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Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3653 

CHAMBER 

Thursday, 18 June 2009 

————— 

The PRESIDENT (Senator the Hon. 
John Hogg) took the chair at 9.30 am and 
read prayers. 

NOTICES 
Presentation 

Senator WORTLEY (South Australia) 
(9.31 am)—On behalf of the Senate Standing 
Committee on Regulations and Ordinances, I 
give notice that 15 sitting days after today I 
shall move: 

That the Aviation Transport Security Amend-
ment Regulations 2009 (No. 1), as contained in 
Select Legislative Instrument 2009 No. 24 and 
made under the Aviation Transport Security Act 
2004, be disallowed. [F2009L00695] 

I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a 
short summary of the matter raised by the 
committee. 

Leave granted. 

The summary read as follows— 
Aviation Transport Security Amendment Regula-
tions 2009 (No. 1), Select Legislative Instrument 
2009 No. 24 

These Amendment Regulations amend provisions 
in the principal Regulations to restrict the class of 
persons who are allowed to enter and remain in 
the cockpit of an aircraft fitted with a cockpit 
door, during flight and clarify cockpit offences on 
aircraft. The Committee has written to the Minis-
ter seeking further information on the consulta-
tion undertaken during the development of these 
Regulations. 

Senator Abetz to move on the next day of 
sitting: 

That the Senate— 

(a) notes: 

(i) the bipartisan commitment to an uncon-
ditional reduction in CO2 emissions of 5 
per cent from 2000 levels by 2020, and a 
reduction of up to 25 per cent in the 
event of a comprehensive global agree-
ment, 

(ii) the importance of ensuring that the 
Obama Administration’s intentions on 
an emissions trading scheme are clari-
fied before Australia implements any 
emissions trading scheme including the 
Government’s proposed Carbon Pollu-
tion Reduction Scheme (CPRS), and 

(iii) the importance of awaiting the outcomes 
of the United Nations (UN) Climate 
Change Conference in Copenhagen in 
relation to targets before any scheme is 
legislated in Australia; 

(b) calls on the Government to refer the pro-
posed CPRS to the Productivity Commission 
so that it may conduct a 6-month review, and 
make public its findings, before the legisla-
tion is finalised to: 

(i) assess the national, regional and indus-
try sectoral impact of the CPRS in light 
of the global financial crisis, 

(ii) assess the economic impact of the CPRS 
in light of other countries either not im-
posing a price on carbon comparable to 
that proposed in Australia or imposing 
such a price after different assumed pe-
riods of delay, and 

(iii) conceptually and empirically examine 
the relative costs and benefits (including 
emissions reductions) of the key alterna-
tive scheme designs against the CPRS; 
and 

(c) therefore, calls on the Government to defer 
further consideration of the following bills 
until after the conclusion of the UN Climate 
Change Conference in Copenhagen: 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme Bill 2009 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (Conse-
quential Amendments) Bill 2009 

Australian Climate Change Regulatory Au-
thority Bill 2009 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme 
(Charges—Customs) Bill 2009 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme 
(Charges—Excise) Bill 2009 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme 
(Charges—General) Bill 2009 
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Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS 
Fuel Credits) Bill 2009 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS 
Fuel Credits) (Consequential Amendments) Bill 
2009 

Excise Tariff Amendment (Carbon Pollution 
Reduction Scheme) Bill 2009 

Customs Tariff Amendment (Carbon Pollution 
Reduction Scheme) Bill 2009 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme Amend-
ment (Household Assistance) Bill 2009 

or any other related bill or bills to implement 
the proposed CPRS. 

Senator Bob Brown to move on the next 
day of sitting: 

That the Government furnish the Senate with a 
considered response to reports in The Age that 
firms associated with the Reserve Bank of Austra-
lia may have been involved in corrupt practices 
by 25 June 2009. 

Senator Fielding to move on the next day 
of sitting: 

That the following bill be introduced: A Bill 
for an Act to amend the Banking Act 1959 to keep 
banks accountable in setting mortgage interest 
rates, and for related purposes. Banking Amend-
ment (Keeping Banks Accountable) Bill 2009. 

Senator Hanson-Young to move on the 
next day of sitting: 

That the Senate— 

(a) supports the call by the Deputy Prime Minis-
ter (Ms Gillard) on the Australian Broadcast-
ing Corporation program Lateline, 16 June 
2009, to support: 

(i) a two-state solution to the Israel-
Palestine conflict, and 

(ii) a halt to Israel’s settlement activity in 
contested areas; and 

(b) calls on the Australian Government to en-
dorse the speech by the United States Presi-
dent, Mr Barack Obama, given in Cairo on 4 
June 2009, specifically: 

(i) rejecting the legitimacy of continued Is-
raeli settlements, and 

(ii) affirming that continued Israeli settle-
ments in contested areas violate previ-
ous agreements and undermine efforts to 
achieve peace. 

COMMITTEES 
Selection of Bills Committee 

Report 

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (9.33 
am)—I present report No. 9 of 2009 of the 
Selection of Bills Committee and seek leave 
to have the report incorporated in Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

The report read as follows— 

SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE 
REPORT NO. 9 OF 2009 

1. The committee met in private session on 
Thursday, 18 June 2009 at 8.30 am. 

2. The committee resolved to recommend—
That the provisions of the Building and Con-
struction Industry Improvement Amendment 
(Transition to Fair Work) Bill 2009 be re-
ferred immediately to the Education, Em-
ployment and Workplace Relations Legisla-
tion Committee for inquiry and report by 10 
September 2009 (see appendix 1 for a state-
ment of reasons for referral). 

3. The committee resolved to recommend—
That the Migration Amendment (Abolishing 
Detention Debt) Bill 2009 not be referred to 
committee. 

The committee recommends accordingly. 

4. The committee also considered a proposal to 
refer the provisions of the Renewable Energy 
(Electricity) Amendment Bill 2009 and a re-
lated bill to the Economics Legislation 
Committee but was unable to reach agree-
ment on whether the bills should be referred 
(see appendix 2 for a statement of reasons for 
referral). 

(Kerry O’Brien) 

Chair 

18 June 2009 
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APPENDIX 1 

SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE 

Proposal to refer a bill to a committee 

Name of bill: 
Building and Construction Industry Improvement 
Amendment (Transition to Fair Work) Bill 2009 

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration: 
Review implications of Bill particularly on work-
ers rights & safety 

Possible submissions or evidence from: 
Unions 

Industry Groups 

Workers 

Employers 

Committee to which bill is to be referred: 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations 

Possible hearing date(s): 
During winter break of August break 

Possible reporting date: 
10 September 2009 

Whip/ Selection of Bills Committee member 
(signed) 

Rachel Seiwert 

APPENDIX 2 

SELECTION OF BILLS COMMITTEE 

Proposal to refer a bill to a committee 

Name of bill: 
Renewable Energy (Electricity) Amendment Bill 
2009 

Reasons for referral/principal issues for con-
sideration: 
This Bill will have ramifications for the renew-
able energy market and energy intensive busi-
nesses, It is important to ensure that any expan-
sion of the Mandatory Renewable Energy Target 
is carefully considered. 

Possible submissions or evidence from: 

Committee to which bill is to be referred: 
Economics Legislation Committee 

Possible hearing date(s): 
TBA 

Possible reporting date: 
12 August 

Whip/ Selection of Bills Committee member 
(signed) 

Steve Fielding 

Senator O’BRIEN—I move: 
That the report be adopted. 

Senator FIELDING  (Victoria—Leader 
of the Family First Party) (9.33 am)—I wish 
to move an amendment to the motion for 
adoption of the Selection of Bills Committee 
report. I move: 

At the end of the motion, add: “but in respect 
of the Renewable Energy (Electricity) Amend-
ment Bill 2009 and the Renewable Energy (Elec-
tricity) (Charge) Amendment Bill 2009, the provi-
sion of the bills be referred to the Economics 
Legislation Committee for inquiry and report by 
12 August 2009”. 

Senator MILNE (Tasmania) (9.33 am)—
I rise to say that I oppose a delay in dealing 
with this legislation. I support the Selection 
of Bills Committee report as it currently 
stands. I would like an indication from you, 
Mr President, as to whether I have a few 
minutes to speak on this matter. 

The PRESIDENT—Five minutes. 

Senator MILNE—The issue here is the 
renewable energy target. The government 
went to the 2007 election with a promise to 
increase the renewable energy target in order 
to drive the expansion of renewable energy 
in Australia. It is something that the Greens 
have campaigned on for a long time, and we 
would certainly want the government to go 
further than the 20 per cent renewable energy 
target that is proposed. 

The industry has been calling for this leg-
islation since the day the government was 
elected at the end of 2007, and the delay in 
getting it to the parliament has been such that 
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earlier this year I introduced a private mem-
ber’s bill to bring on the renewable energy 
target because the government was dithering 
in getting this legislation to the parliament. 
Now that it is here, the only reason that peo-
ple are pushing for delay is that the govern-
ment played politics with this by linking the 
renewable energy target legislation with its 
Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme legisla-
tion. 

Interestingly, the focus here is not on help-
ing the renewable energy industry; the focus 
here is on the energy-intensive trade-exposed 
industries. The way the government has 
linked these bills means that, if the RET 
were to pass next week and the CPRS did 
not, the energy-intensive trade-exposed in-
dustries would not get their exemptions, and 
they are the ones putting pressure on here for 
the delay. Meanwhile, the people who will 
suffer will be the renewable energy busi-
nesses. Even in today’s papers there is a re-
port of a business in Victoria saying that it is 
going to have to put people off unless this 
legislation is passed because the rebate has 
disappeared. As we know, the government 
moved on that before 30 June. These busi-
nesses are desperately waiting. In one of to-
day’s papers it says: 

SOLAR panel retailers are preparing to cut 
jobs and halt expansion plans because of uncer-
tainty over the Government’s solar credit pro-
gram. 

That, of course, is the multiplier in the RET. 

If we do not deal with this by the end of 
next week people are going to lose their jobs. 
Businesses are going to go to the wall—and 
they are the renewable energy businesses. 
The people who are pushing for this delay 
are the big emitters. I am not going to sup-
port this being held off over the winter sim-
ply because it does not suit the coalition to 
deal with the Carbon Pollution Reduction 
Scheme legislation in the next week or so. 

I want to see this legislation through. I 
want to give certainty to the renewable en-
ergy industry that they have got their target. I 
would be prepared to have an inquiry tomor-
row or on Monday, but I am not prepared to 
see this last over the winter, because we are 
going to see the renewable energy industry 
further undermined by this kind of delay. The 
people who vote for delay are people voting 
for losing jobs and losing businesses in one 
of the industries that we need to build for a 
low-carbon or zero-carbon future. There can 
be no excuse for this kind of delay. It is just 
more political manoeuvring for the benefit of 
the big end of town to the detriment of those 
industries where the jobs-rich growth is. 

We have seen the report in the last couple 
of weeks saying that it is the renewable en-
ergy target that will drive jobs. It is not the 
CPRS; it is the renewable energy target. 
There was a report saying that some 28,000 
jobs can be created. Every month’s delay is 
not only jobs not created; it is jobs lost from 
existing businesses. So I think we should 
bring this on, get this legislation through by 
the end of next week and be pleased to see 
people putting more people on rather than 
putting people off. 

Senator PARRY (Tasmania) (9.38 am)—
I wish to place on the record that the opposi-
tion will be supporting Senator Fielding in 
his amendment to the motion for the adop-
tion of the Selection of Bills Committee re-
port. We believe that the Renewable Energy 
(Electricity) Amendment Bill deserves 
proper scrutiny. Senator Milne just indicated 
that this is a deferral. That is totally incor-
rect. This is proper scrutiny of a very com-
plex bill. This bill was introduced into the 
House of Representatives yesterday. There 
was no examination available until the bill 
was introduced. The bill is intrinsically 
linked with the CPRS suite of legislation, 
and we wish this to be examined in the same 
way as that was. That was examined by the 
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Senate Economics Legislation Committee, 
which had a reasonable amount of time to 
deal with that. We wish this bill to proceed to 
that committee to be examined, with the 
committee reporting back by 12 August, 
which is not an unreasonable period of time 
considering the serious implications of this 
proposed legislation. 

Senator BOSWELL (Queensland) (9.39 
am)—I totally disagree with the Greens here. 

Senator O’Brien—That’s a first! 

Senator BOSWELL—Well, it is. We 
were actually coming together on lot of is-
sues, but I suppose we have to part. I support 
Senator Fielding’s proposition. Once the 
government linked the RET with the CPRS, 
the game was over. I will tell you why it was 
over. It was over because the CPRS legisla-
tion starts on 1 July, if it gets through, and 
the RET starts immediately, so that would 
mean that the really big EITE employers, the 
aluminium industry, the cement industry, the 
paper industry, the zinc industry, the steel 
industry—just about every industry in Aus-
tralia that would be given permits—would 
have no permits and would be subject to be-
ing out there with no permits at all. The 
Greens senators have agreed with this. They 
believe that tying the two bills together was 
blackmail. What are we expected to do—just 
roll over and take this? Senator Milne is. She 
talks about job creation, but I want to talk 
about job destruction. 

The other reason that you cannot go ahead 
with this without a full Senate inquiry is that 
the regulations that underpin the EITE indus-
tries’ targets or certificates are not known. 
Unless you know what the regulations are 
going to be, you are flying right in the face 
of a disaster without knowing where you are 
going. There are ongoing discussions be-
tween the industries now on what EITE ac-
tivities are and what certificates are going to 
be given—whether they are 66 per cent or 94 

per cent—and even the activities have not 
been defined. The agenda is whether they are 
on all the products or only part of the product 
or only part of the way that they are manu-
factured. This has not been decided yet. The 
activities have not been decided. How can 
you establish a regulation unless you know 
what the EITE activities are going to be? You 
cannot. Without establishing what the activi-
ties will be, what the regulations will be and 
whether they will be 60 per cent or 90 per 
cent or 55 per cent, it is just impossible to 
move this legislation through. Senator Milne 
has been in the paper saying that, totally dis-
agreeing— 

Senator Milne interjecting— 

Senator BOSWELL—Senator Milne 
says you can split them. You cannot split 
them if you do not know what the regula-
tions are going to be. The regulations have 
not been determined because the EITE issue 
has not been agreed with the high-end elec-
tricity users. They were promised certifi-
cates. They were promised that they would 
get some form of relief. The industries are 
still in negotiations with the government. 
The cement industry are not aware of what 
certificates they are going to get. They know 
they are going to get some certificates; they 
do not know whether it is on just part of the 
manufacturing process or the total manufac-
turing process—and that is just the cement 
industry. All the other industries are in the 
same boat. 

