system, and those who have any personal family experience would certainly be able to attest to that.

The government's My Aged Care gateway will help empower consumers with the information that they need to
make the decisions that are right for them. The contact centre and website will provide information on aged care;
it will provide support for consumers to find services in their local areas and it will also provide referrals to
assessment services and service providers. Callers to the My Aged Care call centre will, I should emphasise, be
able to talk to a real person, which is so important for older Australians.

Senator BOYCE (Queensland) (14:28): Mr President, 1 ask a further supplementary question. Can the
minister further inform the Senate of how these changes will lead to greater choice for older Australians and allow
them to stay longer in their own homes?

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (14:28): 1 think, when most of us think about aged care, we tend to think about residential care,
and people are often surprised when they discover that only five per cent of Australians over the age of 65 actually
live in residential aged care. We know that most people want to live in their own home, and we want to support
people to stay in their own homes. In order to do so, we are increasing the number of home-care packages, with an
additional 80,000 over the next 10 years.

Crucially, these packages will all have to be delivered according to consumer-directed care, meaning that
consumers will be at the centre and in control. That is the way that a system of care should be, and in the other
part of my portfolio, with the NDIS, that is very much the case—the individual at the centre, in charge and
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directing their dollars to the service providers of their choice. I should indicate that we will be monitoring these
changes very carefully. (Time expired)

Budget

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (14:29): My question is to the Minister
representing the Minister for Social Services, Senator Fifield. During budget estimates, the Department of Social
Services were unable to clearly explain some of the measures associated with the scheme to condemn people
under 30 to a period of six months of no income support. Can the minister please confirm whether a member of a
couple who are both unemployed and under the age of 30, with a child or children, could be denied income
support? Could a pregnant woman under the age of 30 be denied income support more than six weeks before her
due date? If so, what impact does the government consider this crippling poverty will have on the wellbeing of
those families and their children?

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (14:30): I think it is important to recognise that there are some important exemptions in what we
refer to as the earn or learn requirements that we are introducing for people under the age of 30. I will take the
chamber through those. If an individual has a partial capacity to work less than 30 hours per week, they will be
exempt. If a single parent is receiving family tax benefit for a child, they will be exempt. If they are in full-time
education they will be exempt. If they are an apprentice they will be exempt. If they are a principal carer parent
they will be exempt. If they are a stream 3 or stream 4 job seeker, or remote jobs and community program
equivalent under current employment services arrangements, they will be exempt. Also, if someone is eligible for
disability employment services they will be exempt. These are important exemptions which I think have not been
given adequate ventilation in the post-budget period, so I think this is a good opportunity to highlight the fact that
there are exemptions. The objective is to help those people who do have the capacity to work—

Senator Siewert: Mr President, I rise on a point of order. I do know those exemptions. I was asking about
specific examples. Could I ask the minister, in his remaining 45 seconds, to please address those two specific
examples and the question I asked about what impact the measures will have on them?

The PRESIDENT: I do draw the minister's attention to the question.

Senator FIFIELD: I think we always have to be very careful when we are relating specific examples—what
you might call 'individual cameos'. Obviously there can be a range of variables. We are talking about a range of
variables which you would need to know in order to give a definitive answer to a question about an individual
circumstance.

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (14:32):  Mr President, [ ask a
supplementary question. I think I can take from that answer that, yes, pregnant women and families will be caught
up under that measure. Can the minister confirm that people who have been denied income payments on the so-
called Newstart nil payment will be required to apply for 40 jobs per month? How will they do this on no
income—i.e., how will they be able to afford the phone calls—and what penalty will apply if they do not apply for
40 jobs per month?

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (14:33): We are introducing the Newstart changes, which come into effect from 1 January 2015,
so that young people on unemployment benefits can be encouraged to earn or learn. That is the objective. We
want to do whatever we can to help put people in a situation where they can find a job. People below the age of 30
are, we think, in a much better position to connect with the labour market. We all know that the longer someone is
out of work the harder it is for them to get into work. We make no apology for the fact that we will be requiring
people to undertake job interviews. We make no apology for the fact that we will be requiring people to directly
seek to engage with employers. They will be required to do whatever they can to seek employment. We do not
think that is a bad thing; we think that is a good thing.

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (14:34): Mr President, I ask a further
supplementary question. We are aware that the government has committed around $229 million for emergency
relief—an indication that this policy will have devastating consequences on young people. Could the minister
confirm some of the details which were unable to be confirmed during estimates? For example, what are the
provisions around that emergency relief, and will it include or involve food vouchers to young people under 30?

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (14:35): 1t is true that the government will be providing an additional $229 million for job
seekers for help and emergency assistance under the stronger participation incentives for job seekers under 30.
That is the case, but it is important to emphasise that that is a figure over four years. We make no apology for the
fact that we have a safety net and that we are adding to that safety net. There may be people who require
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additional support, for whom circumstances are not working. I have already outlined the extensive exemptions
that we have from the arrangements that were announced on budget night, but we do not apologise for the fact that
we are providing $229 million over four years to make sure that no-one falls through the gaps without support
from the government. (Time expired)

Budget

Senator KIM CARR (Victoria) (14:36): My question without notice is to the Minister representing the
Minister for Education, Senator Payne. Is the minister aware that regional universities, including Newcastle
university's vice-chancellor, Professor Caroline McMillen, have said that the proposed changes to university
funding will benefit elite universities at the expense of institutions that attract students from poor, disadvantaged
and regional backgrounds? Can the minister inform the Senate if any vice-chancellor of a regional university
supports the government's extreme higher education policies?

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales—Minister for Human Services) (14:36): 1 thank Senator Carr for the
question and for continuing the very constructive conversation we had over these matters during the estimates
period. He is, as you know, always so very constructive in the estimates environment and this occasion was no
different. I am sure my colleagues and Senator Back, who was chairing the committee, will agree with me on that
matter. As we discussed extensively at estimates, the government's policies in relation to the changing of
arrangements around higher education are designed to do a number of things; most importantly though, they are
designed to ensure that Australia will be internationally competitive in the higher education space.

The policies are designed to ensure that students from areas such as those to which Senator Carr has referred
through a number of mechanisms, including the sub-bachelor degree funding expansion and including support for
institutions that provide those sorts of qualifications that are directed at students who may come from areas in
Australia where it is not always easy to win or achieve on your first effort in a bachelor degree—exactly the sorts
of students that Senator Carr was talking about. It is about spreading opportunity across Australia for students; it
is about making sure that there are many more opportunities. And I think I have said in the chamber before—

Senator Moore: Mr President, I rise on a point of order: relevance. It was a very specific question about
whether any vice-chancellor of a regional university supports the government's policy. I have now given quite a
long time to have that question answered but we have not had that answer. Could I ask you to draw the minister's
attention to the specific question.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I cannot tell the minister how to answer the question. I have said this on numerous
occasions and it is the same on this occasion. The minister has 36 seconds to reaming to address the question that
was asked by Senator Carr.

Senator PAYNE: I can, to assist those opposite, read a small contribution from a media release of May from
the regional universities network which says:

The Regional Universities Network (RUN) welcomes the announcement in the budget of an ambitious program of reform
for higher education which recognises the importance of the sector to Australia. The Treasurer and the minister are to be
congratulated for highlighting the important role universities play in Australia’s future.

Senator KIM CARR (Victoria) (14:39): Mr President, I rise to ask a supplementary question. I thank the
minister, who cannot find one vice-chancellor that supports the package now. Why is the government cutting
funding to courses that would see fees for a degree in agricultural science increase by over 48 per cent while
negotiating trade agreements that require an increase in agricultural production?

Honourable senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: Order! When there is silence on both sides, I will call the minister.

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales—Minister for Human Services) (14:40): 1 thank Senator Carr for his
supplementary question. If we do again go back to estimates—and a number of us were there for an extended
period of time—the sorts of figures that Senator Carr is using and was using on that occasion were addressed by
senior officers of the department, including the secretary, to explain why they were not necessarily an accurate
representation of the position that Senator Carr is putting. That explanation was extremely detailed. It is on the
Hansard from the estimates period, and I personally, as did my colleagues, valued the effort put in by the senior
officers to explain those particular issues.

We actually believe in the transformational power of higher education. We actually believe that in pursuing
these reforms we will be able to provide around $37 billion in funding to higher education institutions over the
next four financial years. We think that is an important contribution and we do not resile from that.

Senator KIM CARR (Victoria) (14:41): Mr President, I rise to ask a further supplementary question. Given
that a university degree in agricultural science may well increase by 48 per cent, has the minister spoken with
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members of the Nationals or indeed had any consultation with the Minister for Agriculture given the deritorious
impact the government proposals will have for higher education for regional universities and for regional
students?

Honourable senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: Order! When there is silence on both sides, we will proceed.

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales—Minister for Human Services) (14:42): I know it has been a while since
estimates, at least only a week. I think Senator McKenzie was in estimates, and I think Senator McKenzie is in the
Nationals. As I always say, some of my best friends are Nationals. It is something from which I will absolutely
not resile. I was speaking to the Minister for Agriculture, Minister Joyce, when he was in Tamboa at a drought
relief event recently. I spoke to him personally. If that answers the senator's questions, I hope that is helpful but—

Honourable senators interjecting—

The PRESIDENT: Order! Senator Payne, resume your seat. You are entitled to be heard in silence. If you
wish to debate it, the time is after three o'clock.

Senator PAYNE: [ was saying that of course I have regular communications with all of my colleagues in the
strong and healthy coalition that we are. Senator McKenzie asks me questions in the chamber. We are as one on
this issue. Thank you, Senator, for the question.

Honourable senators interjecting—

The PRESIDENT: Order! When there is silence on my left and on my right.
Senator Conroy interjecting—

Senator Kim Carr interjecting—

The PRESIDENT: Order! Senators Conroy and Carr.