If the regulations were there, I would say 
you could go ahead with it, but the regula-
tions are not there and they cannot be there 
for the reason that the negotiations are still 
going on with the high-end users of electric-
ity. So I do not know what the rush is, Sena-
tor Milne, because you— 

Senator Milne interjecting— 

Senator BOSWELL—People are going 
to lose their jobs all right; you are totally 
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correct about that. But if this goes ahead 
without protection in the EITE industry part 
they are going to lose their jobs and they are 
going to lose— (Time expired) 

Senator XENOPHON (South Australia) 
(9.44 am)—I indicate that, with reluctance, I 
support Senator Fielding’s amendment. I say 
that because I take on board the arguments of 
Senator Milne that there needs to be certainty 
for the renewable energy sector. But I do see 
there is a point in what Senator Boswell is 
saying in the sense that if we decouple the 
RET legislation from the CPRS, which ap-
pears to be likely, then that poses some pol-
icy challenges. I agree with Senator Milne 
that the way of the future is with jobs in the 
renewable energy sector. In the absence of 
knowing what will occur in terms of the 
links between the RET and the CPRS, we 
need to look at this closely. 

Until now the two schemes have been 
interlinked and Senator Milne is right to say 
that they can be decoupled. I think it is mis-
chievous of the government to say that they 
cannot be, but there are policy challenges 
and consequences flowing from that which 
will need to be the subject of an inquiry to 
see how that can be done. I think that the 
policy objective here is: how can we further 
expand our renewable energy sector? Is this 
target ambitious enough? How can we have 
triggers there for the renewable energy sector 
to expand even further? 

There is no doubt in my mind that Austra-
lia’s future is to go from a high-carbon to a 
low-carbon economy and that can only be 
done in part with a strong renewable energy 
target and having the mechanisms in place 
for the structural adjustment that is neces-
sary. I think we need this time, some seven 
weeks, in order to do this. I am reluctant to 
support it, but I think there is no choice 
given that it is likely that the CPRS legisla-
tion in its current form will not pass or will 

be substantially amended. Certainly, it will 
not go through in its current form, given 
what the coalition, Senator Fielding, the 
Greens and I have said. Therefore, we need a 
stand-alone RET scheme that will do the job 
to transform Australia from a high-carbon to 
a low-carbon economy. I want to make it 
clear right now that the RET legislation must 
be dealt with soon after the committee re-
ports on 12 August, if that is the will of the 
Senate, and then we need to get on with it. 
We need to deal with the policy challenges 
arising out of a decoupling of the two. That 
is my position and I hope that we get the an-
swers that we need as a result of a Senate 
inquiry into the RET scheme. 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—Special 
Minister of State and Cabinet Secretary) 
(9.47 am)—The government does not sup-
port delay. The government does not support 
the amendment moved by Senator Fielding. 
The referral of the renewable energy target 
legislation to the Senate Economics Legisla-
tion Committee to report on 12 August is 
delay. There is time within the program over 
the next fortnight to deal with this bill. It is 
in the interests of the renewable energy in-
dustry to deal with this matter and not to 
have the consideration of the bill deferred. 

The government does believe that an in-
quiry could be held and report by 24 June. 
That would allow—and I think Senator 
Milne mentioned it as well—a committee to 
be held on Friday and/or Monday and to re-
port by Wednesday. It would ensure that the 
RET bill could be considered in the Senate in 
the following week. The government would 
then list the RET bill for consideration in the 
Senate next week on the basis of that. How-
ever, it is a matter that we now are in the 
hands of the Senate to deal with. A quick 
summary of the numbers does look like 
Senator Fielding’s amendment will be agreed 
to. This is of concern to the government. It 
would be preferable for the amendment not 



Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3659 

CHAMBER 

to be supported by the Senate. I do ask the 
Senate to think carefully about this. It is an 
important bill. I think Senator Milne has out-
lined the issues around the bill itself. 

It is worth saying in brief: this debate is 
not about the mechanics or the content of the 
bill. This debate is about whether we have 
delay in relation to this issue. The govern-
ment does not support delay. The Selection 
of Bills Committee could not reach an 
agreement in respect of this bill. On that ba-
sis it does come here for consideration. The 
government believes that proper considera-
tion and scrutiny could be achieved, even 
within the short time that is available, with 
the cooperation of all parties. However, it 
does not look like that is going to happen. 
With regret, I will conclude. 

Question put: 
That the amendment (Senator Fielding’s) be 

agreed to. 

The Senate divided. [9.54 am] 

(The President—Senator the Hon. JJ 
Hogg) 

Ayes………… 33 

Noes………… 31 

Majority………   2 

AYES 

Adams, J. Back, C.J. 
Bernardi, C. Birmingham, S. 
Boswell, R.L.D. Boyce, S. 
Brandis, G.H. Bushby, D.C. 
Cash, M.C. Colbeck, R. 
Coonan, H.L. Cormann, M.H.P. 
Eggleston, A. Ferguson, A.B. 
Fielding, S. Fierravanti-Wells, C. 
Fifield, M.P. Fisher, M.J. 
Heffernan, W. Humphries, G. 
Johnston, D. Joyce, B. 
Kroger, H. Macdonald, I. 
Mason, B.J. Nash, F. 
Parry, S. * Payne, M.A. 
Ryan, S.M. Troeth, J.M. 
Trood, R.B. Williams, J.R. 
Xenophon, N.  

NOES 

Arbib, M.V. Bilyk, C.L. 
Bishop, T.M. Brown, B.J. 
Brown, C.L. Cameron, D.N. 
Collins, J. Conroy, S.M. 
Crossin, P.M. Farrell, D.E. 
Feeney, D. Forshaw, M.G. 
Furner, M.L. Hanson-Young, S.C. 
Hogg, J.J. Hurley, A. 
Hutchins, S.P. Ludlam, S. 
Ludwig, J.W. Lundy, K.A. 
Marshall, G. McEwen, A. 
McLucas, J.E. Milne, C. 
Moore, C. O’Brien, K.W.K. 
Pratt, L.C. Sherry, N.J. 
Siewert, R. Sterle, G. 
Wortley, D.  

PAIRS 

Abetz, E. Carr, K.J. 
Barnett, G. Stephens, U. 
McGauran, J.J.J. Polley, H. 
Minchin, N.H. Faulkner, J.P. 
Ronaldson, M. Wong, P. 
Scullion, N.G. Evans, C.V. 

* denotes teller 

Question agreed to. 

Original question, as amended, agreed to. 

NOTICES 
Withdrawal 

Senator FIELDING (Victoria—Leader 
of the Family First Party) (9.56 am)—Given 
that we have just had the debate, I now with-
draw business of the Senate notice of motion 
No. 2 standing in my name. 

BUSINESS 
Rearrangement 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (9.57 am)—I move: 

That the following government business orders 
of the day be considered from 12.45 pm till not 
later than 2 pm today. 

No. 2 Defence Legislation Amendment Bill 
(No. 1) 2009. 
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No. 3 Family Assistance Legislation amend-
ment (Child Care) Bill 2009. 

No. 4 Social Security and Other Legislation 
Amendment (Australian Apprentices) Bill 2009. 

No. 5 Tax Laws Amendment (2009 Measures 
No. 3) Bill 2009. 

No. 6 Social Security Legislation Amendment 
(Digital Television Switch-over) Bill 2009. 

 

Question agreed to. 

Rearrangement 
Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—

Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (9.58 am)—I move: 

That the order of general business for consid-
eration today be as follows: 

(a) general business orders of the day: 

No. 67––Protecting Children from Junk Food 
Advertising (Broadcasting Amendment) Bill 
2008, 

No. 76––Renewable Energy Amendment 
(Feed-in-Tariff for Electricity) Bill 2008, and 

No. 63––Building and Construction Industry 
(Restoring Workplace Rights) Bill 2008; and 

(b) orders of the day relating to government 
documents. 

Question agreed to. 

Rearrangement 
Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—

Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (9.58 am)—I move: 

That government business notice of motion no. 
1, standing in my name, relating to the hours of 
meeting for today, be postponed till a later hour of 
the day. 

That item on the notice paper would indicate 
that there are extended hours for today and 
tomorrow. I think we can rule out tomorrow, 
just so that everyone understands. In respect 
of the hours for today, that will be considered 
later on today; we may seek additional hours. 
I think the opposition understand that, but it 
is worthwhile to ensure that everyone in the 

chamber is aware of that. There are a range 
of bills that we as a government do need to 
get through to allow us to complete the pro-
gram for next week by next week, and there-
fore I would be seeking agreement later on 
today to arrange the hours so that we can 
complete the relevant business for today. 
There is, I guess, an expectation that we may 
finish those bills by an early mark today, or 
at least by a reasonable time. I do not intend 
to seek late hours tonight; I do expect that we 
can try to, with cooperation, achieve those 
bills by a reasonable hour. 

Senator PARRY (Tasmania) (9.59 am)—
The opposition is aware of what the govern-
ment’s agenda is. The opposition believes 
that the agenda can be completed within the 
regular hours of this sitting day. We are un-
der no circumstances giving a commitment 
at this stage to extend hours, but we will dis-
cuss it with the government later in the day if 
that becomes necessary. We believe that the 
hours are sufficient for the program that the 
government has indicated to us. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (10.00 
am)—The Greens are not disposed towards 
making arrangements like this where there is 
no certainty at all about the end of the week 
and no compelling urgency; and where this 
debate is on—because of the want of more 
regular sitting hours, which is what we 
should be having instead of this sort of de-
bate—extended sitting hours for the Senate. 
We will reserve our opinion until we see how 
things unfold. 

Question agreed to. 

NOTICES 
Postponement 

The following item of business was post-
poned: 

Business of the Senate notice of motion no. 1 
standing in the name of Senator Xenophon for 
today, proposing a reference to the Standing 
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Committee of Senators’ Interests, postponed till 
24 June 2009. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Senator PARRY (Tasmania—Manager of 

Opposition Business in the Senate) (10.01 
am)—by leave—I move: 

That leave of absence be granted to Senator 
Barnett from 18 June to 26 June 2009, on account 
of parliamentary business overseas. 

Question agreed to. 

WORLD REFUGEE DAY 
Senator HANSON-YOUNG (South Aus-

tralia) (10.01 am)—I seek leave to amend 
general business notice of motion No. 462 
standing in my name for today. 

Leave granted. 

Senator HANSON-YOUNG—I move 
the motion as amended: 

That the Senate: 

(a) notes that: 

(i) 20 June 2009 marks World Refugee Day 
2009, and 

(ii) this year’s global theme is ‘Real People, Real 
Needs’, recognising the lasting sense of se-
curity sought by people who have fled from 
persecution, in search of freedom, security 
and safety; 

(b) recognises that: 

(i) over the past century the global commu-
nity has witnessed increasing numbers 
of refugees fleeing from their homeland 
in fear of persecution, and 

(ii) as a signatory to the 1951 United Na-
tions Geneva Convention on Refugees, 
Australia is obliged to protect those 
seeking asylum from persecution; 

(c) acknowledges: 

(i) the release of the report, Amnesty Inter-
national Report 2009: The state of the 
world’s human rights, and 

(ii) that this report highlights the concern 
with housing children and unaccompa-
nied minors in alternative detention fa-
cilities on Christmas Island; and 

(d) encourages the Government to: 

(i) provide additional support to specialised 
service delivery agencies who work with 
refugees and asylum seekers in Austra-
lia, and 

(ii) ensure that no child or family is detained 
in any form of high security accommo-
dation on Christmas Island, while their 
visa application is being processed. 

Question agreed to. 

COMMITTEES 

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade 
References Committee 

Meeting 

Senator TROOD (Queensland) (10.02 
am)—I move: 

That the Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade 
References Committee be authorised to hold an 
in-camera hearing during the sitting of the Senate 
on Thursday, 18 June 2009 from 3.45 pm, to take 
evidence for the committee’s inquiry into major 
economic and security challenges facing Papua 
New Guinea and the island states of the southwest 
Pacific. 

Question agreed to. 

Community Affairs Legislation 
Committee 

Extension of Time 

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (10.03 
am)—At the request of Senator Moore, I 
move: 

That the time for the presentation of the report 
of the Community Affairs Legislation Committee 
on the national registration and accreditation 
scheme for doctors and other health workers be 
extended to 6 August 2009. 

Question agreed to. 
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 
CONTRACT 2009-12 

Order 
Senator FIFIELD (Victoria) (10.03 

am)—I move: 
That there be laid on the table by the Minister 

for Employment Participation, no later than 5 pm 
on Monday, 22 June 2009: 

(a) all communications and logs of communica-
tions, including emails, between tenderers 
for the Employment Services Contract 2009-
12 and the former Minister for Employment 
Participation (Mr O’Connor) and his staff; 

(b) all purchasing related inquiries, including 
records of phone calls and emails which 
were made to the former Minister for Em-
ployment Participation and his staff and the 
responses provided; 

(c) all communications and logs of communica-
tions between current service providers and 
tenderers during the probity period for the 
Employment Services Contract 2009-12 and 
the former Minister for Employment Partici-
pation and his staff; and 

(d) all documentation relating to any meeting 
with current service providers or tenderers 
for the Employment Services Contract 2009-
12 and the former Minister for Employment 
Participation and/or his staff. 

Question agreed to. 

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (10.04 
am)—by leave—I just want to note that the 
government did not call a division on this 
motion. The government have opposed it but 
we recognise that, with the Greens and the 
opposition voting for it, it would be carried. 

COMMITTEES 

Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
References Committee 

Extension of Time 

Senator PARRY (Tasmania—Manager of 
Opposition Business in the Senate) (10.04 
am)—At the request of Senator Nash, I 
move: 

That the time for the presentation of the report 
of the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
References Committee on the natural resource 
management and conservation challenges be ex-
tended to 11 August 2009. 

Question agreed to. 

Economics References Committee 
Meeting 

Senator PARRY (Tasmania—Manager of 
Opposition Business in the Senate) (10.04 
am)—At the request of Senator Eggleston, I 
move: 

That the Economics References Committee be 
authorised to hold public meetings during the 
sittings of the Senate on Monday, 22 June 2009 
and Tuesday, 23 June 2009, from 7.30 pm, to take 
evidence for the committee’s inquiry into foreign 
investment in Australia. 

Question agreed to. 

Economics References Committee 
Extension of Time 

Senator PARRY (Tasmania—Manager of 
Opposition Business in the Senate) (10.04 
am)—At the request of Senator Eggleston, I 
move: 

That the time for the presentation of the report 
of the Economics References Committee on for-
eign investment in Australia be extended to 
17 September 2009. 

Question agreed to. 

BURMA 
Senator LUDLAM (Western Australia) 

(10.05 am)—I seek leave to amend general 
business notice of motion No. 461 standing 
in my name for today. 

Leave granted. 

Senator LUDLAM—I move the motion 
as amended: 

That the Senate: 

(a) notes that: 

(i) 19 June 2009 is Aung San Suu Kyi’s 
64th birthday and also Women of Burma 
Day, 
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(ii) the arrest and trial of Aung San Suu Kyi 
under the oppressive state protection law 
has the sole intent of extending her ille-
gal detention, 

(iii) the United Nations (UN) Working 
Group on Arbitrary Detention said that 
her 13 years of detention is illegal under 
international and Burmese law, 

(iv) thousands of villagers from eastern 
Burma fled to Thailand in June 2009 
following military attacks on civilians 
by the Burmese army and allied armed 
groups, and 

(v) between 1996 and 2007 thousands of 
villages were destroyed, abandoned or 
forcibly relocated in eastern Burma; and 

(b) calls on the Australian Government to: 

(i) increase its diplomatic pressure on its al-
lies for a UN Security Council resolu-
tion on Burma and apply pressure in 
other forums for the release of Aung San 
Suu Kyi and all 2 100 Burmese political 
prisoners, 

(ii) support a universal arms embargo 
against Burma, and 

(iii) refuse to endorse the outcomes of the 
election in 2010 unless the political cli-
mate improves in Burma. 

Question agreed to. 

COMMITTEES 

Agricultural and Related Industries 
Committee 

Report 

Senator HEFFERNAN (New South 
Wales) (10.06 am)—I present the interim 
report of the Senate Select Committee on 
Agricultural and Related Industries on food 
production in Australia. 

Ordered that the report be printed. 

Senator HEFFERNAN—This matter 
came to our attention from a company called 
Cuthbertson Brothers in Tasmania, which I 
am sure Senator O’Brien is familiar with. 
The committee concluded that, on the evi-

dence presented to us, Cuthbertsons were 
being unfairly treated by Swift Australia, the 
takeover company of the abattoir operation 
on King Island. It appeared on the evidence 
given to us that the sheepskins from the abat-
toirs where the service kills had been can-
celled—so there was a sole operator—were 
being tendered through a process through a 
gentleman in Melbourne who accepted the 
bids that were made by the various people 
that needed the skins in a tender system 
which allowed Swifts, after the tenders were 
opened, to then top the price of the tender, 
which I have to say is a unique way of hav-
ing a tender system, wouldn’t you agree, 
Senator O’Brien? 

On the evidence presented we thought that 
this was unfairly treating Cuthbertsons, an 
iconic Tasmanian company, and the resultant 
economic impact and the loss of jobs on the 
local communities had quite serious implica-
tions. Unfortunately and sadly, Swifts de-
clined the invitation to come and give their 
version of events. So I can only say that on 
the version of events that were presented to 
us and on the evidence by both people who 
have sheepskins to sell and Cuthbertsons it 
was, as I say, a unique tender system which 
has been taken up by the ACCC. We will 
leave it for them to gather evidence. I can 
say that it was a worthwhile exploration and 
quite an important report that we dropped 
today because, if this conduct were allowed 
to continue, it would be a serious abuse of 
market power with a very flawed, as it ap-
pears on the evidence, tender system which 
would then set a precedent for other parts of 
the industry. I commend the report to the 
Senate. Obviously, the committee will be 
keeping a watching brief on the progress of 
the discussions between the ACCC and the 
affected parties. Thank you very much. 

Question agreed to. 
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NOTICES 
Withdrawal 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—Special 
Minister of State and Cabinet Secretary) 
(10.09 am)—I withdraw government busi-
ness notice of motion No. 2 relating to the 
house of meeting for 22 June 2009. 

GUARANTEE OF STATE AND 
TERRITORY BORROWING 
APPROPRIATION BILL 2009 

First Reading 
Bill received from the House of Represen-

tatives. 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—Special 
Minister of State and Cabinet Secretary) 
(10.10 am)—I move: 

That this bill may proceed without formalities 
and be now read a first time. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—Special 

Minister of State and Cabinet Secretary) 
(10.10 am)—I move: 

That this bill be now read a second time. 

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

Leave granted. 

The speech read as follows— 
Today I am introducing a Bill to provide a stand-
ing appropriation to pay any possible future 
claims made under the Australian Government’s 
Guarantee of State and Territory Borrowing. 

The Guarantee will support jobs and protect in-
frastructure programs from the ravages of the 
global recession. 

It recognises that now is certainly not the time for 
governments to pull back on infrastructure in-
vestment.  Pulling back on infrastructure invest-
ment now would mean even slower growth and 
higher unemployment. 

The Government has decided that the quickest 
and most effective way to implement the Guaran-
tee was to use the Commonwealth’s executive 
power to establish a contractually-based scheme.  
This follows the practice used for putting the 
wholesale funding guarantee into place. 

Although the Guarantee is a contractually-based 
scheme, an appropriation is needed in the very 
unlikely event the Government needs to make a 
payment of a claim under the Guarantee. 

In order for the scheme to be effective in allowing 
the States and Territories access to the credit mar-
kets, ratings agencies and investors need to be 
confident claims will be paid quickly if a State or 
Territory were to default on an obligation. 

That is why the Government is acting now to put 
in place this standing appropriation. 

The Bill has two substantive measures. 

A standing appropriation is established by the Bill 
to enable claims to be paid in a timely manner, in 
the unlikely event that claims are made under the 
Guarantee, and to allow borrowings made under 
the Bill to be repaid. 

A borrowing power is also provided to enable 
timely payment of claims should there be insuffi-
cient funds in the Consolidated Revenue Fund 
when the claims are to be paid. 

Quick passage of this Bill will ensure that the 
Guarantee will be fully effective once the contrac-
tual arrangements are in place. 

The Rudd Government has taken decisive action 
to stimulate the domestic economy, mostly 
through direct government investments. 

But we know that for this stimulus to be effective, 
it is essential that states continue to maintain their 
own investment programs to support the econ-
omy, and protect jobs. 

There has never been a more important time for 
governments to support jobs today by building 
the infrastructure we need for tomorrow. 

That’s why we are nation building for recovery. 

And it’s why I’m introducing this legislation to-
day. 

I commend the bill. 

Debate (on motion by Senator Ludwig) 
adjourned. 
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Ordered that the resumption of the debate 
be made an order of the day for a later hour. 

AUSCHECK AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Report of the Legal and Constitutional 
Affairs Legislation Committee 

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (10.11 
am)—On behalf of the chair of the Legal and 
Constitutional Affairs Legislation Commit-
tee, Senator Crossin, I present the report of 
the committee on the AusCheck Amendment 
Bill 2009, together with the Hansard record 
of proceedings and documents presented to 
the committee. 

Ordered that the report be printed. 

FAMILY ASSISTANCE AND OTHER 
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (2008 
BUDGET AND OTHER MEASURES) 

BILL 2009 

FAMILY ASSISTANCE AMENDMENT 
(FURTHER 2008 BUDGET MEASURES) 

BILL 2009 
Second Reading 

Debate on Family Assistance and Other 
Legislation Amendment (2008 Budget and 
Other Measures) Bill 2009 resumed from 15 
June and debate on Family Assistance 
Amendment (Further 2008 Budget Meas-
ures) Bill 2009 resumed from 17 June, on 
motions by Senator Faulkner and Senator 
Carr: 

That these bills be now read a second time. 

Senator SCULLION (Northern Territory) 
(10.11 am)—I rise today to speak to the 
Family Assistance and Other Legislation 
Amendment (2008 Budget and Other Meas-
ures) Bill 2009. The bill has three compo-
nents: one budget measure and two non-
budget measures. The opposition will be 
supporting all three measures. 

Firstly, the bill introduces the budget 
measure designed to streamline the admini-
stration of the payment of a family tax pack-

age. From 1 July 2009 it will no longer be 
possible to claim family tax benefit through 
the tax office. Currently some Australian 
families elect to receive their family tax 
benefit in the form of a reduction in pay-as-
you-go tax instalments. While only a small 
number of people are affected, some seven 
per cent of all FTB eligible recipients, this 
preferred method of receiving the payment 
will no longer be available. While generally 
supporting choice, in this instance the oppo-
sition will support this measure due to the 
small number of individuals involved and the 
efficiency savings realised due to the overall 
simplification of the FTB payment system. 
The choice of payment options of fortnightly, 
yearly and annual adjustments where neces-
sary will remain with no changes to be made 
to payment rates as a result of the provisions 
contained within this bill. 

Secondly, the bill provides amendments to 
the Social Security (Administration) Act 
1999 to enable the Social Security Appeals 
Tribunal to review decisions made under part 
3B of that act relating to a person who is 
subject to the Northern Territory income 
management regime. As most people in this 
place will recall, the original Northern Terri-
tory intervention legislation did not allow 
appeals of decisions to apply to income man-
agement. Ideally and personally I would like 
to see that situation be continued for all new 
determinations. 

We have a lot of difficulty in understand-
ing exactly how this is going to be pursued. 
On the basis that it appears to affect such a 
small demographic, we are not going to die 
in a ditch about it, but we will be watching 
that area very, very closely. It just seems very 
difficult to me in a community where much 
of the feedback is: ‘I’m living in the com-
munity. Because I’ve got to shop with my 
BasicsCard, I feel stigmatised.’ When you 
are starting to say to people, ‘Well, you can 
come up with specific reasons why you don’t 
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think your particular circumstances are such 
that you would need assistance with your 
budget,’ I think we are getting into a very, 
very difficult area, where people are having 
to make highly subjective decisions. But, 
given the very small numbers, we would cer-
tainly be supporting that. 

We are certainly seeing more money spent 
on food, clothing and essentials and obvi-
ously much less spent on alcohol. Life in the 
community seems to be a world away from 
some of the despair and dysfunction endured 
up until about 18 months ago. I acknowledge 
there is much work to be done. I would cer-
tainly hate to think that this measure has 
been inserted in the bill as part of the signal 
that there is going to be a slow unwinding of 
any of the intervention measures. I certainly 
would not like to see a return to the dark 
days before the intervention. I understand 
that the measures that I have indicated affect 
a few new applicants. I am unaware of how 
many that will be, as it will not affect the 
17,000-odd individuals currently on income 
management. 

Thirdly, this bill will mean that new CDEP 
program—that is, Community Development 
Employment Program—participants from or 
after 1 July 2009 will receive income support 
payments instead of CDEP wages from 
CDEP providers. Existing CDEP participants 
will continue to receive CDEP wages until 
30 June 2011, at which time they will also 
transfer to income support. The coalition 
wanted CDEP jobs turned into real jobs. 
CDEP was only ever designed to be a train-
ing and development program but unfortu-
nately has evolved into a long-term job pro-
gram. It also supported the state and territory 
governments by paying participants to do 
effectively what the state should have been 
responsible for. For a number of years the 
Commonwealth also, particularly in the area 
of child care in communities, enjoyed not 

paying people who should have been paid by 
accessing the CDEP inappropriately. 

It was a great tragedy that, when I spoke 
to young people in many communities over 
that period of time, I found that their aspira-
tion was to get onto the CDEP. It was cer-
tainly seen as an end game; it was a job for-
ever. It was seen as an end rather than a 
process of training to prepare them for a job 
that would be paid as we would all under-
stand that term. So we must continue to build 
on the platform that has been set up by the 
previous government to provide jobs with 
career and advancement opportunities for 
those in remote communities who seek ad-
vancement. There are presently not a whole 
heap of opportunities out there, but there are 
never going to be real jobs if the government 
sits back and relies on the CDEP and the 
Work for the Dole program alone. As I said, 
the opposition support this bill. We do so 
with the full intention to continue to monitor 
progress of government measures in the 
Northern Territory to ensure community life 
has improved, opportunities for work are 
created and community members are trained 
and equipped to take advantage of those op-
portunities as they arrive. 

I will now turn briefly to the second bill 
being debated, the Family Assistance 
Amendment (Further 2008 Budget Meas-
ures) Bill 2009. This legislation implements 
three measures that are designed to reduce 
family social security debt. The first measure 
will allow Centrelink to adjust the rate of 
family tax benefit paid fortnightly as an indi-
vidual’s income changes. For the majority of 
family tax benefit recipients in stable full-
time work there is not a problem of potential 
social security debt. But, for those either in 
casual work or who are self-employed, obvi-
ously the income fluctuations make it very 
difficult to determine exactly what payment 
should be made, because you are effectively 
unaware of it until the determination is made 
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at the end of the financial year. The opposi-
tion supports this measure and will monitor 
with interest its effect on reducing social se-
curity debt. 

The second measure contained within this 
legislation will assist in reducing a debt aris-
ing from the overpayment of FTB by ceasing 
payments if an individual fails to lodge a tax 
return within 18 months of the end of the 
relevant financial year. As the rate of FTB is 
linked to income and a tax return is a method 
to accurately report income, if a return is not 
lodged then no FTB will be paid. This will 
ensure that an overpayment is not made and 
therefore a debt is not accrued if an individ-
ual’s income exceeds the threshold once it is 
reported through a tax return. Of course, we 
welcome the provision that, if a tax return is 
lodged within two years, the full entitled rate 
of FTB will be paid. Again, it is a measure 
that the opposition will monitor closely as it 
is implemented to ensure that the social secu-
rity debt that we intend to avoid is avoided 
without causing any financial strain upon 
families. 

The third measure makes some minor 
changes to the provisions surrounding the 
time in which the Australian Taxation Office 
can provide details of a customer’s details 
for the purposes of family assistance law. 
The opposition support this measure, as we 
support the bill in anticipation that this will 
achieve the government’s stated objectives of 
ensuring that all eligible families receive the 
family tax benefit and minimising the inci-
dence of social security debt. 

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) 
(10.19 am)—I will largely focus my com-
ments on the Family Assistance and Other 
Legislation Amendment (2008 Budget and 
Other Measures) Bill 2009 and then touch 
very briefly on the Family Assistance 
Amendment (Further 2008 Budget Meas-
ures) Bill 2009. As Senator Scullion articu-

lated, this bill has three schedules. I have 
little comment on the first schedule other 
than to say that I agree that very few people 
will be affected by these measures, and the 
Greens have no objections to them. Schedule 
2 relates to the provision of some appeal 
mechanisms which, quite frankly, make it 
look as if the government are doing some-
thing but in reality do not really affect the 
lives of people in the NT because most of the 
decisions that affect people in the NT under 
the NT intervention are not appealable under 
this provision. So, while it looks as if the 
government are providing a mechanism and 
responding to people’s needs in the Northern 
Territory, they in fact are not. Under the in-
tervention, one of the areas that people are 
particularly concerned with and would want 
to appeal is compulsory income quarantin-
ing. The two avenues about which people are 
concerned and may want to appeal are in fact 
not appealable. 