Budget

Senator WILLIAMS (New South Wales) (14:44): My question is to the Assistant Minister for Health,
Senator Nash. Can the minister advise the Senate on how the government's recent budget will contribute to better
health outcomes for rural and regional Australia?

Honourable senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: I remind honourable senators, when there is silence we will proceed.

Senator NASH (New South Wales—Deputy Leader of The Nationals in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Health) (14:44): 1 thank the senator for his question and acknowledge his very real interest in rural and regional
health. This government recognises the very real inequity that still exists between country and city when it comes
to the provision of health. This government is committed to improving health outcomes in rural and regional
areas, as we have shown through the recent budget. One of the things that is extremely important, and that we
enabled to be provided—

Honourable senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: On my left and on my right, Senator Nash is entitled to be heard in silence.

Senator NASH: One of the things the government recognises is the importance of teaching and training
medical students in rural and regional areas. There are a number of provisions in the budget that address that. One
of these is the $238.4 million of funding over five years that will double the Practice Incentives Program teaching
payment. This will double the rate for general practices that provide teaching to medical students. That is
recognition by this government of how important the job is that those general practices do. There is also a rural
loading for that of 50 per cent for rural and regional areas. We have provided $52.5 million over three years for
the existing general practices for infrastructure grants so that they can improve their capacity to teach those
medical students. We have also provided $13.4 million over three years for an extra 500 scholarships for nursing
and allied health, recognising that across the health sector in rural and regional areas it is vital that we take into
account all of those professions that are providing such an important service for our rural and regional people.
There is also an additional $6 billion in the budget that those opposite may or may not know about for the very
important work of the Royal Flying Doctor Service to expand their essential services, to ensure they can proceed
as they need to. (Time expired)

Senator WILLIAMS (New South Wales) (14:47): Mr President, I ask a supplementary question. Can the
minister elaborate on how the rural and regional teaching infrastructure grants announced in the budget will build
capacity in the health system in rural and regional areas?
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Senator NASH (New South Wales—Deputy Leader of The Nationals in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Health) (14:47): This government is committed to improving health outcomes, particularly when it comes to
front-line services. Unlike those opposite, this government, through the budget, has shown we are absolutely
committed to moving away from bureaucracy, moving away from duplication and ensuring we are efficiently and
effectively targeting those front-line services. One of the things in the budget is the $52% million for the rural and
regional teaching infrastructure grants. They will provide 175 grants of up to $300,000 each to medical
practitioners in rural and remote areas so that those medical practitioners can improve their medical infrastructure,
their teaching infrastructure, in those GP clinics. Many of my colleagues on this side of the chamber would have
seen those clinics and know that there is a real need. The government has identified that and supported that
through this program.

Senator WILLIAMS (New South Wales) (14:48): Mr President, I ask a further supplementary question. Can
the minister also advise the Senate how the coalition's recent budget will improve health outcomes of rural and
regional Australians through support for the nursing and allied health workers?

Senator NASH (New South Wales—Deputy Leader of The Nationals in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Health) (14:48): As I indicated earlier, we need to focus on the entire health sector. We hear a lot about GPs, but
we also recognise in this government the importance of nursing and allied health and the workforce there. We
have provided $13.4 million for additional scholarships for nursing and allied health. This is particularly going to
target areas of workforce shortage. Unlike those opposite, this government recognises that there needs to be a
focus on those areas of need. So there will be support for undergraduate and postgraduate students. There is
support for continued professional development. There is support for transition to practice training and—very
importantly for those on this side that recognise the need—support for people who have been nurses who are
looking to re-enter the workforce. We know that is a particular need in rural and regional areas. This government,
unlike those opposite, has recognised that. (Time expired)

Budget

Senator FURNER (Queensland) (14:49): My question is to the minister representing the Minister for
Infrastructure and Regional Development, Senator Johnston. I refer to the impact on regional Australia of the
government's decision to index fuel excise. Can the minister respond to comments by the President of the National
Farmers' Federation, Brett Finlay, that an increase in the fuel excise will hit rural and regional Australia hard. Is
the NFF right?

Senator JOHNSTON (Western Australia—Minister for Defence) (14:50): Of course, he is not right.
Opposition senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: Order! On my left.

Senator JOHNSTON: The one thing you can rely on when it comes to fuel excise—and an understanding of
how important excise-free fuel is to regional Australia that is actually out there doing positive things for this
economy—is that the Labor Party will come along with a completely empty vessel of understanding of what is
actually happening.

The proposals that we have put forward in the budget are responsible. They see Australia through difficult
times when we are mopping up after one of the most profligate governments this country has ever seen. They sit
over there, oblivious to the mayhem that they have delivered from portfolio to portfolio. These measures are
absolutely essential to a sustainable, growing, positive economy; in stark contrast to the absolutely incompetent
economic management and mismanagement that we observed for five very long and painful years from this
profligate, incompetent opposition when they were in government.

Senator FURNER (Queensland) (13:27): Mr President, I ask a supplementary question. I thank the minister
for his response identifying that the NFF is wrong. I ask the minister: is he aware that the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association president, Tony Seabrook, has said that the fuel price hike will drive up the cost of production? He
also said:

If government doesn't recognise the folly of increasing our productions costs, then this industry will become even less in the
world market.

Why is the government forcing rural businesses to shoulder the burden of the coalition's cash grab?

Senator JOHNSTON (Western Australia—Minister for Defence) (14:53): I thank the senator. He may be
surprised to know that I actually know Mr Tony Seabrook. And it may surprise him to know that my family have
been in the pastoral industry, and they laboured long and hard under a Labor government of years gone by which
was completely oblivious to the man on the land and what the man on the land had to confront in making an
honest living.
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This government is committed to working with regions to create dynamic, stable, secure—
Opposition senators interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: Senator Johnston, just resume your seat. Order!

Senator JOHNSTON: Mr President, we all know on this side that this government is committed to providing
$1 billion over five years in its new National Stronger Regions Fund, something that of course we never saw from
those on the other side when they were in power. Funding is included in the budget from 2015-16. The program
will invest in priority infrastructure in regional communities and will support livability and drive economic
growth. (Time expired)

Senator FURNER (Queensland) (14:54): Mr President, I ask a further supplementary question. Can the
minister confirm that this increase in the fuel excise resulted from the government's playing the Nats? What will
the National Party roll over on next?

The PRESIDENT: Senator Heffernan?
Senator Heffernan interjecting—
The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order.

Senator JOHNSTON (Western Australia—Minister for Defence) (14:55): The short, obvious answer is no.
This fund that we are looking at creating will make regional communities a place where more people choose to
live as they pursue opportunities for themselves and their families. And, may I say, it is a very important initiative
for those people living in extremely remote regions of my home state of Western Australia. Grants will be
available to meet up to half the cost of infrastructure projects. This is a dynamic, innovative scheme to assist the
people living in outback Western Australia. Projects with a strong economic focus, particularly those in
disadvantaged regions, will receive priority for funding—and, after five years of Labor, most of those regions are
very disadvantaged, may I say.

Fair and Lawful Building Sites Code

Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (14:56): My question is to the Minister for
Employment, Senator Abetz. Can the minister update the Senate on the effect of the government's proposed Fair
and Lawful Building Sites Code and how it will save taxpayers' money on vital infrastructure projects?

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Leader of the Government in the Senate, Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
for the Public Service and Minister for Employment) (14:56): I thank Senator Kroger for her question. The new
building code will promote best-practice workplace relations in the construction industry. Too often, contractors
and large building companies have entered into lazy, unproductive agreements that create increased costs. These
costs are not met by the building company but are passed on to those ultimately paying for the work—namely, the
Australian taxpayer. If a contractor wants to undertake taxpayer funded work, the government requires that it be
able to do that work efficiently and productively. The priority of the code is squarely on ensuring that taxpayers
receive value for money.

The building and construction industry has been subject to either a legislative building code or administrative
guidelines since 1998. Unfortunately, the strong code under the Howard government was emasculated by the
previous government when the Leader of the Opposition was the Minister for Employment and Workplace
Relations. The Productivity Commission's recently released draft report on public infrastructure recommended:
All Australian governments should adopt the Victorian building code guidelines—
those of the state from which Senator Kroger comes—

(or ones with an essentially similar framework) for their own major infrastructure purchases. The Australian Government
should require compliance with these guidelines ...

The Fair and Lawful Building Sites Code is based on those 2006 federal guidelines. The new building code will
put taxpayers' interests first, unlike Mr Shorten's building code, which put union bosses first.

Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (14:58): Mr President, I thank the minister for that
considered answer, and I ask a supplementary question. Is the minister aware of any arrangements that may be in
breach of the Fair and Lawful Building Sites Code and, if so, what are the potential consequences of breaching the
code?

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Leader of the Government in the Senate, Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
for the Public Service and Minister for Employment) (14:58): Many media outlets today reported that various
proposed pattern agreements in New South Wales and Victoria have been assessed as being noncompliant with
the code. Agreements which limit the ability of an employer and its employees to determine when work can be
performed will not meet the requirements of the code.
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It is, unfortunately, common in the industry that where an employee wants to reschedule a rostered day off the
union must also agree even where the employer and employee agree to work on a so-called lockdown weekend or
to substitute a rostered day off. Other common arrangements that are not acceptable under the code include
requiring contractors to employ a non-working shop steward or job delegate. And so the list goes on.

Construction companies that do not comply with the code will not help us get value for money and, as a result,
will not be allowed to tender. (Time expired)

Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:00): Mr President, I ask a further supplementary
question. Is the minister aware of any impediments to the implementation of a fair and lawful building sites code
in my home state of Victoria?

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Leader of the Government in the Senate, Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
for the Public Service and Minister for Employment) (15:00): Yes, I am, Mr President. A major impediment is
the misinformation of the CFMEU, which has recently been spread about the code. A recent flyer distributed by
the Victorian branch of the CFMEU on Victorian building sites falsely claims the code would abolish penalty
rates, ban rostered days off and ban union stickers. All these assertions are simply false. I note that the flyer is
authorised by John Setka, the favourite union boss of the Victorian leader of the ALP, Daniel Andrews. Mr
Setka's union has donated $1 million to the Victorian division, which happens to also be Mr Shorten's state
division, of the ALP since 2007—more than any other union.