One of them is the declaration of pre-
scribed areas. Under the act, nobody can ap-
peal that. The minister has to take into ac-
count certain factors but, regardless of that, if 
an area is declared, people in that area cannot 
appeal it. The second area is about being in a 
prescribed area and being subject to the in-
come quarantine measures. Again, people are 
not able to appeal that decision. There are a 
very small amount of exemptions if you were 
in an area when it was a prescribed area, but 
if you do not meet one of those exemptions, 
you cannot appeal. In other words, this is 
essentially meaningless to people on the 
ground, and that was certainly the evidence 
that we received in the Senate Standing 
Committee on Community Affairs inquiry 
into the bill. We would support even a small 
window of opportunity to allow people the 
right of appeal. This does not cause any fur-
ther disadvantage to anybody in those pre-
scribed communities or in the Northern Ter-
ritory who are subject to the income quaran-
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tining, so the Greens will not object to this 
particular amendment, but we very clearly 
point out that it does not in any way meet the 
needs of those people who are opposed to 
income quarantining in the Northern Terri-
tory. 

There have been many claims made about 
the success of income quarantining, but to 
date there is no satisfactory data to prove it 
one way or the other. There is a lot of anec-
dotal evidence, and I agree with Senator 
Scullion that there are people in the Northern 
Territory saying that they are glad to have 
income quarantining—I acknowledge that. 
There are also a large number of people who 
do not like income quarantining, which is 
why the Greens have maintained all along 
that income quarantining should be done on 
a voluntary basis. We believe that the reason 
it was exempted from the Racial Discrimina-
tion Act is that it is racially discriminatory. It 
picks on one group of people and subjects 
them to compulsory income quarantining. 

There are, as I acknowledged earlier, some 
people who do not mind compulsory income 
quarantining, but there is a large group of 
people who do not like compulsory income 
quarantining, and I think the people who do 
like it, if a voluntary mechanism had been 
available throughout the Northern Territory, 
would probably have used that. There were 
800 people using voluntary income quaran-
tining under the Tangentyere Council system 
when the intervention was introduced in the 
Northern Territory and there were 2,000 
people on the books. If there had been dis-
cussions with the community, the govern-
ment may well have been able to come up 
with a system of voluntary income quaran-
tining that could have been expanded 
throughout the Northern Territory that did 
not require the measure to be exempt from 
the RDA but helped people manage their 
finances. 

If the object of the exercise was to ensure 
that people had access to fresh fruit and 
vegetables and spent their money on the 
wellbeing of the children, which is what the 
government claimed it was, they could have 
introduced a much better support and educa-
tion system with that measure. As I touched 
on earlier, there are claims that this has in-
creased the sales of fresh fruit and vegetables 
and other things to the benefit of children. 
For a start, those claims are based on surveys 
from the stores that of course are going to 
want to show that they have been increasing 
sales of fresh fruit and vegetables. 

I have acknowledged there have been 
some positive elements to the intervention, 
but they could have been brought in without 
being exempted from the Racial Discrimina-
tion Act. One of those is the better provision-
ing of stores. Licensing of the stores, in gen-
eral, has been better. There are still some 
issues there, but stores have been forced to 
bring in fresh fruit and vegetables and a bet-
ter supply of food. If you supply it, people 
will buy it. If you make sure the stores are 
providing what the communities want, the 
people will access those stores. If you look 
on the website, there are a number of evalua-
tions, but there has not been that level of in-
dependent assessment of the provisioning of 
those stores. Nor has there been a look at 
what happens when you improve the sup-
plies of these stores, regardless of the inter-
vention. What happens when you tighten up 
the stores act to ensure that they do supply 
provisions—and, I have to say, at a reason-
able price? 

The other point that was brought up dur-
ing the committee inquiry was the fact that 
some communities do not have a licensed 
store. People are having to spend a lot of 
money to travel to licensed stores. The Sen-
ate Select Committee on Regional and Re-
mote Indigenous Communities heard this yet 
again when we were in Darwin in May. We 
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heard from the homelands association and 
from Arnhem Land that people are having to 
travel great distances to get access to a li-
censed store and it is costing people a great 
deal of money. Therefore, when this measure 
was introduced it caused great hardship to 
those communities, and those people, under 
the provisions of schedule 2 of this act, are 
not able to appeal because they are in a pre-
scribed community. 

So the government look as if they are do-
ing something good, but they are not really, 
because they are not allowing people to ap-
peal against compulsory income quarantin-
ing in itself. So, as I said, while the Greens 
oppose compulsory income quarantining—
we have concerns that the government look 
as if they are doing something or not doing 
something—we are not going to oppose that 
particular schedule. 

The schedule that we are particularly con-
cerned about is schedule 3, which deals with 
CDEP. There has been much discussion 
about CDEP. In fact, there has been much 
mud slung at CDEP in that it is ‘sit-down 
money’, whereas a lot of the facts do not 
actually justify calling it sit-down money. 
Yes, there are problems with CDEP—I will 
absolutely acknowledge that. I do not think 
you could have a debate about CDEP with-
out acknowledging some of the past issues 
with it. But, instead of throwing the baby out 
with the bathwater, why don’t we fix CDEP 
so it can function in the manner in which it 
was originally envisaged? The government 
will say, ‘We’re not throwing the baby out 
with the bathwater,’ that CDEP is continuing 
and transitioning. Well, it is not doing that 
properly. 

What the government are doing—and let’s 
be quite clear about this—is trying to move 
away from CDEP so that they accomplish 
the same thing that the Howard government 
wanted to accomplish when they brought in 

the Northern Territory intervention, which 
was to cut CDEP completely so they could 
move people off wages, which it could not 
quarantine, and onto income support, which 
can be quarantined. The ALP government 
then came in and reintroduced CDEP. Now 
they are changing CDEP. In non-remote ar-
eas people will be moving off CDEP as of 1 
July, and I will go into the numbers in a min-
ute. In remote areas there is a transition pe-
riod, but any new people who go onto CDEP 
will go onto income support rather than 
wages, because the government can quaran-
tine income support. That is in the Northern 
Territory. You can quarantine income sup-
port; you cannot quarantine wages. So they 
are essentially now doing what the previous 
government was doing—that is, subjecting 
those people to income quarantining. 

CDEP, as I indicated, is very important 
particularly to regional and remote commu-
nities where it does provide jobs. I acknowl-
edge that there are anecdotal stories that it is 
sit-down money and that there are issues, but 
we should be fixing those issues rather than 
getting rid of the whole scheme. We think 
there needs to be a much stronger emphasis 
in the CDEP scheme on training and skills 
development to address what is a significant 
gap between the low levels of education and 
work experience in a number of communities 
and actually genuinely meeting people’s 
needs. Studies of the program have found 
that a high proportion of CDEP residents 
work much more than the standard 15 hours 
per week and are much less likely to drink or 
be arrested. They have higher rates of par-
ticipation in community and cultural activi-
ties than those who are unemployed. There 
are higher rates of full-time employment in 
communities that have CDEP schemes, and 
participants are much more likely to move 
into paid employment. We believe the most 
recent focus on CDEP as a labour market 
program has overlooked the most important 
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community development role that the pro-
gram has played in the past in developing 
community infrastructure and delivering 
community services. 

CDEP has unfortunately also been used by 
federal governments, territory governments 
and local governments to essentially cost 
shift around the need to provide wages and 
support for properly funded jobs. I divert for 
a minute, as people keep talking about 
proper jobs and real jobs. Many people who 
work on CDEP have real jobs; they are just 
not paid properly. Saying that we are shifting 
people to real jobs I think is being really rude 
to the people working in those jobs. The 
people who are working in art centres, the 
people who are working in child care—I will 
come back to child care in a minute—are 
doing proper and real jobs; it is just that the 
federal, territory and local governments—I 
am talking about the NT here but it does ap-
ply to states as well—have used that funding 
to subsidise what they should be paying for. 
That is not Aboriginal people’s fault; it is 
government’s fault for not actually paying 
real money, stumping up the money, for the 
work that needs to be done. When we were 
in Alice Springs we were talking to a health 
organisation that was running child care. 
Senator Scullion was there, and so was Sena-
tor Adams. This organisation was running 
childcare services but was still operating on 
CDEP money. They had not been transferred 
to real jobs—and I use that label only be-
cause that is what the government has been 
calling them—but were still on CDEP jobs. 
They had not been converted to properly 
funded childcare jobs. That is one of the ar-
eas that the federal government had said it 
would fix, but it has not been fixed. 

In the NT at the time of the intervention 
there were just over 8,000 people on CDEP, 
and there was a big move at the time, which 
we supported, to provide funding to convert 
CDEP jobs to fully paid jobs. But, at the 

time, they highlighted the fact that there was 
money for only around 2,000 fully funded 
positions. In questioning at the inquiry into 
this bill, and recently at Senate estimates, we 
found that the latest figure for fully funded 
positions, in respect of Australian govern-
ment and local service delivery in the North-
ern Territory alone, was 2,014—2,014 jobs. 
There are 6,000 people still on CDEP in the 
Northern Territory. So, of 8,000 or so posi-
tions that were CDEP, only 2,000 have been 
converted to jobs. There were 8,000 people 
employed in CDEP, and a quarter of those 
have now been provided with properly 
funded jobs, if I can call them that. Most of 
the positions in the NT will not be transition-
ing out of CDEP in June, I acknowledge that, 
but the figure we got from estimates two 
weeks ago was that there were a total of 
16,291 CDEP positions around Australia. I 
will not go to the detail now; people can find 
the breakdown of that in estimates answers 
in Hansard. It is broken down by people in 
each state, but the figure that is important for 
this debate right now is that there are about 
4,000 people who will be coming out of 
CDEP and going into mainstream job service 
providers, although I do acknowledge there 
will be some specific Indigenous job service 
providers. At the time of estimates, unfortu-
nately, the department was not able to tell me 
how many of those 25 Indigenous job service 
providers would be able to support the 4,000 
people who are coming out of CDEP. At the 
moment it is not clear whether those 4,000 
will be able to access the 25 specialised ser-
vice providers or not. 

The point here is that these people are 
coming out of CDEP and, in most circum-
stances, going onto income support. In a 
study done by the Centre for Aboriginal 
Economic Policy Research at ANU, they 
were able to identify, although there is a lot 
of churn, that of the 16,000 people who had 
previously come out of CDEP around 40 per 
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cent went onto income support. However 
they think that, because there has not been 
too much study done on this, as many as 70 
per cent of those people could be going onto 
income support. When I asked the depart-
ment during the inquiry about how many of 
the people that are coming out of CDEP are 
going onto income support, the department 
was not able to tell me because that informa-
tion is not collected. So we actually do not 
know how many of the 4,000 people who are 
coming out of CDEP as of two weeks time 
will be going into jobs or going onto income 
support. As to the future people who will be 
transitioned out of CDEP through the transi-
tion process, we do not know, again, how 
many people will be going onto income sup-
port or into the properly funded positions. 

We do not believe that this is an appropri-
ate approach to dealing with the huge prob-
lems that Aboriginal people face in being 
work ready. It has been acknowledged, and I 
know the government and the coalition ac-
knowledge this, that there are huge hurdles 
that need to be overcome to enable Aborigi-
nal people, particularly in rural and remote 
areas, to be job ready. We also have to look 
at the type of jobs that we traditionally have 
seen as being available in rural and remote 
communities. That is where we need to be 
looking more broadly, and it is where 
CAEPR also argues that we need to be look-
ing at funding alternative economic devel-
opment mechanisms and we need to be put-
ting real money into the sort of land man-
agement that is absolutely essential in re-
gional communities. 

We need to be providing more funding—
and here I will acknowledge that the gov-
ernment has been putting more funding into 
land and sea rangers and into Caring for 
Country projects, but it is not enough to pro-
vide the level of management that is needed. 
Very significant natural resource manage-
ment is required in Australia and it is under-

funded. Our biodiversity loss continues at a 
very alarming rate. The management of Abo-
riginal land and the contribution to carbon 
offsetting is huge. Aboriginal understanding 
of land management is unparalleled. There is 
all the expertise there and we need to value it 
properly and we need to put more money 
into supporting development and training. 

Another issue that the committee identi-
fied during the inquiry, when we travelled to 
local communities to talk to them, is adult 
education. In all areas in South Australia, the 
Northern Territory and Queensland, where 
the committee travelled quite extensively, 
one of the overriding issues that we encoun-
tered is the lack of access to adult education. 
When we talk about adult education we are 
not talking about people aged 20, 25 and 
above. We are talking about, in some com-
munities, ages over 13. Once a young man 
has gone through men’s business, he is re-
garded as an adult. He cannot go back to 
school with boys and certainly not with girls. 
Those young men need another avenue of 
access to education, and it is not being pro-
vided. (Time expired) 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (10.39 am)—I thank senators for 
their contributions to this debate on the Fam-
ily Assistance and Other Legislation 
Amendment (2008 Budget and Other Meas-
ures) Bill 2009 and the Family Assistance 
Amendment (Further 2008 Budget Meas-
ures) Bill 2009. These are very important 
bills, which are being handled cognately, and 
the government is highly committed to them. 
I must say that it is a great pleasure for me to 
be involved, because one of the only good 
things about being in opposition for many 
years is that, as opposition spokesman, you 
get to do most jobs. Two of the jobs I got to 
do were family services and Indigenous af-
fairs. It is good to see many of the things that 
we advocated and supported being reflected 
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in government legislation. This obviously 
picks up the very vexed problem of family 
tax benefit debt, which has been a huge con-
cern and is something that I had a lot to do 
with, and the reform of the CDEP, which is 
also a long overdue and important measure 
to assist Indigenous people into, if you like, 
mainstream, fully paid employment. I thank 
senators for their contributions and for the 
general support around the chamber. Obvi-
ously we will deal with Senator Siewert’s 
amendment in the committee stage. 

Question agreed to. 

Bills read a second time. 

In Committee 
Bills—by leave—taken together and as a 

whole. 

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) 
(10.41 am)—I have circulated an amendment 
in the chamber, as I indicated I would. The 
Greens oppose schedule 3 and seek to ex-
clude it from the Family Assistance and 
Other Legislation Amendment (2008 Budget 
and Other Measures) Bill 2009. As an aside, 
could I suggest to the government: could you 
do a bit better naming of some of these bills, 
because we have the ‘further 2008 budget 
measures’ and I am sure that soon we will 
have the ‘other further amendments’ and then 
the ‘other, other further amendments’. It does 
make it easier for us poor legislators if the 
names are slightly different. 

Senator Chris Evans—It is all part of a 
cunning plan. 

Senator SIEWERT—Yes, I suspected as 
much. The Greens oppose schedule 3 in the 
following terms: 
(1) Schedule 3, page 7 (lines 2 to 16), TO BE 

OPPOSED. 

I think I articulated in my speech on the sec-
ond reading that we are concerned that this is 
not the right approach to dealing with CDEP. 
We acknowledge that changes are needed but 

we think that this is not the right way to go. 
We do not support moving people onto in-
come support, because in Aboriginal com-
munities the very real sense of having a job 
is very important. I have spoken to a lot of 
people who articulate that very clearly. They 
feel that having a job helps their self-esteem 
and helps their standing in the community. 
Putting people onto Work for the Dole, into 
work experience or onto income support un-
dermines that. We do not think this is the 
right way to go. We think that there should 
be greater emphasis on addressing the issue I 
was talking about earlier: adult education 
and providing more resources for that. That 
is particularly important because funding is 
not available through the TAFE system for 
basic literacy and numeracy, which is abso-
lutely essential before people can take on 
other training. This is the consistent message 
around Australia. We need to address that, 
and states and territories need to address this 
as well. I am not trying to let them off the 
hook. They need to be accrediting those 
courses, providing funding and making sure 
that education is accessible to all those who 
want it and not just through what we see as 
traditional primary or secondary education. 
That is not working in many communities. 
Instead of trying to make Aboriginal com-
munities meet the requirements of that strict 
approach, we need to be much more flexible 
and provide those resources, education and 
training support for communities. 

I do not want to speak on behalf of the 
committee, but I know that that is very 
strongly felt by the members of our commit-
tee. We may disagree a little bit on how to go 
about it, but it is one of the key issues com-
ing out of communities wherever we go. We 
need to address issues around better directed 
skills and training. We do not think the 
changes to CDEP cut the mustard. They do 
not meet communities’ needs. That is why 
we are opposing schedule 3. We are saying to 
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the government: please look at this issue 
again. We do not think it is going to help. We 
think it is going to make the situation worse. 
People are feeling undervalued and under-
mined by the changing of this scheme. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (10.45 am)—I thank Senator 
Siewert for her contribution. I know she feels 
very strongly about this and has a very 
strong commitment to Indigenous people and 
their welfare and opportunities in our com-
munity. But, obviously, the government will 
be opposing the amendment and insisting on 
the schedule as proposed. I think we are all 
aware that reform is needed in the CDEP 
area. I think the tension that came to exist 
between the community development objec-
tives and the employment objectives for In-
digenous people resulted in a scheme that 
was not delivering as much as it should and 
can. This reform is designed to ensure that 
we continue support for communities, their 
developments and the services that they need 
but it is also designed to make a real effort to 
ensure Indigenous people have opportunities 
for—I do not want to use the word ‘main-
stream’—employment that is fully paid and 
properly recognised in the mainstream econ-
omy, if you like. I think this reform is impor-
tant in trying to balance those tensions that 
existed in the CDEP scheme to get the best 
result for Indigenous people. 

There were certainly barriers to people 
moving into employment opportunities under 
the way the previous scheme was operating. 
We all recognise that. Good people and good 
work were not being recognised, were not 
being awarded appropriately and were being 
denied opportunities to move into other em-
ployment opportunities. So this is an attempt 
to get a better balance in the community de-
velopment objectives but also to make sure 
that Indigenous people get the proper train-
ing, education and employment opportunities 

that they deserve and to make sure that there 
are not barriers or disincentives or false sig-
nals in the system that prevent them getting 
those opportunities. We think this will make 
a difference. I note Senator Siewert’s contri-
bution and I am sure there will be a lot of 
effort put into monitoring and assessing the 
experience in this area. We will obviously be 
open to feedback, but we think this is an im-
portant change and we would appreciate the 
support of the Senate. 

Senator SCULLION (Northern Territory) 
(10.47 am)—I waited for the government to 
speak because I was only just provided with 
the amendment—literally just as you were 
speaking and sat down, Senator Siewert. So I 
actually had not seen the amendment. There 
is no mystery in that. I am just saying that— 

Senator Siewert—It was circulated. 

Senator SCULLION—Well, I had not 
seen it, in any event. It has only just been 
placed in front of me. All of the things Sena-
tor Siewert said are right, but the reason I 
will not be supporting the amendment is that, 
if we are moving people who are inappropri-
ately placed or who are in a program that is 
not working, then it is quite clear that we 
need appropriate programs in those commu-
nities. Like you, Senator Siewert, we will be 
looking very carefully at those, at what the 
government’s intentions and activities are in 
that area. I will be as rigorous as you in that 
direction. The principal reason we will not be 
supporting the amendment is that it does not 
deal with introducing any of those things or 
any of those sorts of programs. The govern-
ment has put on the record their intent in this 
area—and I thank the minister for that. We 
will be monitoring their activities in that re-
gard. 

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) 
(10.48 am)—Can I just respond to Senator 
Scullion briefly. I do not know why Senator 
Scullion did not receive the amendment. It 
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was circulated in the chamber earlier in the 
week, because I did not want to surprise 
people. So I am not sure what happened 
there. 

I would also like to ask the government if 
they could ask the department to speed up an 
answer to a question I asked at estimates—
which, I understand, the department took on 
notice—which was about access to the 25 
specialist Indigenous job service providers. It 
would be very handy to get access to that 
information. I raised this during my speech 
in the second reading debate: there are 4,000 
people who are about to move off CDEP, and 
I would like to get an understanding of 
where the 25 providers are and whether they 
are going to be able to service those 4,000 
people. I am not having a go. I asked this at 
estimates only two weeks ago. But, if you 
could speed up that answer, that would be 
much appreciated. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (10.50 am)—I was just about to be 
helpful, Senator Siewert, when I was advised 
that it was a question to DEEWR and is ac-
tually their responsibility. But I will still try 
and be helpful. I will ask Ms Macklin’s of-
fice to ring DEEWR and ask someone from 
the department or the minister’s office to 
ring you and, if they cannot give you the an-
swer, at least tell you when you are going to 
get it. 

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) 
(10.50 am)—Thank you. I am not going to 
prolong this any longer than necessary. I 
thank the minister for that. I must say that 
this is one of the issues that we constantly 
come up against. This is one of the reasons 
we so like the cross-portfolio estimates proc-
ess. I acknowledge that this is DEEWR—and 
I am not having a go about the fact that you 
cannot answer the question and cannot make 
a promise on behalf of DEEWR—but the 

fact is that this bill deals with DEEWR and 
FaHCSIA, and it is very difficult trying to 
debate an issue when there is one department 
here and not the other when this crosses both 
portfolios. This is an issue that comes up all 
the time when we are dealing with Aborigi-
nal issues. I am not having a go. I am just 
trying to continue to bring up with govern-
ment the issue that it is very difficult to deal 
with—when we are talking about CDEP but 
we cannot get access to answers because it is 
another department that implements it. Then 
you bring in Human Services and Centrelink 
and it is another whole department. It is ex-
tremely difficult sometimes to get to the bot-
tom of issues in one go, because we are con-
tinually having to go back to another de-
partment. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (10.51 am)—Just briefly, I do not 
share the senator’s love of the joint Senate 
estimates process. In my view, I am not sure 
that it works. I take her point, but I do make 
the point that the alternative is for the gov-
ernment to seek to make one agency deliver 
all services to Indigenous people and see us 
develop the sorts of problems we developed 
with ATSIC of underfunded services. I 
strongly believe in mainstreaming and mak-
ing all departments deliver to Indigenous 
people as citizens of this country. As long as 
we look to do that—which I think is a shared 
objective—we are going to have the problem 
about departmental accountability. But the 
answer still is that we will ask Ms Macklin’s 
office to ring DEEWR and get them to ring 
you. The answer may well be unsatisfactory, 
but you will have an answer as to when you 
are likely to get the information you are 
seeking. 

The TEMPORARY CHAIRMAN 
(Senator Crossin)—The question is that 
schedule 3 stand as printed. 
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Question agreed to. 

Bills agreed to. 

Bills reported without amendment; report 
adopted. 

Third Reading 
Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-

tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (10.53 am)—I move: 

That these bills be now read a third time. 

Question agreed to. 

Bills read a third time. 

GUARANTEE OF STATE AND 
TERRITORY BORROWING 
APPROPRIATION BILL 2009 

Second Reading 
Debate resumed. 

Senator COONAN (New South Wales) 
(10.53 am)—I rise to speak on behalf of the 
opposition in response to the Guarantee of 
State and Territory Borrowing Appropriation 
Bill 2009. I will indicate at the outset our 
support for the legislation but also indicate 
that I will at an appropriate time be moving 
an amendment which I will get to a little bit 
later. The Guarantee of State and Territory 
Borrowing Appropriation Bill provides for a 
standing appropriation to pay for any future 
claims should any state or territory govern-
ment default on loans that are guaranteed by 
the Australian government’s guarantee of 
state and territory borrowing. Money is to be 
appropriated from the consolidated fund and, 
if there is insufficient money in the fund, the 
bill provides for authority of the Common-
wealth to borrow money to pay claims to 
creditors. 

We are obviously hoping that the prospect 
of any default would be a very, very unlikely 
circumstance. In those circumstances, we do 
appreciate that this bill is more procedural in 
that it provides substance to the guarantee 
which has already been announced by the 

government and which the market is pricing 
into the issuance of government bonds. Even 
though state governments have declared that 
they will access the government guarantee, 
with the way in which events have unfolded, 
it may not in fact occur. I think New South 
Wales may have said that they will access the 
guarantee. But, quite understandably and 
appropriately, the market is already pricing 
into the cost of semi-government issuance 
the federal government guarantee. 

It is estimated that the states will increase 
their borrowings from the existing $100 bil-
lion outstanding to about $160 billion in the 
next three years. I think one of the reasons is 
that, when you start to actually delve through 
the detail of state budgets, you can see the 
pressures that are already evident, and the 
windfall payments from the federal govern-
ment are at the moment, I think, propping up 
state budgets. The net impact is that the 
states are in fact in some cases reducing and 
replacing their own capital expenditure with 
the money that is provided by the Common-
wealth. That, I think, should certainly be 
looked at. If it is correct, it is alarming, but it 
also devalues the stimulatory impact of the 
Commonwealth government’s expenditure 
because it simply substitutes state govern-
ment expenditure with Commonwealth ex-
penditure. 

The thing about this is that the states have 
traditionally carried—and still do carry—the 
great bulk of infrastructure expenditure in 
Australia, as is appropriate. Roads, public 
transport, schools and hospitals are all, in the 
main, run by state governments, and not only 
new capital work programs and the integra-
tion of those capital programs into existing 
infrastructure but also, significantly, the 
maintenance of those capital works programs 
are very much the domain of state govern-
ments. But obviously that in turn puts pres-
sure on their capacity to actually raise fi-
nance. 
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This bill obviously addresses where there 
is insufficient funding in the Consolidated 
Revenue Fund to pay a claim. The bill also 
allows the minister to borrow money to top 
up the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the 
purpose of paying the claim. The borrowing 
must not be for a period exceeding 24 
months and includes raising money or ob-
taining credit whether by dealing in securi-
ties or otherwise. The provision of this guar-
antee will only cover securities which the 
states choose to make subject to the proposed 
guarantee, as I said. Due to the recent eco-
nomic conditions, and the deterioration in 
those conditions, we do note that state gov-
ernments are finding themselves in a position 
where they are increasingly borrowing more 
money. 

It does appear pretty obvious that state 
governments have found it increasingly dif-
ficult to compete against the federal govern-
ment when it comes to the issuance of bonds. 
This is in part due to the attractiveness of the 
Commonwealth government’s AAA credit 
rating—which, mercifully, we still have—
and the lower comparative risk associated 
with Commonwealth government bonds. It is 
also worth noting that ratings agencies gen-
erally do not allow subordinate governments 
or companies a credit rating above that of the 
sovereign. So a downgrading of the national 
government would likely raise costs for all 
Australian borrowers. As I have said, thank-
fully, that does not appear to be the case. 

During the inquiry the point was high-
lighted about the states’ attitudes towards 
debt and the impact of their credit rating on 
their borrowing capacity. The states are look-
ing to increase their massive amount of bor-
rowings and, when added to the current gov-
ernment mountain of debt, which will peak 
at about $315 billion in 2013-14, it must give 
us all pause for thought as to the appropri-
ateness of this guarantee. But, having said 
that, I do reiterate that the coalition will not 

be opposing this bill. We will, however, be 
moving an amendment at the committee 
stage. The amendment will allow for the es-
tablishment of a register of government bor-
rowings. There are a number of reasons for 
this, and they were outlined by the shadow 
Treasurer, Joe Hockey, in the House. He re-
ferred to the fact that it may not have been 
necessary to have a register of government 
borrowings when $55 billion—which is 
about the average from the Australian gov-
ernment over the last 10 years—was at issue. 
But as we are now going down the path of 
some $315 billion on issue, obviously differ-
ent considerations apply. It is clear that with 
semigovernment debt involved—that is, the 
state governments’ issuance—it could, as I 
said, be looking at least at another extra $160 
billion. In our view Australia should follow 
the lead of other countries, particularly the 
United States, and have a full disclosure of 
who the major lenders to the Australian peo-
ple are. 

We realise that this can be a very complex 
issue. It might sound pretty complicated be-
cause these bonds are traded all the time. 
But, indeed, so are shares. As Mr Hockey 
also mentioned in the House, even in parlia-
ment we are expected to have full disclosure 
and we agree with that. There are registers of 
their shareholders that are run by companies, 
and the general public can go and check who 
the shareholders are. There is full disclosure 
in relation to millions of shareholders who 
own shares in Australia. On the other hand 
there are hundreds, and perhaps even thou-
sands, of major entities that own Australian 
government bonds and that are not currently 
required to have their details disclosed. 
Questions were put in the recent estimates to 
the Australian Office of Financial Manage-
ment about that and about how feasible it 
would be to have greater disclosure or to 
maintain a register. It is a fair summary, I 
think, to say that they said they obviously did 
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not know who the ultimate owners of the 
bonds were but they did have a suspicion 
about who owned Australian government 
bonds. They referred those of us sitting on 
the Senate Economics Legislation Commit-
tee to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
saying that it does, in fact, collect data about 
share ownership. It goes to the custodians, of 
which there appear to be just six, and it con-
ducts a survey. 