When it comes to government-funded building work, we want to ensure value for money, whereas members
opposite and Daniel Andrews are only interested in giving Mr Setka value for money. (Time expired)

Senator Abetz: Mr President, I ask that further questions be placed on the Notice Paper.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE: TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS
Paid Parental Leave
Budget
Senator FURNER (Queensland) (15:01): I move:

That the Senate take note of the answers given by ministers to questions without notice asked by Opposition senators today
relating to the 2014-15 Budget.
Once again, today, we see in this chamber those opposite defending their insidious and horrid budget. Some of the
questions in respect of what I will touch on today in answers provided by those opposite reflect the position that
not only the Prime Minister but also the partners of the coalition have taken with regard to the concerns they have
raised about this budget.

It was quite amusing and quite extraordinary to be in the chamber today to hear from the likes of Senator
Macdonald when he was, to some degree, probing and questioning the position that the Minister for Finance,
Senator Cormann, had taken in respect of the deficit bill that is currently before the chamber.

You only need to reflect, however, on the position that the Prime Minister has taken on this budget. In question
time yesterday, in response to a question from the member for Hotham, he said:

We have done precisely what the people of Australia asked us to do ...

I am pretty certain, as I go around and talk to constituents and people in general in my state of Queensland, that
they did not precisely ask to be lied to, to have their pensions cut, to have their health priorities cut, to have higher
education and education cut, and to have a fuel excise put upon them. I would really question why the Prime
Minister raised that type of response in question time as of yesterday.

But we do know this is a budget of Liberal-National Party values. It is a budget based on the values where the
rich are rewarded, as opposed to the poor being pushed more and more into poverty. We heard, once again, today
in questions and in defence by the Nationals here in this chamber of their position on the fuel excise increase. It
would pay them to have some intestinal fortitude and to stand up to their partners in this chamber and oppose the
fuel excise. You may recall, Mr Deputy President, in this chamber yesterday, my contribution to a debate where I
spoke of a constituent of mine, who lives west of Barcaldine. He was complaining to my office about the fuel
increase and not being able to afford to go to polo shows anymore. That seems to be a consistent line that rolls out
through many emails that I receive in my office. I would also like to refer to an email from a constituent who lives
in the Hinkler electorate. He wrote to the member for Hinkler, advising:

... I live in the Hinkler electorate and voted for you at the last election. However since the coalition took office their
performance has been less than fair mainly because, of the 2014 budget.

He refers to concerns about other measures and how there are different ways of dealing with the current budget
appropriations. He then ends the commentary by saying:
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With the skyrocketing costs of energy, water, medical, food, transport, fuel etc. it is becoming increasing difficult for the
average family to make ends meet. Give us a break and tax those people, companies and organisations who don't pay tax and
who can afford it. The Coalition's voter support may even increase instead of rapidly decreasing since the budget release.
Once again, we find the Prime Minister of this country, saying in a meeting with the US President recently, 'The
fuel excise is a carbon tax on steroids.' He actually said to Barack Obama, during the wide-ranging private
discussions in Washington that he had, that the fuel excise, which the government announced would increase in
the budget, was acting like a carbon price signal.

On one hand, the coalition are wanting to do away with the carbon price but, on the other hand, they are here
promoting a fuel excise. I can only imagine that they are claiming it will result in fewer people on the roads and
will promote the fact there will be less carbon monoxide rising into the atmosphere. I imagine that is what they are
promoting. But it is difficult to get in the heads of a National Party member or a senator and work out what they
are really promoting when it comes to these sorts of comments that our Prime Minister made in the US recently.

The last comment I want to make, and I am running out of time, is the effect on the retail sector that has been—
(Time expired)

Senator MASON (Queensland—Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Foreign Affairs) (15:07): 1
always enjoy Senator Furner's contributions. They are always considered—even if somewhat misguided. Let's just
draw the broader picture of the budget. Let's give a little bit of context. At present as a proportion of debt to GDP,
this nation is at about 14 per cent. Senator Furner is right—at least in this respect—that that is nothing shocking
when looking at most of the OECD. That is true. The problem is not the amount; the problem is the trajectory of
government debt. Funding Labor's future promises is the problem.

It is as simple as this: if we were to do nothing it would get so much worse. If we did nothing about the
education funding, the Gonski funding, the NBN, the National Disability Insurance Scheme, the indexation of
welfare and so forth the problem would be that government debt would rise and rise and rise.

Senator Conroy interjecting—

Senator MASON: The trajectory is like this, Senator Conroy: under your government, public debt in this
country would have trebled in nine years. The steepest trajectory in the developed world is what that lot left us—
the steepest trajectory of public debt in the entire developed world. It will treble within nine years. Debt will be at
$667 billion and interest payments will be about $3 billion a month. On current projections, within a decade,
every man, every woman and every child in this country will be in debt to the tune of $25,000. That is on their
projections. That is if we do nothing. For an average family, that is about $100,000 for each family within nine
years—virtually no time at all.

But, of course, Labor would be happy. Labor would be delighted, because at long last they would have
achieved their great ambition—a public sector that eats up more and more of the national wealth. Labor would
love that—government which decides, government which increasingly decides who are the new rent seekers, the
new spivs, the new carpetbaggers and the new cronies they will play to. They love that. They want to be just like
Western Europe. What a prognosis for a successful future! The Labor Party would finally get what they want—a
little bit of Western Europe in South-East Asia. Wouldn't they love that! They would finally get what they want.
What sort of prognosis is that for Australia's future? In the fastest developing part of the world, with the
economies that are growing the fastest, we would have an economy something like a sclerotic economy,
something like Western Europe—and it would happen within nine years.

That is the legacy of this lot, and they sit here and talk about fairness. I accept that Australians are being asked
to give. That is true. And I suspect that there is some pain. But any difficulties, any pain, any complaints from
anyone in this country will be nothing compared to the sacrifice that will have to be made in just nine short years
if we do not fix this problem now. That is the problem that confronts this country. Is there some difficulty? Is
there some pain right now? Yes, there is, but if we do not fix this problem it will be so much worse within three
terms of parliament. That is all it is. On their figures, they have forecast $667 billion of debt within nine years.

We do not even know any more whether Labor believe in balancing the budget. Mr Swan used to talk the talk
though he could never walk the walk, but at least he said he believed in balancing the budget. When was the last
time you heard Mr Shorten or Mr Bowen say they believe in balancing the budget, that they believe that
generations should live within their means? When is the last time you heard that? They will all talk about, "'We
should just go for broke'—which of course is economic surrender. I have heard 'Go for broke' spoken in French. I
have heard 'Go for broke' spoken in Portuguese. I have heard 'Go for broke' spoken in Icelandic.' I have heard 'Go
for broke' spoken in Greek. Do you know why? Because it is always a surrender. It is always said in Greek: 'When
you have got nothing to offer, go for broke.'
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Senator O'NEILL (New South Wales) (15:12): I do not know if it is going for growth but we certainly had
the enlargement of a voice, which was approaching screaming, here in the chamber. I think that it is a sign of that
great Shakespearian saying, 'Methinks the lady doth protest too much.' This shouting, carrying on and nonsense is
a distraction. This government want Australians to be distracted from what they are actually doing in terms of
ripping away the fabric of this very society.

Yesterday the Prime Minister stood up in the House of Representatives and said, 'This budget is the budget that
the Australian people elected us to bring down.' He could not be further from the truth. But there is something
very powerful about his budget. It reveals the values of this Liberal-National coalition party and how wantonly
and desperately they are under the influence of an ideology that would seek the destruction of Australia's social
fabric—our egalitarian fabric about moving forward together.

This budget from this government reveals a complete lack of care for fairness—and we can see it most clearly
in the questions that we asked today and the inadequate responses about the differences between people in the
bush and people in the city and about failures of consultation with key stakeholders, including the National
Farmers Federation and the Country Women's Association. Believe you me, when Nola Macleod, president of that
great Australian organisation, the Country Women's Association, says, 'Warren Truss certainly didn't speak to us,'
I will believe her every day over the stream of lies that the Australian people have now come to expect is the level
of communication they can get from this federal government.

With particular regard to the answer given by Senator Abetz in response to my question about paid parental
leave, it is not surprising that the minister was so quick to shoot down dissent from his own coalition partners, the
Nationals, this question time. It is not surprising that the Nationals are standing up for their electorates as they
watch the golden rivers of Tony Abbott's signature Paid Parental Leave Scheme flow into the inner city Liberal
seats and only trickle to the regions.

Sadly, it is also not surprising that the Prime Minister and Senator Abetz are so quick to try and shut down any
public dissent from the Nationals. But they are failing in that as much as they are failing this nation. With 700
women on the northern beaches of Sydney, in the electorate of Warringah, eligible for up to $50,000 in Paid
Parental Leave payments and only one-third of that number eligible in the electorate of Wide Bay, the Nationals
have a right to be bemused by the equity of this Liberal Party policy. That is why we are seeing the complete
unravelling of a dysfunctional, arrogant government that is not listening to the people of Australia and is still
insisting on the budget that it brought down, the budget that is set to undo Medicare, the budget that takes money
away from pensioners.

This budget is not the one that Australians believed that they were getting. It just reveals over and over again
the big gap between what Australians think is fair and right and what this government is willing to inflict on
ordinary people. The regional electorates were forgotten when this government came up with this policy. It did
not consult. It does not care to. There is a constant failure of consultation. There is a constant failure to address the
reality that inequity is absolutely in the genes of this Liberal Party, which is leading its coalition allies by the nose
to a disgraceful position of inequity in Australian public policy.

With regard to school funding, in the time that remains to me I would like to put on the record that I am proud
to be a New South Welsh woman when people in New South Wales—including the Nationals, at the New South
Wales conference—are seeking to hold this federal Liberal government to account to honour its six-year
commitment to school funding and to reverse the cuts. We had questions today put to the Minister representing
the Minister for Education here in the Senate, Senator Marise Payne, who continued to roll out misinformation to
try and deflect from the reality that an exit of $30 billion of education funding has been confirmed. She might try
and play the game with the pea and the thimbles, where you shift money around—they tried to get away with that
with $1.2 billion in education—but the reality is: this government is taking money from the poor— (7Time expired)

Senator BACK (Western Australia—Second Deputy Government Whip in the Senate) (15:17): I am delighted
to have the opportunity to comment on the proposed Paid Parental Leave program to promote post-parturition
participation, to improve productivity and profitability, towards parity, in a particularly and peculiarly appropriate
process. And how wrong Senator O'Neill is when she comments on the value of this particular program to rural
women. As Sharman Stone, the member for Murray, said the other day, in response to a question from a female
ABC interviewer: 'You enjoy these benefits, don't you? You in the ABC enjoy them. Commonwealth and state
civil servants enjoy them. Employees in insurance companies, banks and big mining companies all enjoy them,
don't they?' Do you know what the ABC interviewer did, Senator O'Neill? She was silent, simply because, as we
all know, this is not a welfare payment; it is equally applicable to anybody across the spectrum. This Paid Parental
Leave scheme is going to allow women to stay in small businesses. Over time, as we all know, women have left
small businesses to join banks, insurance companies and the public sector. So, far from this being some sort of an
accusation against rural and regional Australia—which is a little bit rich coming from the Labor Party, who would
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not know where rural and regional Australia was—Mr Deputy President, I can say to you, after an entire life
associated with rural and regional Australia, that the bush is very, very happy with the coalition.

Senator Furner asked a question about my friend Tony Seabrook, who may have made a comment about the
diesel fuel excise. Let me tell you what Tony Seabrook said in June 2011, when then Prime Minister Gillard and
then Agriculture Minister Joe Ludwig cut the knees and the legs out from under regional and rural Australia by
banning the live export trade, affecting not just northern Australia but sheep producers, grain producers and,
particularly, cattle producers and damaging the relationship with Indonesia, which Prime Minister Abbott, Foreign
Minister Bishop and Defence Minister Johnston have only recently been able to start to repair.

I am delighted, as an ex-academic in a rural and regional university, to comment on the benefits of the higher
education changes which have been brought in by the Minister for Education, Christopher Pyne. I met with one of
the vice-chancellors yesterday, and we discussed the benefits of sub-bachelor degrees. I could speak for some time
about how those young people who did not quite make it into university initially will be able to get financial
support, through HELP, to do sub-bachelor degrees, which will start them on a process possibly even through to
doctoral and postdoctoral studies, something which the Labor government, when it was in power, never, ever
legislated for.

In the short time left to me, I would just like to comment on how Labor decimated the bush when they
responded to the global financial crisis. We heard the nonsense from then Prime Minister Rudd and Treasurer
Swan about how they saved the nation. There were four reasons this nation was saved.

Senator Conroy: Ah, yes!

Senator BACK: It certainly wasn't because of your NBN! The four reasons were these: firstly, Labor went in
with a $20 billion surplus; secondly, there were very good prudential regulations in place because of the efforts of
the Howard-Costello government; thirdly, the Governor of the Reserve Bank had the opportunity to significantly
reduce interest rates because, peculiarly, Australia had been in such a strong economic position that he could do
that; and, fourthly, we had this place called China which so lavishly wanted to buy our resources—our coal, our
iron ore and, eventually, our energy resources. Far from incurring debt on assets and activities that would add to
the wealth creation of this nation, what did the Labor government spend Australia's wealth on? What did they
incur debt on, borrowing money from overseas? Pink batts that led to deaths and house fires, and we are still
paying; school halls which are now falling down and which did not add one element to the educational value for
young people in Australia; and $900 cheques, followed by $1,200 cheques, which went straight to casinos,
alcohol, drugs and Chinese television sets. There was nothing spent on adding to the wealth of this nation, nothing
on mining exploration, nothing at all to add value to the future of Australia. (Time expired)

Senator DASTYARI (New South Wales) (15:22): 1 have to say, Senator Back, I would love to live in the
world you seem to inhabit where everything is fantastic, where this glorious budget has been handed down, where
as you walk through the streets of your community peopled throw flowers and rose petals at your feet and thank
you for the amazing job you have done—when you have put a $7 co-payment on Medicare, when you have cut
funding to universities by 30 per cent, when you are putting in the Paid Parental Leave Scheme which is going to
disproportionately hurt people in rural and regional Australia. Senator Back is shocked because clearly the people
he is talking to keep telling him what a fantastic job the government have been doing. I would love to inhabit that
world because no-one else appears to be there. You would be all alone.

In question time today we saw the government beginning to unravel. Just prior to question time, on the key
government measure of a debt levy, a very senior former government minister—a backbencher who has been 30
years in this place and who, after 1 July, will be the longest serving member—said he had lost faith in this
government on this issue, that he did not believe them and that the government could not convince its own MPs
and its own backbench.

Senator Bernardi and Senator Williams are making clear their opposition to the Paid Parental Leave Scheme.
Not only have they been backgrounding media about it but they have certainly been up front loading the media. I
have to give them both credit. They have been quite upfront about their views. In this budget there are measures
which are unfair, there are measures which are inequitable. This government cannot convince its own backbench.
You wonder why so many Australians have so many doubts.

My state of New South Wales today handed down the state budget. We saw a figure in the vicinity of $2 billion
coming from money that has already been cut. This is not money that is going to come before the forward
estimates, which is in the tens of millions, but already the impact that this government's cuts are going to have on
New South Wales families. You have strong opposition from state Premiers including state Liberal Premiers. You
have opposition from the Liberal Party backbench. There is opposition out there from the community and, apart
from a few elements of the conservative media, no-one supports these measures.
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The government have convinced themselves that the tougher they are the fairer they are being. They have
convinced themselves that it is a tough budget with tough measures, but it is not that. This is an ideological
budget. These are ideological measures. These are value statements. When you are doing something like PPL but
you are cutting university funding and when you have a research fund but you are putting a $7 tax on every time
you go to a doctor, those are political decisions. They are value statements. The government have got it wrong on
the values. They have got it wrong on their priorities. We now have a situation where even the coalition is starting
to fray, with their own backbench are saying, 'This isn't fair, this isn't right, this isn't equitable.'

Earlier today a lot of us supported a measure that we were not happy with. If I had designed the debt levy, I
would have made sure it was there for all three years. I would have fixed up the fringe benefit tax loophole and a
few other measures as well, but we supported it because we are not opposed to action and we are not opposed to
sharing the burden. We are opposed to inequitable measures like the PPL, measures that discriminate against those
in bush, against lower income earners. We are opposed to increasing the Medicare levy which many Australians,
especially those on lower income, cannot afford to pay. Today we saw the beginning of the government, certainly
their Senate team, already starting to fall apart.

Question agreed to.

Budget
Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (15:27): [ move:

That the Senate take note of the answer given by the Assistant Minister for Social Services (Senator Fifield) to a question

without notice asked by Senator Siewert today relating to income support arrangements.
I asked a series of questions in a number of estimates committees about this particular measure and it became
fairly obvious that not a lot of the detail about how this would operate had been worked out, that not a lot of
thought had been given to how it would impact on young people, other than saying, 'We know it might have an
impact so we'll provide emergency relief funding of $229 million." Hence my question today about how the
emergency relief provision would apply to young people. It is an admission that this is going to have a
fundamental impact on young people who are dumped off Newstart or youth allowance onto no income support at
all for six months or potentially for longer. What impact is that going to have on people? It will have a devastating
impact.

When I asked about how that emergency relief would be provided, we could not be told. When I asked today
whether it would involve food vouchers, the government specifically would not rule that out. That is taking us
down the line of the American so-called 'social security process'. Is that what this government are considering? If
it is not, they should have taken the opportunity to exclusively rule it out. When I asked who this would apply to,
the government again would not rule out that this could apply to pregnant women who are unemployed, who are
more than six weeks before their due date. In other words, there is the potential that women who are six months
pregnant could be put on Newstart nil payment. In other words, they could get no funding support—no income.

I asked about an unemployed couple with children under the age of 30: 'Would only the principal carer be
exempt from this and not the other person, so that, therefore, you could have a family of, say, two adults and a
couple of kids living on no income?' The government would not rule it out. How is somebody on no income
supposed to meet the requirement of 40 job applications a month when they have no money for phone calls, no
money for transport, no money for a computer and when even getting to the library is extremely difficult? Even
buying a paper is extremely difficult when you have no money. What will happen? If they do not meet that magic
number, 40, do they then get a compliance requirement? That would then add another month to their sentence—
because that is what it is. This government is sentencing young people—condemning them—to poverty. And, if
they miss these requirements, they will get another month on the six-months rule.

It is appalling that we could even be considering meeting the so-called budget crisis by condemning these
young people to no income support. And then, potentially, they will have to go and ask for a food voucher.
Emergency relief services around Australia are already under immense pressure. In my home state of Western
Australia, in 2012, 20,000 requests for assistance were turned away. The government, in this $229 million, is
budgeting for around 550,000 requests for assistance. Already our emergency relief services are overtaxed. How
did they come up with the magic number of $229 million? When we asked in estimates, there was not really a
satisfactory answer, other than: 'We thought, maybe, $400 per person over the four years.' For people living on no
income support, that is a drop in the ocean. I asked: 'How did you come up with the magic number of six months
of no income support? Where is the evidence to support that as an incentive?' No answer was able to be provided
because this is not based on evidence. It is appalling, cruel policy that condemns young people to lifelong
consequences from the impact of living in poverty.