Inquiries have been made of the deputy 
chief statistician as to why the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics could not disclose the 
domicile of the ultimate holders. My under-
standing is that the statistician was to get 
back to my colleague Mr Hockey but that the 
matter as to why it might be difficult to col-
lect the data to at least reveal the domicile of 
the ultimate holders has not yet been re-
solved. It was put to the chief statistician that 
certainly there could be disclosure by regions 
but, as I said, that matter has not yet been 
resolved. The Australian Bureau of Statistics 
is obviously an independent entity and we in 
the coalition certainly hold them in high re-
gard. We do think that it is not beyond their 
wit and will, if required to do so, to be pre-
pared to work out ways that would allow 
much more information relating to the ulti-
mate buyers of bonds and perhaps the re-
gions from which they come to be put on a 
public register. So that is really the thrust of 
the amendment. There will no doubt be an 
opportunity to address it when I move it. As 
to the substance of the bill that we are ad-
dressing here, we indicate our support for the 
legislation. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (11.05 
am)—As Senator Coonan has just outlined, 
the Guarantee of State and Territory Borrow-
ing Appropriation Bill 2009 has the purpose 
of enabling the Treasurer to provide a guar-
antee to the states upon request for bonds or 
debt and if there is a need for it to borrow 

money for that purpose. The bill is about 
guaranteeing funding to the states for infra-
structure spending. Bond markets have ex-
perienced liquidity problems in the last year 
or two but data from the Reserve Bank indi-
cates that this is slowly recovering. As with 
the so-called Ruddbank legislation, we are 
being asked here to support another major 
spending program—and this could poten-
tially be a huge spending program—by the 
Commonwealth on issues where the urgency 
of the matter seems to have retreated some-
what. 

An example of my concerns is over the in-
frastructure spending by the New South 
Wales, Queensland and Victorian govern-
ments that indicates, in the case of the first 
two, they may be accessing the loan guaran-
tee scheme. That could lead to Common-
wealth guarantees of quite massive loans for 
such things as coal transport and port infra-
structure for increasing export of coal to the 
rest of the world. Australia is already far and 
away the world’s biggest coal exporter in an 
age of dangerous climate change. The latest 
UN reports say that 300,000 people died in 
the last year as a result of climate change. So 
here we have the federal government using 
taxpayers’ money to support old, polluting 
industries but passing up this great opportu-
nity to ensure that there are green bonds that 
will be supported through this loan mecha-
nism and a green new deal for the economy. 

It is notable that the need for this guaran-
tee arises from the guarantee provided to the 
private sector banks, because the imposition 
of the bank guarantee certainly made it 
harder for state governments to obtain debt 
funding. I foreshadow an amendment from 
the Greens in the committee stage. I will be 
asking the government about what guaran-
tees it can give to the Senate and whether 
indeed there is any limit whatever on the 
Commonwealth guarantee being offered 
through this legislation to the states. The 
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government has stated that this bill will cre-
ate an unquantifiable liability on the budget, 
on the basis that it is unlikely that a state 
government will default on its outstanding 
loans. One could wonder immediately 
whether we ought not to be ready to deal 
with such an exigency when it occurs rather 
than in the general way in which this legisla-
tion offers to back up state governments be-
fore any such event of default or potential 
default has even come into focus. 

If called into use, this guarantee could 
lead to billions of dollars more debt for the 
Commonwealth. The coalition has been con-
sistently critical of that potential growing 
government indebtedness yet is apparently 
going to support the legislation. In that cir-
cumstance, the Greens amendment becomes 
very important. We will be seeking to ensure 
that any guarantee provided to a state gov-
ernment is supporting projects for infrastruc-
ture which is responsible and socially valu-
able. By ‘responsible’ I mean environmen-
tally responsible. Our proposed amendment 
follows on from the concerns I mentioned 
earlier that the money could be used to fund 
coal ports, more tollways or more climate-
change-unfriendly projects from state gov-
ernments, which do not have the national 
responsibility that we have, as we approach 
Copenhagen, to ensure that this country is on 
a green trajectory to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and is not potentially, through the 
mechanism we have in this bill, putting bil-
lions into fostering greenhouse gas emissions 
in this country when there are better alterna-
tives. 

We can only speculate on the projects. 
Another one that would be of great concern 
to the Greens would be the seawater reverse 
osmosis desalination plant proposed for the 
Bass Coast in Victoria. As you may know, 
Acting Deputy President, the funding model 
chosen there is a public-private partner-
ship—it was chosen by the Labor govern-

ment in Victoria—which is creating a neces-
sity to profit from water. Veolia, which runs 
Melbourne’s rail network, or another French 
company, Degremont Suez, will lead a con-
sortium to implement and profit from this 
plant, I am informed. An internet search re-
veals that both of these companies have 
questionable corporate ethical and human 
rights records—and, indeed, environmental 
records, although the environmental projec-
tion may be something that quite a lot of 
money has gone into. Internationally, these 
companies have recently lost sizeable chunks 
of their business as a result of adverse pub-
licity and boycott campaigns. The Victorian 
government is about to hand over a third of 
the water supply in Melbourne to one or the 
other of those consortia, in effect. 

Certainly the Senate and the national par-
liament ought to be very careful indeed that, 
if we are going to be offering state govern-
ments, including the Brumby government in 
Victoria, guarantees for potentially billions 
of dollars for polluting, disruptive, job-losing 
projects like the desalination project on the 
Bass Coast—where there are much more 
prudent and feasible alternatives for the sup-
ply of that water through proper use, for ex-
ample, of the rainfall over the metropolitan 
area of Melbourne—we should have a debate 
about that in this parliament. The proposed 
Greens amendment is aimed at ensuring that 
there is some environmental record of the 
projects that the government is proposing to 
guarantee with billions of dollars of Austra-
lian taxpayers’ money. I foreshadow an 
amendment in the committee stage to page 3 
of the bill to add clause 7, a schemes rules 
requirements clause, which will say: 
Scheme Rules must include provisions that limit 
the Deed of Guarantee so that it cannot be applied 
to borrowings relating to projects that will have a 
significant negative environmental impact or re-
sult in significant greenhouse gas emissions lo-



Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3679 

CHAMBER 

cally or internationally, and for which there are … 
prudent or feasible alternatives. 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (11.14 am)—Firstly, I thank sena-
tors who participated in the debate on the 
Guarantee of State and Territory Borrowing 
Appropriation Bill 2009. As I have said on 
many occasions in this chamber, the global 
financial crisis and the ensuing economic 
impact—that is, a world recession of a very 
deep and substantial nature, the worst in 75 
years—continue to wreak havoc on econo-
mies around the world. Almost every ad-
vanced economy is either in recession or 
recorded a decline in GDP late last year, and 
the world economy is expected to contract in 
2009. Despite all of this, of course, Australia 
is well placed when compared with econo-
mies around the world. However, Australia is 
not immune from this impact. Whilst Austra-
lia’s financial markets are strong, they have 
been affected by the global financial crisis. 

The market for state and territory bonds 
has also been affected, and liquidity in semi-
government bonds has been severely con-
stricted. This threatens the capacity of state 
and territory governments to deliver critical 
infrastructure projects that will support jobs 
in the face of this global recession. Again, 
Australia is not unique. From general obser-
vation, I am certainly aware of the impact on 
state governments in the US, for example, 
where a number of states are in extraordinar-
ily dire circumstances. California is one that 
comes to mind. 

It is crucial that states and territories are 
able to access the credit markets, and this 
guarantee of state and territory borrowing 
recognises that. Indeed, supporting semigov-
ernment bond markets is critical to maintain-
ing the capacity of state and territory gov-
ernments to deliver nation-building infra-
structure. Reducing such investment would 
hamper recovery from the global recession. 
That would, in turn, cause slower growth and 

higher unemployment. That is why the gov-
ernment is putting in place this guarantee. It 
is an initiative that will complement the gov-
ernment’s other wide-ranging and decisive 
initiatives to support the economy and pro-
tect jobs. The government’s actions have 
helped maintain confidence in domestic fi-
nancial markets and enabled lending to con-
tinue to provide further support for economic 
activity. 

As well as this guarantee, the govern-
ment’s early and decisive action has pro-
vided certainty that bank deposits are safe. 
This has enabled banks to continue lending 
to households and businesses, providing vital 
support to our economy. State and territory 
government infrastructure spending, as sup-
ported by the guarantee, will work hand-in-
hand with the government’s own infrastruc-
ture investment to build a stronger Australia 
and provide employment opportunities in the 
short term while providing economy-
supporting capacity in the longer term. In 
particular, the government’s Nation Building 
and Jobs Plan includes a direct investment of 
$29.9 billion in schools, housing, energy 
efficiency, community infrastructure and 
roads as well as support for small business. 
This represents the largest annual increase in 
public investment on record and is very ap-
propriate in the current serious world eco-
nomic circumstances. 

The assistance to states and territories 
through the provision of the guarantee and 
the recent reforms of the federal financial 
relations framework, agreed to by COAG in 
November 2008, have been vital in enabling 
the Australian government to work collabo-
ratively with the states and territories to re-
spond to the global financial crisis. Starting 
from 1 January 2009, the new framework has 
considerably improved Commonwealth, state 
and territory government collaboration by 
increasing flexibility to direct funding at the 
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state and territory level. It clarifies roles and 
responsibilities and improves accountability. 

Turning to the details of the guarantee, the 
bill is essential to providing investors with 
the assurance that state and territory borrow-
ing will be supported by an Australian gov-
ernment guarantee and that potential claims 
under the guarantee would be paid in a 
timely manner. To do this, the bill provides a 
standing appropriation so that, in the very 
unlikely event that claims were made under 
the guarantee, they could be paid in a timely 
manner. A standing appropriation is also put 
in place to allow any borrowings made under 
the bill to be repaid. A borrowing power is 
also provided to allow timely payment of 
claims should there be insufficient funds in 
the Consolidated Revenue Fund in the very 
unlikely event that a claim would need to be 
paid. 

The government is working closely with 
the states and territories to finalise the guar-
antee so as to have it in place as soon as pos-
sible. I will clarify one thing. My advice is 
that all states and territories support this ap-
proach. I say ‘all’ because the Western Aus-
tralian Liberal state government also sup-
ports this approach. 

With those remarks, I further thank sena-
tors for their contributions and urge that the 
Senate support the legislation. 

Question agreed to.  

Bill read a second time. 

In Committee 
Bill—by leave—taken as a whole.  

Senator COONAN (New South Wales) 
(11.20 am)—I move opposition amendment 
(1) on sheet 5821: 
Page 3 (after line 2), at the end of the bill, add: 

7  Public Register of Government Bor-
rowings 

 (1) The Australian Office of Financial 
Management must establish and update 

each month a register to be known as 
the Public Register of Government 
Borrowings. 

 (2) The register is to be maintained by 
electronic means. 

 (3) The register is to be made available for 
inspection on the Australian Office of 
Financial Management’s website. 

 (4) The register must be in a form pre-
scribed by the regulations and must re-
cord the beneficial ownership, by coun-
try, of: 

 (a) all securities on issue by the Com-
monwealth of Australia; and 

 (b) any Commonwealth of Australia 
guaranteed issuance by any Austra-
lian State or Territory. 

 (5) As soon as practicable after the end of 
each quarter the Australian Office of 
Financial Management must publish on 
its website the register containing the 
details that were current as at the end of 
the quarter. 

 (6) The Australian Office of Financial 
Management must include in the Reg-
ister each quarter a statement of the Of-
fice’s opinion as to the domicile of the 
beneficial owner of securities if nomi-
nal ownership is registered in a country 
other than the actual domicile of the 
beneficial owner. 

 (7) In this section: 

quarter means a period of 3 months 
beginning on 1 January, 1 April, 1 July 
or 1 October. 

8  Regulations 

  The Governor-General may make regu-
lations prescribing matters: 

 (a) required or permitted by this Act to 
be prescribed; or 

 (b) necessary or convenient to be pre-
scribed for carrying out or giving ef-
fect to this Act. 

The basis for the amendment is to seek 
greater transparency in relation to the benefi-
cial ownership of bond investment in Austra-
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lia. Our inquiries indicate that both the 
United States and New Zealand have been 
able to maintain registers that provide infor-
mation on the public record to people who 
wish to ascertain it. 

Before addressing exactly what we are 
seeking in the establishment of a public reg-
ister of government borrowings, I might 
mention that what we know is that by the 
admission of the Treasurer more than 65 per 
cent of all Australian government bonds are 
borrowed by people and interests offshore. 
That, of course, is consistent. It is not sur-
prising, because Australia is a net exporter of 
capital, but we in the opposition have a con-
cern that our borrowings are now on a scale 
that Australia has not done before. We are 
borrowing at a magnitude at which we have 
never previously borrowed. It is not the pri-
vate sector at risk but taxpayers more gener-
ally, particularly if the buyers are govern-
ments offshore. We believe that it is in the 
interest of transparency—and, indeed, in the 
interest of the nation and the interest of tax-
payers—that we know who is lending all this 
money to the Australian government. We are 
not saying that we have a view that there is 
any underlying inappropriate investor. We 
have absolutely no reason to believe that. 
But we think there is a mutual interest—
indeed, a national interest—in more trans-
parency. 

We think that the establishment of a regis-
ter and more public information, even if you 
were able to identify by regions the benefi-
cial owners or the buyers of bonds, given 
that a lot of bonds are bought on behalf of 
nominees for ultimately beneficial owners, 
would enable much better targeting for the 
government. The government is going to be 
out in the market, issuing an extraordinary 
amount of debt, and we have seen in-
stances—yesterday was one—where, for 
example, it was very difficult for the Queen-
sland government to get their issue away in 

competition with the Commonwealth. It is 
not a good thing commercially for govern-
ments to be falling over their feet in the se-
quencing of how the bond issues proceed, 
and we thought that it would provide much 
better information for officials assisting the 
government to be able to properly place fu-
ture bond issuances. We think that on two 
grounds there is a clear public interest in 
greater transparency, but it is also very diffi-
cult to see that there would be any risk to 
anyone by having greater information about 
who is actually lending all this money to the 
Australian government. 

In the last 12 months, we saw the Chinese 
government, for example, naturally and un-
derstandably express concerns about the risk 
of their massive investment in the United 
States, particularly in US sovereign bonds. 
There is a risk not only to Chinese wealth 
from the devaluation of the US dollar but 
also to Australians if those bonds become far 
more expensive or if they are mispriced in 
the interests and protection of the Chinese 
investors. We think it is appropriate for us to 
find out what is happening in Australia. We 
need to know, for example, the extent to 
which major superannuation or fund man-
agement firms from, say, Japan are the inves-
tors. Is it countries that have investment ve-
hicles domiciled in Bermuda? Is it just gen-
eral investors from the United Kingdom? We 
think we need to find out and are interested 
to know who the major holder of Australian 
government bonds is. It may be the Chinese 
government. In saying all this, I want to 
stress that it is not our contention that any of 
this investment is inappropriate. The basis 
for our concern is that we think that there 
needs to be much greater transparency and 
that it has not been beyond the wit and ca-
pacity of other countries—I mentioned the 
United States and New Zealand—to provide 
much more information than the absolute 
wall of silence that we are greeted with when 
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we actually seek this information from the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics or the Austra-
lian Office of Financial Management. 