Question agreed to.
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NOTICES

Presentation
Senator Bernardi and Senator Faulkner to move:
That the following matters be referred to the Committee of Privileges for inquiry and report:

In relation to the use of closed circuit television footage by officers of the Department of Parliamentary Services (DPS) for
internal investigations involving DPS staff:

(a) whether there was any improper interference, or attempted improper interference, with the free performance by Senator
Faulkner or any other senator of their duties as a senator;

(b) whether disciplinary action was taken against any person in connection with the provision of information to Senator
Faulkner or any other senator; and

(c) if so, whether any contempts were committed in respect of those matters.
Senator Furner to move:

That the Parliamentary Joint Committee on the Australian Commission for Law Enforcement Integrity be authorised to
hold a public meeting during the sitting of the Senate on Thursday, 19 June 2014, from 5 pm, to take evidence for the
committee’s inquiry into the jurisdiction of the Australian Commission for Law Enforcement Integrity.

Senator Sterle to move:

That the time for the presentation of the report of the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee on
the future of beekeeping and pollination service industries in Australia be extended to 25 June 2014.

Senator Wright to move:

That the Legal and Constitutional Affairs References Committee be authorised to hold a private meeting otherwise than in
accordance with standing order 33(1) during the sitting of the Senate on Thursday, 19 June 2014, from 3.45 pm.

Senator Waters to move:

That the following matter be referred to the Environment and Communications References Committee for inquiry and
report by the third sitting day in 2015:

The Abbott Government’s attacks on Australia’s environment, and their effects on our natural heritage and future
prosperity, including:

(a) attacks on carbon pricing, the Clean Energy Finance Corporation, the Australian Renewable Energy Agency and the
renewable energy target, the Climate Change Authority and the Climate Commission;

(b) attacks on federal environmental protection through handing approval powers over to state governments, which have
poor track records and recent environment staff cuts;

(c) attacks on funding for community environment organisations and the Environmental Defenders Offices, abolition of the
Biodiversity Fund, and cuts to programs including, Landcare and Caring for our Country;

(d) undermining Australia’s compliance with the World Heritage Convention, the Convention on Biological Diversity, and
the Ramsar Convention, in particular by attacking the Great Barrier Reef and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage
Areas; and

(e) any other related matters.

Senator Milne and Senator Xenophon to move:
That the Senate—

(a) notes that:

(1) the use of the term ‘Occupied Palestinian Territories’ is an internationally accepted term in use by the United Nations
(UN),

(ii) the International Court of Justice and the UN General Assembly have deemed East Jerusalem part of the West Bank
and an occupied territory,

(ii1) Australia has historically supported UN Security Council and General Assembly resolutions regarding the Israel-
Palestine conflict and the status of Jerusalem,

(iv) the voting patterns of Australia in relation to the Israel-Palestine conflict have shifted dramatically under the Abbott
Government, and

(v) these shifts in the position of the Australian Government have caused diplomatic tensions with a number of
countries, including the threat of potential sanctions; and

(b) calls on the Minister for Foreign Affairs (Ms Bishop) to publicly acknowledge that:

(1) the Israeli settlements in the Occupied Palestinian Territories are illegal and in breach of the Fourth Geneva
Convention; and

(i) East Jerusalem is an occupied territory.
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Senator Milne to move:
That the Senate—

(a) recognises the commitment of the world’s two largest emitters, the People’s Republic of China and the United States of
America, to limit and drive down their greenhouse pollution over the coming years;

(b) supports their cooperative approach to use international fora such as the G20 and the United Nations to ensure a global
agreement is secured in the Paris Conference of the Parties in 2015;

(c) acknowledges these governments’ preferred approach to drive down pollution is through market-based, cap and trade
systems; and

(d) insists the Government stop making misleading statements that its ‘direct action’ plan is capable of significantly driving
down Australia’s emissions or is anyway comparable to the Obama Administration’s Clean Power Plan.

Senator Milne to move:
That the Senate—

(a) acknowledges that Australian motorists can achieve significant hip-pocket savings at the petrol pump if mandatory fuel
efficiency standards are gradually introduced for new vehicles;

(b) notes that new Australian cars consume more petrol than new vehicles sold in China, India, Europe and Japan;

(c) recognises that light passenger and commercial vehicles account for 10 per cent of Australia’s total carbon pollution,
but this can be easily reduced; and

(d) supports the introduction of mandatory fuel efficiency standards.
Senator Rhiannon to move:
That the Senate—
(a) notes:
(1) that National TAFE day will be held on 18 June 2014,

(i1) the proposed cuts to technical and further education (TAFE) budgets across Australia will have disastrous impacts on
staff and students and Australia’s economic future and social well-being,

(ii1) the changes to TAFE are adversely impacting regional, rural and disadvantaged communities and people with
varying abilities, and

(iv) the Senate inquiry into TAFE unearthed widespread concerns across industries and interests about the quality of
education and training provided through the private vocational and education market; and

(b) calls on the federal and state governments to:

(1) reverse the harsh budget cuts to TAFE and to abandon changes proposed to vocational education and training that
undermine TAFE as a public provider,

(i) end the current competitive tendering model of government funding for vocational education and training,

(iii) support and expand the capacity of the public TAFE system to allow it to continue its historic role providing high
quality technical and further education to Australians of all ages and backgrounds,

(iv) properly recognise the importance of TAFE in providing vocational and technical education in areas of high and low
demand, in rural and remote areas and in supporting access and participation for disadvantaged learners, and

(v) work collaboratively to develop a national workforce strategy for the TAFE sector.
Senator Cash to move:
That the Senate—

(a) notes that on 15 December 2010, a vessel now known as SIEV 221 foundered on rocks at Rocky Point near Flying Fish
Cove, Christmas Island, resulting in a significant search and rescue event and tragic loss of life; and

(b) acknowledges the:

(1) bravery of the crews of the Customs and Border Protection vessel, ACV Triton, and the Royal Australian Navy
vessel, HMAS Pirie, and the people of Christmas Island who rescued 41 survivors in treacherous conditions at considerable
risk to their own personal safety,

(i1) work done by officers of the Australian Customs and Border Protection Service and the Australian Navy who serve
as part of Border Protection Command in protecting our borders, is recognised and appreciated, and

(iii) findings of the Joint Select Committee on the Christmas Island Tragedy in relation to the efforts of Customs, Navy
and Australian Federal Police (AFP) on the day and that ‘The committee believes the response by Customs, Navy and AFP on
the day was a tremendous rescue effort made in atrocious circumstances’.

Senator Hanson-Young to move:
That the Senate—

(a) recognises that over 500 000 Iraqis have been displaced in the past week due to the ongoing deadly conflict in their
country;
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(b) recognises that this is a humanitarian crisis that will have flow on effects in our region; and

(c) calls on the Government to issue a moratorium on the return of any asylum seekers back to Iraq and offer a reprieve to
those detained in immigration detention on Manus Island, Nauru and Christmas Island to allow them to apply for protection in
Australia.

Senator Xenophon to move:

That the Export Legislation Amendment Bill 2014 and related bills be referred to the Rural and Regional Affairs and
Transport Legislation Committee for inquiry and report by 10 July 2014.

Senator Hanson-Young to move:

That the Migration Amendment (2014 Measures No. 1) Regulation 2014, as contained in Select Legislative Instrument
2014 No. 32 and made under the Migration Act 1958, be disallowed [F2014L00286].

Senator Siewert to move:
That the Senate—

(a) recognises the role that carers play in our community, particularly family carers and acknowledges the over $40 billion
of unpaid care that carers provide;

(b) celebrates the diversity of carers in our community, who may be caring for a spouse, a sibling, a parent or a child, and
particularly recognises the contribution of our young carers; and

(c) calls on the Government to maintain its support of carers and ensure that its welfare reform process does not adversely
affect carers or reduce their access to income support.

PETITIONS

Forced Adoption

Senator MOORE (Queensland) (15:35): by leave—I table this document which has been presented as a
petition in a non-conforming way. This document is from the group Independent Regional Mothers in Victoria
and is about a demand for accountability and justice for past sexual crimes, abduction of newborn babies and
medical experimentation. I seek leave to make a short statement of one minute.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Leave is granted for one minute.
Senator MOORE: 1 thank the chamber. This document has come from a very strong group of women in

Victoria known as the Independent Regional Mothers. Many of those in this chamber have met these women
through a series of Senate community affairs committee inquiries.

Ms Brenda Coughlan is the spokesperson for this group. Over many years she has been strong about her own
extremely sensitive and damaging personal experiences when she was a young woman who had her baby stolen.
More particularly, she has very strong claims that, while she was young, she was subjected to a number of medical
experiments with drugs and other activities. She feels very strongly that the medical profession in this nation has
not been held to account for this kind of activity, and she continues her fight. This particular document is part of
her ongoing battle. I strongly support her strength and the resilience, and I am very proud to be able to table this
document in her name today.

COMMITTEES

Selection of Bills Committee
Report
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:35): I present report No. 6 of 2014 of the
Selection of Bills Committee.
Ordered that the report be adopted.
Senator KROGER: I seck leave to have the report incorporated in Hansard.
Leave granted.
The report read as follows—
SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE
REPORT NO. 6 OF 2014
1. The committee met in private session on Monday, 16 June 2014 at 9.22 pm.
2. The committee resolved to recommend—That—

(a) the provisions of the Australian Citizenship Amendment (Intercountry Adoption) Bill 2014 be referred immediately to the
Legal and Constitutional Affairs Legislation Committee for inquiry and report by 26 August 2014 (see appendix 1 for a
statement of reasons for referral);
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(b) the Private Health Insurance Amendment (GP Services) Bill 2014 be referred immediately to the Community Affairs
Legislation Committee for inquiry and report by 4 September 2014 (see appendix 2 for a statement of reasons for referral);
and

(c) the provisions of the Social Security Legislation Amendment (Stronger Penalties for Serious Failures) Bill 2014 be
referred immediately to the Community Affairs Legislation Committee for inquiry and report by

26 August 2014 (see appendix 3 for a statement of reasons for referral).
3. The committee resolved to recommend:
That the following bills not be referred to committees:
e Asset Recycling Fund (Consequential Amendments) Bill 2014
e Asset Recycling Fund Bill 2014
e Australian Workforce and Productivity Agency Repeal Bill 2014
e Customs Tariff Amendment (Product Stewardship for Oil) Bill 2014
e Excise Tariff Amendment (Product Stewardship for Oil) Bill 2014
e Family Assistance Legislation Amendment (Child Care Measures) Bill 2014
e Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage (Regulatory Levies) Amendment Bill 2014
e Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Amendment (Regulatory Powers and Other Measures) Bill 2014
e Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Amendment Bill 2014
e Tax and Superannuation Laws Amendment (2014 Measures No. 2) Bill 2014
e Tax and Superannuation Laws Amendment (2014 Measures No. 3) Bill 2014
e Tax Laws Amendment (Implementation of the FATCA Agreement) Bill 2014
o Textile, Clothing and Footwear Investment and Innovation Programs Amendment Bill 2014
e Trade Support Loans (Consequential Amendments) Bill 2014
e Trade Support Loans Bill 2014.
The committee recommends accordingly.
4. The committee deferred consideration of the following bills to its next meeting:
e Corporations Amendment (Simple Corporate Bonds and Other Measures) Bill 2014
e Save Our Sharks Bill 2014
e Business Services Wage Assessment Tool Payment Scheme (Consequential Amendments) Bill 2014
e Business Services Wage Assessment Tool Payment Scheme Bill 2014.
(Helen Kroger)
Chair
17 June 2014
Appendix 1

APPENDIX 1

SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE

Proposal to refer a bill to a committee

Name of bill:

Australian Citizenship Amendment (Intercountry Adoption) Bill 2014
Reasons for referral/principal issues for consideration:

1t is critical to ensure that despite the best intentions of the Bill, there are not unintended consequences, namely the risk
that any change to the current framework may put children at risk of being trafficked.

Possible submissions or evidence from:
Australian Intercountry Adoption Network
Intercountry Adoption Resources Network (Australia)
State based welfare agencies (e.g. Victorian Department of Human Services)
Commonwealth Children's Commissioner
Law Council of Australia
Children's Protection Society
Committee to which bill is to be referred:
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Legal and Constitutional Affairs Legislation Committee
Possible hearing date(s):
To be set at Committee's convenience
Possible reporting date:
26 Aug 2014
(signed)
Senator McEwen
Whip/Selection of Bills Committee Member

APPENDIX 2
SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE
Proposal to refer a bill to a committee
Name of bill:
Private Health Insurance Amendment (GP Services) Bill 2014
Reasons for referral/principal issues for consideration:

To seek input from the medical community, industry and affected stakeholders on the impact of changes within the
industry and the need for legislative reform.

Possible submissions or evidence from:
Australian Medical Association
Medibank Private
CHF
Bupa Australia
Consumers Health Forum
Department of Health
Private Healthcare Australia
Anne-Marie Boxall
Doctors Reform Society
Australian Healthcare and Hospitals Association
National Rural Health Alliance
Australian Health Care Reform Alliance
ACOSS

Committee to which bill is to be referred:
Community Affairs

Possible hearing date(s):

Tuesday 19th August
Thursday 21st August

Possible reporting date:
Thursday 4 September

(signed)

Senator Siewert

Whip/Selection of Bills Committee Member

APPENDIX 3
SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE
Proposal to refer a bill to a committee
Name of bill:
Social Security Legislation Amendment (Stronger Penalties for Serious Failures) Bill 2014
Reasons for referral/principal issues for consideration:

Investigate the impact of this budget measure on income support recipients — particularly the potential consequences in
terms of housing stress and food poverty for those who are penalised under these measures.
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Possible submissions or evidence from:
ACOSS
Welfare Rights
Australian Lawyers Alliance
Department of Social Services
Committee to which bill is to be referred:
Community Affairs
Possible hearing date(s):
25 July
Possible reporting date:
Aug 26
(signed)
Senator Siewert
Whip/Selection of Bills Committee Member

BUSINESS
Leave of Absence
Senator McEWEN (South Australia—Opposition Whip in the Senate) (15:35): by leave—I move:
That leave of absence for personal reasons be granted to Senator Sterle for today, 17 June 2014.
Question agreed to.

NOTICES
Postponement
The following items of business were postponed:

Business of the Senate notice of motion 1 standing in the name of Senator Rhiannon for today, proposing a reference to the
Education and Employment References Committee, postponed till 18 June 2014.

Business of the Senate notice of motion 2 standing in the name of the Chair of the Community Affairs References
Committee (Senator Siewert) for today, proposing a reference to the Community Affairs References Committee, postponed
till 18 June 2014.

General business notice of motion no. 271 standing in the name of Senator Di Natale for today, proposing the
establishment of a select committee on the Abbott Government’s budget cuts, postponed till 18 June 2014.

COMMITTEES

Community Affairs References Committee
Reporting Date

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (15:36): I seek leave to amend General
Business Notice of Motion No. 252 before seeking to have the motion taken as a formal motion.

Leave granted.

Senator SIEWERT: I amend the motion by omitting, in paragraph (a) '15 July' and substituting 'l September’
and move:

That the time for the presentation of reports of the Community Affairs References Committee be extended, as follows:
(a) speech pathology services—to 1 September 2014; and
(b) Australia's healthcare system—to 8 August 2014. —

Question agreed to.

COMMITTEES
Corporations and Financial Services Committee
Meeting
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Fawcett, I move:

That the Parliamentary Joint Committee on Corporations 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 Monday, 14 July 2014, from 11.30
am.

Question agreed to.
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Community Affairs Legislation Committee
Meeting
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Boyce, | move:

That the Community Affairs Legislation Committee be authorised to hold a public meeting during the sitting of the Senate
on Thursday, 19 June 2014, from 4.30 pm to 7.30 pm, to further examine the 2014-15 Budget estimates.

Question agreed to.
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Joint Committee

Meeting

Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): On behalf of the Joint Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, I move:

That the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade be authorised to hold public meetings during the
sittings of the Senate, as follows:

(a) Wednesday, 18 June 2014;
(b) Monday, 14 July 2014; and
(c) Wednesday, 16 July 2014.
Question agreed to.
Migration Committee
Meeting

Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Dastyari, on
behalf of the Joint Standing Committee on Migration, I move:

That the Joint Standing Committee on Migration be authorised to hold public meetings during the sittings of the Senate,
from 9.30 am to 11 am, to take evidence for the committee's inquiry into the Business Innovation and Investment Programme,
as follows:

(a) Wednesday, 18 June 2014;
(b) Wednesday, 25 June 2014; and
(c) Wednesday, 16 July 2014.
Question agreed to.
National Capital and External Territories Committee
Meeting
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Brown, I move:

That the Joint Standing Committee on the National Capital and External Territories be authorised to hold private meetings
otherwise than in accordance with standing order 33(1), followed by public meetings, during the sittings of the Senate, as
follows:

(a) Thursday, 19 June 2014; and
(b) Thursday, 26 June 2014.
Question agreed to.
Environment and Communications References Committee
Meeting
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Thorp, I move:

That the Environment and Communications References Committee be authorised to hold a public meeting during the
sitting of the Senate on Wednesday, 18 June 2014, from 1 pm to 2 pm, to take evidence for the committee's inquiry into
environmental offsets.

Question agreed to.

Constitutional Recognition of ATSIP
Meeting
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Peris, [ move:

That the Joint Select Committee on Constitutional Recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples be
authorised to hold a private meeting otherwise than in accordance with standing order 33(1) during the sitting of the Senate on
Wednesday, 25 June 2014, from 10.30 am.

Question agreed to.
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Community Affairs Legislation Committee
Reporting Date
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Boyce, | move:

That the time for the presentation of the report of the Community Affairs Legislation Committee on the 2014-15 Budget
estimates be extended to 26 June 2014.

Question agreed to.

Education and Employment References Committee
Reporting Date
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Lines, I move:

That the time for the presentation of reports of the Education and Employment References Committee be extended, as
follows:

(a) delivery of quality and affordable early childhood education and care services—to 15 July 2014; and
(b) immediate future of the childcare sector in Australia—to 15 July 2014.
Question agreed to.

Economics References Committee
Reporting Date
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): At the request of Senator Bishop, I move:

That the time for the presentation of the report of the Economics References Committee on affordable housing be extended
to 27 November 2014.

Question agreed to.

Economics Legislation Committee
Reporting Date
Senator KROGER (Victoria—Chief Government Whip) (15:37): On behalf of Senator Bushby, I move:
That the time for the presentation of reports of the Economics Legislation Committee be extended, as follows:
(a) Competition and Consumer Amendment (Misuse of Market Power) Bill 2014—to 28 August 2014; and
(b) Reserve Bank Amendment (Australian Reconstruction and Development Board) Bill 2013—to 28 August 2014.
Question agreed to.

DOCUMENTS
Review of the Australian Curriculum
Order for the Production of Documents

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia—Australian Greens Whip) (15:38): At the request of Senator Wright,
I move:

That there be laid on the table by the Minister representing the Minister for Education, by Tuesday, 24 June 2014, the

preliminary report of the Review of the Australian Curriculum presented to the Minister for Education in accordance with the
review's terms of reference.

Senator RYAN (Victoria—Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education) (15:39): I seek leave to
make a short statement.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Is leave granted? Leave is granted for one minute, Senator Ryan.

Senator RYAN: The Curriculum Review was established in January 2014 regarding the development and
implementation of the Australian curriculum, its robustness and balance and curriculum development processes. It
is needed to ensure that the Australian curriculum is on track, meets Australia's long-term education needs and
assesses criticisms that occurred prior to this review. The review is a long-time coalition election promise.