In this amendment we are asking that 
some best endeavours be made here and that 
the Australian Office of Financial Manage-
ment establish and update each month a reg-
ister to be known as the public register of 
government borrowings, that it be main-
tained electronically and that it be made 
available for inspection on the AOFM web-
site. It will contain and record the beneficial 
ownership by country of all securities on 
issue by the Commonwealth and any Com-
monwealth of Australia guaranteed issuance 
by any Australian state or territory, that being 
potentially much more relevant as a result of 
the legislation we are supporting. As soon as 
practicable, the Australian Office of Finan-
cial Management will publish on its website 
the register containing the details that were 
current as of the end of the quarter. The de-
tails included in the register each quarter are 
also to have a statement of the office’s opin-
ion as to the domicile of the beneficial owner 
of securities if nominees are involved and if 
nominal ownership is registered in a country 
other than the actual domicile of the benefi-
cial owner. 

We think that that is achievable. It is do-
able. It is eminently reasonable. It does not 
pose a risk to anyone and, indeed, it has the 
great advantage of shining a bit of light on 
who owns all this investment in Australia. 
We think that that is overwhelmingly infor-
mation that is in the public interest. For those 
reasons we move the amendment. 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (11.29 am)—The government will 
not be supporting the amendment moved by 
the opposition, and I will outline the reasons 
why. Firstly, as to process, this amendment 
was circulated in the Senate chamber only 
some five minutes ago. I understand it was 

foreshadowed in the House of Representa-
tives debate, but the amendment did not turn 
up. The government and I understand Treas-
ury offered to provide a briefing to the oppo-
sition because they expressed an interest and 
concern in regard to the issue on which they 
have now produced an amendment, but I am 
advised they did not take up the offer. If they 
had, at least the advice I am provided with 
could have been outlined to them. 

The government already maintains a reg-
ister of all holders of Commonwealth gov-
ernment securities, CGS, and the Reserve 
Bank of Australia provides this service. The 
ABS releases the data that it can, based on 
the legislative and governance framework it 
operates within and confidentiality assur-
ances provided to the companies it surveys. 
Senator Coonan referred to a wall of silence, 
which I think was a touch misleading. There 
are legislative requirements on the ABS in 
terms of data collection and the public provi-
sion of the identities of individuals who pro-
vide that data. Secrecy provisions and confi-
dentiality provisions apply not just in this 
area but right across the ABS in respect of 
the surveys that take place. Those arrange-
ments for confidentiality and the secrecy 
provisions have existed for many years and 
go back under previous federal governments. 
Let us assume the secrecy provisions were 
varied in terms of the ABS. What would be 
the response of industry which ABS surveys? 
I would be surprised if it did not have some-
what less accurate information, to the extent 
it is accurate in terms of the detail that the 
opposition is seeking. I will come to the is-
sue of the level of detail and accuracy of data 
that is provided to the ABS, even if it were 
publicly released. 

Senator Coonan mentioned that the US re-
lease this data. However, the opposition 
amendment goes far beyond that which is 
released in the US, as I am advised. Further, 
this does not necessarily, by the opposition’s 
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own admission, show the true owners of the 
bonds. If you go to the release of the infor-
mation in the US, it does not give you the 
true owners of the bonds but shows the cus-
todians. There are probably about 15 to 20 
custodian entities in Australia. I am not sure 
of the precise number, but there would be a 
relatively small number that operate in Aus-
tralia. If you provided, for example, informa-
tion on custodians, you would not know who 
the true owners are, because the custodians 
are exercising an authority on behalf of liter-
ally thousands of investors both from in Aus-
tralia and certainly from overseas. So the US 
release of data of custodian entities is not 
comparable, and the level of detail sought 
via this amendment is not provided in the 
US. In fact, the US Federal Reserve Board 
has said in respect of the register that Senator 
Coonan has referred to: 
… the involvement of chains of intermediaries in 
the custody or management of securities fre-
quently makes accurate identification of the ac-
tual owners of U.S. securities impossible. 

So, according to US Federal Reserve Board, 
it is impossible to find the actual owners of 
the securities on this register in the US. 

Similarly, the proposed amendment would 
not provide reliable information on the ulti-
mate beneficial owner of Australian govern-
ment securities. Senator Coonan referred to 
jurisdictions such as the Cayman Islands. I 
am not sure what the total economy and 
population size of the Cayman Islands or 
Bermuda are, but I am advised those two 
jurisdictions hold 10 per cent of the owner-
ship of world bonds. Ten per cent is an ex-
traordinary figure given the very small size 
of their economies. I suggest that is for the 
reason that they are effectively tax minimisa-
tion, tax shelter centres. Who owns these 
bonds that are held very significantly by the 
Cayman Islands and Bermuda? The great 
difficulty is—and it is unfortunate, I would 
agree—we do not know. If you have this 

register that says, ‘This particular proportion 
of bonds issued by Australian governments is 
owned by an entity in the Cayman Islands or 
Bermuda,’ you cannot actually find out who 
owns the bonds. It is of extraordinarily lim-
ited use just being able to tell us the Cayman 
Islands and Bermuda own 10 per cent of the 
world’s bonds, because we do not actually 
know who the owners are behind them. 

The opposition have asked the AOFM to 
carry this out. This would impose additional 
costs on the AOFM, as it does not currently 
provide the service. In turn, of course, the 
amendment asks the AOFM to provide this 
service for the states’ and territories’ securi-
ties, and that is not something it carries out at 
the moment. Treasury have advised that this 
reduction in confidentiality—to the extent 
you could actually have transparency, which 
is very limited—may also reduce demand for 
Australian bonds by wholesale and retail 
investors. That would obviously have some 
implications for the cost of borrowing. So 
the proposal, in turn, would impose addi-
tional costs on the taxpayer for information 
that would distort rather than provide addi-
tional clarity and information, if in fact it 
could be obtained, and in most cases it is 
actually very difficult, if not impossible, to 
obtain who the true owner is. So we do not 
see the necessity for this amendment. 

As I have mentioned, the US register, as it 
is referred to, is not comparable to what the 
opposition is seeking here and just the prac-
ticalities of identifying true owners mean 
that it would be very difficult. I think it 
would be desirable to find the true owner-
ship, but under current world financial ar-
rangements it is impossible to identify accu-
rately who the true owners are. I wish it were 
otherwise, but there is nothing we can do 
with this legislation via an amendment on 
disclosure, which is practically not going to 
work and would impose additional regula-
tory costs, to change this situation. So why 



3684 SENATE Thursday, 18 June 2009 

CHAMBER 

take this approach if you cannot obtain the 
information? What would be imposed is the 
AOFM attempting to find the information, 
most of which it could not find or would be 
very limited, and that would have to be done 
at significant additional cost. They have got 
to do it for the state and territory govern-
ments. So those are the practical reasons. 

I note that Senator Coonan says, ‘We want 
the AOFM to use best endeavours.’ I have 
outlined why best endeavours are not going 
to provide us with any significant level of 
detail, so best endeavours impose an addi-
tional cost on the AOFM to try and do a 
worldwide search for true bond ownership. Is 
that best endeavours, that we have AOFM 
officers scouring the world trying to find out 
the true owners of these bonds, taking a trip 
over to Bermuda and the Cayman Islands? 
Frankly, you would have to put the financial 
entities under some sort of surveillance to 
see who is going in or out. You would have 
to get AUSTRAC to be tracking through 
Bermuda, the Cayman Islands and Switzer-
land. It is just not possible; they do not allow 
that to happen. As I say, I wish it were oth-
erwise. So this is an impractical suggestion 
that imposes additional costs for no outcome 
that we can see and that would not create any 
greater transparency. Comparisons with the 
US are not correct. As I have said, the US 
Federal Reserve Board has admitted that the 
actual owner identification of US securities 
is impossible. I do not have any brief on 
New Zealand. I will endeavour to obtain it. 
Again, we would be very surprised if what is 
being proposed by the opposition is in any 
way, shape or form being produced by the 
New Zealand government at the level of de-
tail that is being sought here. So we do not 
support the amendment. 

Senator COONAN (New South Wales) 
(11.40 am)—I have listened very carefully to 
Senator Sherry’s comments, and what we 
appear to be discussing here with this 

amendment is an agreement on the part of 
the government that this would be very de-
sirable if in fact there could be greater trans-
parency but it is just too difficult and not 
practical to do it. That seems to be the thrust 
of what Senator Sherry was saying, that the 
practical difficulties or the process difficul-
ties would be the main inhibitors or main 
barriers to it as well as the fact that it is too 
difficult to do and it would not actually 
achieve the outcome being sought.  

I want to address those points, but first of 
all I should just put on record that this has 
been a matter where, it having been fore-
shadowed that the opposition was interested 
in getting greater transparency in moving an 
amendment to this bill, it is very unfortunate 
indeed that there has not been an opportunity 
to have a meeting of minds or a briefing or a 
discussion. Senator Sherry did mention that 
the government had offered a briefing. The 
great pity about that was that the briefing 
was offered for four o’clock this afternoon, 
which is not very helpful to anyone getting a 
better understanding of the government’s 
position in relation to this bill. It was intro-
duced yesterday and came to the Senate this 
morning and the amendment was circulated 
in the way it had been drafted without the 
benefit of this briefing. That is the amend-
ment that we are moving and the amendment 
that I am still speaking to. 

Senator Sherry did mention the fact that 
the legislative requirement on data is also a 
register. The problem with that is that he 
talked at great length about the ABS surveys 
and the information compiled and the data 
made available by surveys. This is not in fact 
what we are talking about here. We are talk-
ing about what can be done to identify and 
compile an actual register of actual owners. 
We do know that more information is avail-
able in other jurisdictions. Whether or not it 
is different to this particular amendment that 
is being put up by the opposition is immate-
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rial because we do know that you can in fact 
get better information available if this infor-
mation is compiled in a more effective way. 
It is passing strange indeed that no-one ap-
pears to know, at least so the minister said, 
who the owners of all of this investment in 
Australia are. The difficulty we have is that 
the Reserve Bank must be writing out inter-
est cheques to someone; the interest does not 
go into the ether. It does appear that much 
more information and better information 
should be able to be made available and that 
much more information should be made 
available if not about the actual owners then 
certainly about the regions, the countries 
from which these investors come. We think it 
is entirely reasonable to want that as part of 
the arrangements that are being agreed to as 
part of this bill. 

Senator Sherry also mentioned the fact 
that there can be other jurisdictions that own 
vast percentages of bonds—the Caymans or 
the Bahamas. I mentioned the Bahamas. In 
fact, we do not know that detail either. We 
think it is entirely appropriate that the details 
of the jurisdictions of even the nominees 
who may be purchasing bonds on behalf of 
beneficial owners should be available. We do 
not even know that in Australia, and we think 
that is certainly something that is reasonable 
to ask for. 

The government seems to be advancing a 
slightly conflicting argument in opposing the 
amendment. On the one hand the minister 
says it would be desirable if we knew who 
the owners of the bonds are, but then he talks 
about the fact that another barrier would be a 
reduction in confidentiality. But if we do not 
know who they are, we do not know how 
their confidentiality is in any way going to 
be impacted and how that would somehow or 
other impede investment in Australia. 

All this money floating around the world 
belongs to someone. We think that in Austra-

lia it is entirely appropriate that more infor-
mation be made available about who the in-
vestors in the Australian bond market are and 
who is lending all this money to the Austra-
lian government. I want to say again, be-
cause I do not want to be taken out of con-
text, that we are not suggesting that any in-
vestors in Australia are investing inappropri-
ately. That is not the purpose of the amend-
ment that we are seeking to advance here. 
But there will be borrowing on a scale that 
we have not seen in Australia before. We 
know it is going to be in the order of $315 
billion, and it would be extraordinary if it 
does not go higher than that. So we believe 
we would not be doing our job if we did not 
hold the government to account to do a lot 
better than they are currently doing to iden-
tify to the Australian public more informa-
tion about who is investing in Australia. We 
note that having more information available 
in the United States does not seem to have 
seriously curtailed investment in US bonds. 
This investment is no doubt legitimate—and 
we certainly hope it is. It is a nonsense to 
suggest that it would in any way deter any 
investor if more information of a statistical 
nature were available to identify where the 
money is coming from. 

It is not beyond the wit of authorities to 
devise a system with better information 
about buying bonds. I refer to the Reserve 
Bank’s website, which has some helpful in-
formation that they want everyone to know. 
It says that from 2 September 2007 all new 
stockholders must complete an identification 
reference form—that sounds like something 
you could ask for, doesn’t it? It also says 
that, following the introduction of the Anti-
Money Laundering and Counter-Terrorism 
Financing Act 2006, attorneys acting on be-
half of stockholders should also complete the 
identification reference form—what would 
there be, for example, to prevent an identifi-
cation reference form from being completed 
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in relation to the application to buy bonds? It 
goes on to say that the purchase form and the 
identification reference form, together with 
certified copies of identity documents, 
should be lodged in person at either the Syd-
ney or Canberra office of the Reserve Bank 
of Australia—so there we have the informa-
tion being lodged. Alternatively, the docu-
ments can be posted to the registry of a pre-
scribed stock that has been mentioned. The 
registry is already there to provide assis-
tance. There is a mechanism which enables 
identification for a particular purpose. The 
Reserve Bank seems to be right across how 
you would identify someone who wants to 
buy Australian government bonds. So we 
simply are not persuaded by the minister’s 
arguments. In fact, we do not think that any 
of the arguments hold much water. It is en-
tirely appropriate to have a bit of sunlight 
shone on who are the investors in Australian 
bonds and we will continue to press for our 
amendment. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (11.49 
am)—I have been listening carefully to the 
argument here. This amendment from the 
opposition is a constructive amendment. It 
seeks information that Australians should 
have available to them. I say to the minister 
if 10 per cent of the investment in Australian 
bonds is coming from tax havens like the 
Cayman Islands and Bermuda, should we not 
know that? I think we absolutely should. If 
memory serves me correctly, a very senior 
treasury official in China called on the 
United States a couple of months back to 
take measures to guarantee that investment 
from China in the United States was safe. We 
are in a situation where we are seeing a big 
inflow of investment from overseas and the 
likelihood of it increasing—as Senator 
Coonan has outlined—and there is also the 
potential for governments and entities over-
seas to seek assurances like that which we 

saw from the Chinese government to the 
United States quite recently. So I think a bit 
of scrutiny about where the investment is 
coming from is very much in order. 