The government is happy with making the preliminary report public. It was advice from March on the progress
of the review to date. It was released online earlier this afternoon and it is available on the curriculum page of the

Students First website. The review is continuing to work so as to complete its report as promised by the end of
July.

Senator WRIGHT (South Australia) (15:40): Mr Deputy President, I seek leave to make a short statement.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Is leave granted? Leave is granted for one minute, Senator Wright.
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Senator WRIGHT: 1 will be seeking leave to withdraw this notice now because I was informed just before
this process that indeed the interim report of the curriculum review has now been placed online. I am pleased that
that has now occurred and that this notice of motion is not needed, because there are certainly many people
throughout Australia who have been waiting to see the nature and the content of that report and enable people to
understand at least preliminary aspects of this rather troubling process.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Senator Wright, you are seeking leave to have that notice of motion withdrawn.

Leave granted.

Senator WRIGHT (South Australia) (15:41): I move:

That the motion be withdrawn.

Question agreed to.
MOTIONS

Sudan: Freedom of Religion
Senator BERNARDI (South Australia) (15:41): I, and on behalf of Senators Fawcett, O'Sullivan, Xenophon,
Madigan and Seselja, move:
That the Senate—
(a) supports freedom of religion as a universal human right;
(b) does not support the imprisonment or persecution of individuals on the basis of their religious belief;

(c) calls on the Sudanese authorities to release Mariam Yahya Ibrahim who was sentenced to 100 lashes and death because
she was convicted of converting to Christianity and marrying a Christian man;

(d) recognises:

(i) that this action is a breach of Sudan's international obligations, and

(ii) also that this case is currently subject to an appeal to Sudan's Court of Appeal and looks forward to due process being
applied; and

(e) stands in solidarity with Mariam Yahya Ibrahim, her family and all people who seek to practise their religion free from
persecution.

Question agreed to.
East West Link project
Senator CONROY (Victoria—Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (15:42): I move:
That the Senate—
(a) notes:

(i) evidence given during estimates That the budget provides for payment to the Victorian Government of $0.5 billion by
30 June 2014 for Stage 1 of the East West Link and $1.0 billion for Stage 2,

(i1) that this project is still classified by Infrastructure Australia as not ready to proceed’,

(iii) that Infrastructure Australia has not received a full business case for assessment of Stage 1 and only received a request
for funding of Stage 2 a few days before the budget and it was only accompanied by a 'conceptual business plan', and

(iv) That the responsible Minister, the Assistant Minister for Infrastructure and Regional Development said of project
payments in June 2014: 'So we are driving the state governments very hard to give us timetables to ensure that we're meeting
the expected time of delivery of these projects. That we're hitting milestones, that we're only making payments to states when
they actually deliver the milestones, that they're not getting money in their bank account prior to milestones being delivered,
because we want taxpayers to have accountability for what they're getting, but we also want projects on the ground and not
being held up, unfortunately, or deliberately, for that matter' [Civil Contractors Federation speech, 6 June 2014]; and

(b) calls for no payment to be made to Victoria for the East West Link project until these conditions are fulfilled and
Infrastructure Australia assesses the project as 'ready to proceed'.

The PRESIDENT: The question is that the motion moved by Senator Conroy be agreed to.
The Senate divided. [15:46]
(The President—Senator Hogg)

AYES
Bilyk, CL Bishop, TM
Brown, CL Carr, KJ
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AYES
Collins, JIMA Conroy, SM
Dastyari, S Di Natale, R
Farrell, D Faulkner, J
Furner, ML Gallacher, AM
Hanson-Young, SC Hogg, JJ
Lines, S Ludlam, S
Ludwig, JW Lundy, KA
Marshall, GM McEwen, A (teller)
McLucas, J Milne, C
Moore, CM O'Neill, DM
Peris, N Pratt, LC
Rhiannon, L Siewert, R
Singh, LM Stephens, U
Thorp, LE Tillem, M
Urquhart, AE Waters, LJ
Whish-Wilson, PS Wright, PL
Xenophon, N

NOES
Back, CJ Bernardi, C
Birmingham, SJ Boswell, RLD
Boyce, SK Brandis, GH
Bushby, DC Cash, MC
Colbeck, R Edwards, S
Eggleston, A Fawcett, DJ
Fierravanti-Wells, C Fifield, MP
Heffernan, W Johnston, D
Kroger, H (teller) Macdonald, ID
Mason, B McKenzie, B
Nash, F O'Sullivan, B
Parry, S Payne, MA
Ruston, A Ryan, SM
Seselja, Z Sinodinos, A
Smith, D Williams, JR

PAIRS
Cameron, DN Cormann, M
Polley, H Ronaldson, M
Sterle, G Abetz, E
Wong, P Scullion, NG

Question agreed to.
MOTIONS
Consideration of Legislation

Senator MILNE (Tasmania—Leader of the Australian Greens) (15:49): I move:

That on and from Tuesday, 17 June 2014, the Clean Energy Finance Corporation (Abolition) Bill 2013 [No. 2] have
precedence over all other government business until determined.

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (15:49): I seek leave to make a statement.

The PRESIDENT: Leave is granted for two minutes.

Senator FIFIELD: As motions go, this one is a little peculiar. We are in the first Senate sitting week after the
budget, and yet we have a non-government party seeking to determine the priorities in government business
legislation time. It is a generally accepted convention in this place that, in the ordinary course of events, the
government gets to determine what is occurring in government business time—and I would have thought that that
would be even more the case in the first Senate sitting week after the budget. I would expect that the Labor Party
would not support this motion given that Mr Burke, from the other place, earlier this week was protesting that
there should indeed be more time for the consideration of government bills. With Mr Burke, the Manager of
Opposition Business in the other place, arguing at the start of the week that there should be more time for
consideration of budget bills, it would be perverse if his colleagues in the Senate supported a motion that would in
fact delay the consideration of further budget bills. I would like to make two points. Firstly, I think the ordinary
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convention should be observed that the government gets to determine, in an orderly and methodical way, the
priorities in government business time. Secondly, I think the opposition should be consistent and follow the
instruction of Mr Burke, from the other place, that it is appropriate that budget bills have precedence at this time,
particularly in the first Senate sitting week after the budget.

The PRESIDENT: The question is that the motion moved by Senator Milne be agreed to.
The Senate divided. [15:52]
(The President—Senator Hogg)

AYES
Bilyk, CL Bishop, TM
Brown, CL Carr, KJ
Collins, IMA Conroy, SM
Dastyari, S Di Natale, R
Farrell, D Faulkner, J
Furner, ML Gallacher, AM
Hanson-Young, SC Hogg, JJ
Lines, S Ludlam, S
Ludwig, JIW Lundy, KA
Marshall, GM McEwen, A (teller)
McLucas, J Milne, C
Moore, CM O'Neill, DM
Peris, N Pratt, LC
Rhiannon, L Siewert, R
Singh, LM Stephens, U
Thorp, LE Tillem, M
Urquhart, AE Waters, LJ
Whish-Wilson, PS Wright, PL
Xenophon, N

NOES
Back, CJ Bernardi, C
Birmingham, SJ Boswell, RLD
Boyce, SK Brandis, GH
Bushby, DC Cash, MC
Colbeck, R Edwards, S
Eggleston, A Fawcett, DJ
Fierravanti-Wells, C Fifield, MP
Heffernan, W Johnston, D
Kroger, H (teller) Macdonald, ID
Mason, B McKenzie, B
Nash, F O'Sullivan, B
Parry, S Payne, MA
Ruston, A Ryan, SM
Seselja, Z Sinodinos, A
Smith, D Williams, JR

PAIRS
Cameron, DN Cormann, M
Polley, H Ronaldson, M
Sterle, G Abetz, E
Wong, P Scullion, NG

Question agreed to.
Seemanpillai, Mr Leo

Senator HANSON-YOUNG (South Australia) (15:54): by leave—I, and also on behalf of Senator Di Natale,
move:

That the Senate—

(a) extends its condolences to the family and friends of Mr Leo Seemanpillai, a Tamil refugee who died tragically in Geelong
on 1 June 2014 as a result of self-immolating;
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(b) calls on the Minister for Immigration and Border Protection (Mr Morrison) to urgently intervene in the case to ensure that
Mr Seemanpillai's family receives visas enabling them to attend his funeral in Australia; and

(c) expresses its gratitude for Mr Seemanpillai's decision to become an organ donor and to give several other Australians a
new chance at life.

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria—Manager of Government Business in the Senate and Assistant Minister for
Social Services) (15:55): I seek leave to make a short statement.

The PRESIDENT: Leave is granted for one minute.

Senator FIFIELD: The government extends its sympathies to the family and friends of Mr Seemanpillai. The
Australia Asylum Seekers Assistance Scheme service provider has been in ongoing contact with the family and
friends of Mr Seemanpillai regarding funeral arrangements. An offer of repatriation was made; however, the
family preferred that a funeral take place in Australia. | understand that the funeral service will take place on
Wednesday 18 June at noon at St Mary of the Angels Basilica in Geelong and that the funeral costs are covered
through the Asylum Seeker Assistance Scheme.

The issuing of documents for nationals of other countries is a matter for those countries. To make a visa
application valid, travel documents are required. Family members need to hold valid visas to enter Australia. Any
application for a visa is assessed by the department against relevant criteria. The Minister for Immigration has no
power to intervene in the granting of a visa in the circumstances that relate to the case of Mr Seemanpillai's
brother.

Senator DI NATALE (Victoria) (15:56): 1 seek leave to make a short statement.

The PRESIDENT: Leave is granted for one minute.

Senator DI NATALE: I take a special interest in this case, because Leo was a gentleman who resided in
Geelong. The minister does have the power to intervene here and to introduce a special purpose visa. I think
something should be known about a decision that Leo made, and that is the decision to become an organ donor.
We have this debate in the abstract. What we should also know is that, because of the decision that he made, there
are now Australians who have a kidney where they previously did not have one, and they have functioning lungs,
because he has donated his lungs to ordinary Australians. He has donated a cornea so that Australians can live the
life that he was denied. The very least we can do is give the opportunity for his family to come to this country to
grieve and say goodbye to their son, who has given his life so that others in Australia can have the opportunities
that he was denied.

Question agreed to.
MATTERS OF URGENCY
Shipbuilding Industry
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (15:57): Iinform the Senate that the President has received a letter from Senator
Moore proposing that a definite matter of public importance be submitted to the Senate for discussion, namely:

"The Abbott Government's failure to honour its election promises to support Australia's Defence manufacturing industry by
excluding Australian ship building companies from tendering for two new Naval supply ships and refusing to commit to
building 12 Future Submarines in Australia; and

The need for the Government to keep its election promises and take action to avoid sending thousands of Australian ship
building jobs overseas and putting at risk Australia's strategically vital ship building industry".

Is the proposal supported?

More than the number of senators required by the standing orders having risen in their places—

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I understand that—

Senator Kim Carr: They are not going to make you defend this are they? How embarrassing!

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The sooner I can complete my spiel, the sooner you can get into the
debate. I understand that informal arrangements have been made to allocate specific times to each of the speakers
in today’s debate. With the concurrence of the Senate, I shall ask the clerks to set the clock accordingly.

Senator CONROY (Victoria—Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (15:54): I move:

That, in the opinion of the Senate, the following is a matter of urgency:

The Abbott Government's failure to honour its election promises to support Australia's Defence manufacturing industry by
excluding Australian ship building companies from tendering for two new Naval supply ships and refusing to commit to
building 12 Future Submarines in Australia; and

The need for the Government to keep its election promises and take action to avoid sending thousands of Australian ship
building jobs overseas and putting at risk Australia's strategically vital ship building industry.
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I rise to support this motion because this government is putting the Australian shipbuilding industry in peril.
Australia's shipbuilding industry is a vital strategic asset for our Navy and for our country. The shipyards in
Newcastle, Melbourne, Adelaide and Perth form the backbone of this vital industry. It would be grossly
irresponsible for any government to take decisions that put these vital assets at risk, but that is what this
government is doing.

The Abbott government have excluded Australian companies from tendering to build two replacement supply
ships for the Royal Australian Navy. They have excluded them from bidding at all. They claim that Australia
cannot do it. The minister claims that our shipyards and their workers are not good enough. It is clear that the
government is no longer happy just talking down our economy; they are now talking down entire industries. At
the last election Labor proposed, at a minimum, a hybrid build—and potentially a complete local build—of these
two important vessels as a key plank in our plan to bridge what has come to be referred to as the 'valley of death'.
We knew from advice that we received in government that this was feasible and that work could have begun in the
first quarter of 2016 if the government had followed Labor's plan. But rather than acting quickly after coming to
government, those opposite have sat on their hands for nine months. We announced a plan in the election
campaign that you could have started after the election. But no. Nine months later, we had the minister pretending
to the Australian public that he had a plan. In March, this minister boasted on the front page of The Australian
Financial Review that he had a plan; he had a plan to fix the valley of death. That is what he said on the front page
of the Fin Review in March of this year. Minister, you do not fix the valley of death by sending Australian
shipbuilding jobs to Spain or South Korea. But that is what this minister announced a week ago. No Australian
companies are allowed to bid; we are building the ships in Spain or South Korea. The minister even went so far as
to declare this an 'exciting' announcement. He was excited for shipbuilding workers in South Korea and Spain but
he just could not give a proverbial about Australian shipworkers.

Let me tell you, Mr Deputy President: I do not think that shipping high-skilled jobs to other countries is
exciting. The Labor Party does not think it is exciting, and the Australian public do not think it is exciting. This is
not just a bad decision; it is another Abbott government broken promise. Let me recap the history on this. Before
the election, on 9 August 2013, now Minister Johnston went up to Newcastle in election campaign mode, and he
went on the local ABC radio station in Newcastle and said:

I get really fired up when I find us giving away our manufacturing base in the Defence space to foreign manufacturers, it's just
not on.

Yet here he is, nine months later, doing the exact opposite. He is excluding Australian businesses from tendering
for a major shipbuilding project. He says one thing before the election, misleads voters in Newcastle and all
around the country. This is just another Liberal lie. It is another broken promise.

I would love to say that that was the only lie the Liberal government has been engaged in recently. But, just
before the election, the Liberals made another promise. On 8 May 2013, Senator Johnston went to ASC
shipbuilding yard in South Australia—and I am willing to bet that Senator Birmingham was standing next to him
when he said the following regarding Australia's future submarine project: "'We will deliver these submarines from
right here at the ASC in South Australia. The coalition today is committed to building 12 new submarines here in
Adelaide.' That is what he said—I am willing bet he was standing next to a couple of those senators opposite—in
May last year. And yet yesterday, when I asked him to repeat that promise in this chamber, he ran and hid. He
refused to do it. He refused to commit to 12 submarines, and he has refused to commit to having them built in
Australia. That is another Liberal lie; another Liberal broken promise.

Australia needs a domestic shipbuilding industry. Over the next 30 years the Australian Defence Force needs
48 ships at a cost of $60 billion to $80 billion, with an additional $180 billion to $200 billion for the through-life
support that these ships will need. Among the vessels we need are submarines, frigates, patrol boats, mine hunters,
survey vessels and heavy landing craft—and do not tell me we cannot build these in Australia. The Anzac frigate
project was an outstanding success—built in Australia with world-class ships delivered to the Royal Australian
Navy. At present we have three air warfare destroyers and two landing helicopter docks under construction. These
are the most sophisticated ships built or assembled in Australia.

Senator Birmingham: Yeah, who started that?

Senator CONROY: Do not believe the minister when he claims that they are failing projects. The AWDs
remain within their funding envelope. The LHDs are on track to be delivered in 2014 and 2016. The Labor
government invested heavily to provide industry with the means to recover the skills lost during the Howard years
and to steadily improve productivity. But this government wants to junk this investment and these jobs.

I will take that interjection from Senator Birmingham because it is true, Senator Birmingham, that the Howard
government—on one of the very few occasions—had a forward vision on this. They accepted that we needed to
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start the program; they accepted that that would be because we were starting from scratch and we had to upskill an
entire sector so we were ready for the future. All those ships I talked about were—to be fair to the Howard
government—a legacy. But what we have seen in the last few weeks is endangering thousands of jobs. All that
extra investment, all those extra costs that were incurred to get us up to world-class standard were all thrown out
the window because the minister got rolled in cabinet again. In March he said, 'l have got a plan to fix this.' He
could have just done what Labor called on to happen and was planning to do after the election—that is, start the
project. Nine months were wasted, the minister got rolled and jobs were lost. (Time expired)

Senator BIRMINGHAM (South Australia—Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for the Environment)
(16:08): The sheer front, the sheer hypocrisy of those opposite seems to know absolutely no bounds. Senator
Conroy came in here hectoring and lecturing, and I am sure Senator Carr in Senator Gallacher will do likewise.
We heard the hysteria of Senator Wong yesterday on this topic. For six long years the government of those
opposite did nothing to help naval capability in this country and did nothing to actually sign any contracts or
develop any further delivery of work to Australia's shipbuilding industry. We had nothing from the government of
those opposite and now they come in here and talk about what has happened in nine months.

The so-called 'valley of death' that may exist for Australia's defence industries is entirely the making of six
years of failure by the Labor government to make a decision, sign a contract or fund a project. It was entirely the
fault of those opposite. If you listened carefully to Senator Conroy's nine minutes, you would have realised that, in
that entire nine-minute period, never was he able to talk about a project that was initiated, started and with work
commenced by the Labor government. I issue this challenge to further Labor speakers in this debate: tell us, in the
naval shipbuilding space, of the projects that your government initiated, funded and contracted. Name one. Please,
during this debate tell us where you started work like the Howard government started the work on the AWDs.
Those opposite were too damn busy defending each other from their own attacks within to worry about the
successful and effective defence of the country.

Let us look back at the record of those opposite because, when Senator Conroy wants to talk about promises, [

remember promises. I remember 19 August 2007 when then opposition leader, Kevin Rudd, went to Adelaide and
promised that there would be submarines built by the ASC with construction to begin in 2017. In 2007, he said:
Starting the process this year will guarantee continuity of work for South Australia's defence industry and those employed in
the sector. It will also provide a big boost to South Australia's growing knowledge and skills base and its reputation as the
defence state.
Well, I am sure if the project had started after the election of Mr Rudd as Prime Minister in 2007, those words
may have come true. But, of course, it did not start then, did it? Far from it. Another two years it took until 2009.
What did we then get? We got a promise to a commitment for 12 submarines. That was it, no funding, no detail,
no contract. After two years of hard work by that Labor administration, they had gone from Rudd's election
promise where work was going to start in 2007 to two years later in 2009 and they could now say it would be 12
submarines. That was all. And there was a promise that there would be initial operating capacity by 2025-26.

Then what happened? Another few years rolled forward until last year, 2013, when, because of the complete
inactivity of the government to fund any work on developing those submarines, they had to push back the date for
the operating capability by another four years. So the 2007 promise saw nothing happen until 2009 and then saw
nothing happen until 2013 and then again got delayed further. Of course, nothing ever happened. What the Labor
Party did for naval shipbuilding in this country during six long years was zero, zip, nada, nothing at all. The
challenge remains to those opposite to come in here and demonstrate that they delivered anything.

Senator Conroy had the gall to come in here and say that at the last election Labor proposed something. Well,
for God's sake. At the 2010 election Labor proposed something and did not deliver; at the 2013 election Labor
proposed something and did not deliver. Why on earth should we believe that they would have delivered had they
actually been re-elected in 2013? Because for the previous six years, they had delivered absolutely nothing at all.
In fact, in the defence space, what had they done? They cut $16 billion from the defence budget. The