I was in South Korea a couple of years 
ago looking at the 30-kilometre long Sae-
mangeum sea dyke that was being built into 
the sea by one of the Hyundai chaebols. It 
destroyed extensive mudflats and, as a result, 
one-tenth of the migratory birds from Austra-
lia going to Siberia and Alaska each year. In 
talking with people involved there was clear 
concern then in Korea about the outflow of 
money, particularly going to the United 
States. I think it is actually good for the 
countries of origin of the money to know 
where their money is going to. I suspect that 
some of those countries have a much better 
register of where the flow is than we do as 
the recipients. It is very reasonable in an 
open and transparent democracy that we do 
get more information. So the Greens will be 
supporting this amendment. 

Senator XENOPHON (South Australia) 
(11.52 am)—I support this legislation. I had 
a brief but constructive discussion with 
South Australian Treasurer, Kevin Foley, 
about this. I see the need for this legislation, 
but I also see the need for the transparency 
provisions that have been moved by the op-
position in relation to this. 

I understand the government’s arguments, 
but I do not accept that this is unworkable. I 
think that it is not unprecedented in other 
jurisdictions to have transparency mecha-
nisms such as this, and I believe that this 
enhances the legislation and that Australians 
have a right to know in broad terms where 
the money is coming from. I think it is in our 
interest to know that and to have that level of 
transparency and accountability. 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (11.53 am)—I have just a couple 
of responses. In terms of process, Senator 
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Coonan, my advice is that the offer was 
made to bring forward the initial 4 o’clock 
this afternoon briefing. 

I have some further information on New 
Zealand, where apparently they have some 
transparency. Apparently the New Zealand 
register, which is publicly available, reveals 
that most of the bond issuance comes from 
the Benelux countries, which are the Nether-
lands, Belgium and Luxembourg. It is clearly 
not right that the owners of the bonds come 
through those jurisdictions. Clearly—while 
ownership is not clear—those three countries 
are being used as a cover without revealing 
the true owners of the bonds. To suggest that 
in the case of New Zealand most of the own-
ers of those bonds come from those three 
countries is just clearly not right—but that is 
what the publicly available information does. 
There are clearly lots of individuals and enti-
ties—financial and otherwise, right around 
the globe—who are using those three coun-
tries as the jurisdictions which the publicly 
available custodian data is being channelled 
through. To the extent that Senator Coonan 
believes New Zealand is useful, that is the 
extent of the use. But it does not identify 
who the true owner is. 

Senator Coonan has suggested that she 
would like to know what proportion is com-
ing from China. I do not think it would be 
too hard if you were from China and you 
wanted to buy bonds. You would not do it 
directly in Australia if you did not want it 
known that you were a Chinese-based insti-
tution. You would simply go to the Benelux 
countries in this case and purchase them 
through a custodian in the Benelux countries. 
You would not know, in fact, that the in-
vestment was coming from China, or any-
where else for that matter, if that was what 
your intention was. We do not believe the 
amendment is practical. 

It is not just the practicality issue, it is the 
cost issue. The amendment requires signifi-
cant additional work by the AOFM and that 
involves expense. Senator Coonan said ‘best 
endeavours’. What does ‘best endeavours’ 
mean for the AOFM in any practical way in 
identifying who the real owners of the bonds 
are? The die is cast on this amendment; I am 
not going to make any further contribution. 
For an opposition to move an amendment 
that is not practical, and will cost extra 
money in order to try and obtain the informa-
tion that we know is largely unobtainable, 
and to then express concern about debt I just 
think is a touch hypocritical. 

I conclude on the issue of government 
debt because Senator Coonan has made some 
comments about that. I want to make this 
point: the predominant reason the Australian 
government has budget deficits in the next 
six years or so—I do not have the precise 
projections in front of me—is the collapse in 
revenue because of the world financial and 
economic crisis. The collapse in revenue 
over the forward estimates is estimated to be, 
I think, $210 billion plus. That collapse in 
revenue has occurred, and would have oc-
curred whether we were in government or 
you were in government. You would be in 
deficit and issuing bonds just as we are be-
cause of the world financial and economic 
crisis. 

Then we get claims from the Liberal op-
position that they would deliver a lower 
budget deficit. Tell us where you would cut 
spending going forward? Senator Coonan is 
the shadow finance minister and I know she 
heads the ERC; I look forward to this list of 
cuts—presumably in billions of dollars to 
government programs—to be released by the 
opposition, the alternative government, in the 
next 18 months. Where is it? You want a 
lower budget deficit—show us your cuts! As 
the alternative government and as a respon-
sible opposition I would have thought it in-
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cumbent on you to show us where you will 
cut billions of dollars. It would be tens of 
billions of dollars if you wanted to move the 
budget to a surplus in the current circum-
stances. Show us where you would cut. Let’s 
see the evidence of fiscal responsibility from 
the Liberal opposition about where they 
would cut, given the financial and economic 
circumstances we are faced with. We will not 
be supporting the amendment. 

Senator COONAN (New South Wales) 
(12.00 pm)—I wanted to make some com-
ments in response to Senator Sherry because 
he did open up on some issues about debt. I 
was referring, of course, to peak debt, a 
maximum figure, the gross debt figure that 
we finally got out of the Treasurer at a media 
interview in Adelaide, if my memory serves 
me correctly. My point was that it is unlikely 
in the current circumstances that it will only 
be $315 billion gross debt because we know 
that some very significant cost and debt sim-
ply was not included in the budget. I refer of 
course to the $43 billion broadband rollout, 
the farcical broadband plan, that certainly is 
not in the budget. It is on some sort of never-
never, with the hope that some private sector 
investment will magically drop through the 
ceiling—but it will require the government 
to guarantee it; there is no doubt about that. 
We voted against Ruddbank yesterday be-
cause it would have also potentially risked 
another $26 billion debt to the taxpayer. 

I did not seek to make this point; Senator 
Sherry raised the matter. I will also say that, 
yes, there has been a collapse of revenue but 
if the Labor government thinks it can get 
away with the charade that it has not done 
anything about increasing debt, that will not 
wash. There is $124 billion of new spend-
ing—$124 billion in new spending since this 
Labor government hit the treasury bench. It 
is not a bad figure, is it? That is about two-
thirds of the net debt in the budget of $188 
billion—and that we now know is more in 

the order of the $203 billion, which I think is 
the figure we finally got out of the Treasurer, 
although he had great trouble saying the ‘bil-
lion’ word. 

I do not appreciate being lectured about 
debt just because we wish to have some 
transparency in relation to who the investors 
are in this country. It is a reasonable proposi-
tion being put forward by the opposition, and 
we think it is entirely reasonable to have the 
information. If nominees own all these bonds 
and they are all in other countries, the Cay-
mans and whatever other countries might be 
tax havens, it is important that Australian 
taxpayers know that. I do not believe any-
body knows at this stage—somebody might, 
though I do not believe Senator Sherry 
knows; I certainly do not know—who the 
beneficial owners of these investments are, 
but I would like to know at least if they are 
all nominees and they are all in tax havens. I 
think it is a relevant piece of information. I 
will not go on at tedious length, and I am not 
going to continue to make political points 
about this because I do not think it is called 
for in this debate. It is a reasonable amend-
ment, and I am grateful for the support of the 
Greens and Senator Xenophon for its pas-
sage. 

Senator JOYCE (Queensland—Leader of 
the Nationals in the Senate) (12.03 pm)—
This really concerns me, and I just want to 
know: what is the total amount of subprefec-
ture debt—the debt of the states? What is it 
currently? Where are we kicking off from 
with this? 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (12.04 pm)—I do not have that 
up-to-date accurate information. 

Senator JOYCE (Queensland—Leader of 
the Nationals in the Senate) (12.04 pm)—As 
a little old bush accountant, do we have any 
range, any sort of rough idea, about what the 
debt is? Is it $100 billion, is it $150 billion, 
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is it $200 billion? Do we have any sort of 
vague idea how much we are underwriting 
here? This is real money owed to real people, 
and they will really want it paid back if the 
states cannot pay it back. 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (12.04 pm)—I can provide some 
information. I am advised that there is ap-
proximately $120 billion in state and terri-
tory bonds on issue—that is not net debt, 
though. 

Senator JOYCE (Queensland—Leader of 
the Nationals in the Senate) (12.05 pm)—I 
had $150 billion, to be honest. So we are 
saying it is $120 billion, and is it heading up 
or heading down or static? Did they pay off 
some in the budget papers the other day? 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (12.05 pm)—I am advised that 
that the current stock is $120 billion. 

Question agreed to. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (12.05 
pm)—I wish to move the Australian Greens 
amendment circulated but amend it by re-
moving the word ‘no’ before the phrase ‘pru-
dent or feasible alternatives’ at the end of the 
amendment. I move: 
(1) Page 3 (after line 2), at the end of the bill, 

add: 

7  Scheme Rules requirements 

  Scheme Rules must include provisions 
that limit the Deed of Guarantee so that 
it cannot be applied to borrowings re-
lating to projects that will have a sig-
nificant negative environmental impact 
or result in significant greenhouse gas 
emissions locally or internationally, 
and for which there are prudent or fea-
sible alternatives. 

This amendment simply provides for this 
parliament, which has environmental respon-
sibility for the national and global climate, 
the assurance that this guarantee is not going 

to extend to unnecessary and massively pol-
luting projects put forward by the states, 
which do not have that responsibility. 

You will note that I am not saying that the 
polluting projects cannot proceed; I am say-
ing that there must be no feasible or prudent 
alternative. I cited the Bass Coast desalina-
tion plant in Victoria, which the state Labor 
government is intending to proceed with as a 
public-private partnership. Two overseas 
based companies will be involved there. I 
raise the issue: why should we be, effec-
tively, underwriting potential borrowings by 
the Victorian government to put into this pro-
ject when it is manifestly unnecessary? There 
are prudent and feasible alternatives. The 
Brumby government ought to be into a pro-
ject to collect the rainwater falling over Mel-
bourne and to ensure that there is much bet-
ter stormwater reticulation and wastewater 
recycling. That aside, we are looking here at 
a single project which could produce a mil-
lion tonnes—plus or minus a small 
amount—of greenhouse gases per annum. 

Across the way in Tasmania is Gunns pulp 
mill. The state government there says that it 
is not going to offer further financing. There 
is an election next year, and after that elec-
tion the current state Labor government in 
Tasmania could well be potentially disposed 
to breaking its promise on not having further 
financing of Gunns pulp mill—as it broke its 
promise at the last election that the Ralphs 
Bay mega canal development would not pro-
ceed. Straight after the election it went into 
negotiations with Walker Brothers for that 
very destructive and unpopular development 
on the eastern shore in Hobart. 

Let us have a little bit of quality control 
here, and let us make sure that this guarantee 
is not extending to maverick state govern-
ment projects which will have massive pollu-
tion consequences and where there are better 
alternatives. It is a very reasonable guaran-
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tee; it is very unspecified, but it is a very 
reasonable guarantee for this parliament to 
be putting to a federal government which 
effectively wants to put a blank cheque, in 
terms of guarantee, across to state and terri-
tory governments around the Common-
wealth. We have a responsibility to be more 
prudent than that. 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (12.10 pm)—The government 
will be opposing the amendment. Senator 
Brown, you sound so reasonable about what 
I would consider and argue is such an unrea-
sonable amendment in terms of the applica-
tion of it. The amendment says: 
Scheme Rules must include provisions that limit 
the Deed of Guarantee so that it cannot be applied 
to borrowings relating to projects that will have a 
significant negative environmental impact or re-
sult in significant greenhouse gas emissions lo-
cally or internationally, and for which there are 
prudent or feasible alternatives. 

That is what it says. We are not supporting 
the amendment. I argued that the previous 
amendment from the Liberal opposition was 
impractical. If this amendment were to pass 
and if there were to be a serious attempt to 
follow what you suggest in this amendment, 
the AOFM, presumably—which is not 
equipped but presumably it would have to go 
and equip itself—would have to examine 
every project that a state government seeks 
borrowings for in order to fund. That would 
be for every project. I just do not see how 
that is practical in any sense. 

Secondly, you have legitimate concerns. I 
do not necessarily agree with you, but you 
have concerns about a range of proposed 
state government investments. You men-
tioned the desalination plant proposed to be 
built in Victoria. I do not know the detail of 
Victorian legislation, but I am sure that the 
desalination plant project will be subject to 
state environmental legislation and other 
legislation—planning legislation at Victorian 

state level—in its assessment and that it will 
be subject to whatever relevant federal legis-
lation may apply. The desalination plant 
would be subject to assessment under a 
whole range of other legislation—state and 
possibly federal. So why would we add a 
further assessment process of a particular 
project, in this case the desalination plant, 
by, presumably, the AOFM? Why would we 
add another layer of examination of these 
issues? Once all of the assessments have 
been gone through at the state level for this 
project, it would then be over to the AOFM 
to carry out further assessments before it said 
to the state government, ‘You can be covered 
by a deed of guarantee.’ If in fact they did 
need to borrow to carry out the project, there 
would be a whole range of new assessments. 

So we do not believe that this is the ap-
propriate place to impose such a significant 
guarantee. You refer to it being very general, 
reasonable and unspecified. The very nature 
of the generality means that it would impose 
very significant assessment requirements to 
carry out the meaning of the amendment, 
should it be passed. You referred, I think, to 
‘a little bit of quality control’. It sounded so 
reasonable, Senator Brown, but this would 
have significant additional quality control 
assessment requirements over and above that 
which are currently required under state and 
federal law. 

You may agree or disagree with current 
assessment processes on environmental im-
pacts and greenhouse gas emissions that take 
place at the state government level and/or the 
federal government level, but, at least with 
respect to the federal parliament, there will 
be legislation that will deal with the issue of 
greenhouse gas emissions quite directly. The 
government believes that it is inappropriate 
to attempt to impose significant new compli-
ance and assessment processes that will add 
to costs and time delays, as this particular 
mechanism would. 
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The guarantee being offered by the gov-
ernment is to provide certainty to investors. 
What you are suggesting would not provide 
certainty. It is to provide certainty to inves-
tors once a particular project has gone 
through the current state and/or federal legis-
lative requirements for planning, environ-
mental impact et cetera that exist in different 
laws. The guarantee allows the states and 
territories to access the credit market, main-
taining the discipline by paying a market 
price for their securities. That is what this 
legislation is about. So the government will 
not support the amendment. 

Senator COONAN (New South Wales) 
(12.17 pm)—I listened very carefully to 
Senator Bob Brown’s reasons for moving 
this amendment and I must say I do under-
stand—I think I understand—the genuine 
sentiments behind the amendment. It has 
been framed in such a way as to limit, hope-
fully, negative environmental impacts and to 
have some control over the guarantee being 
provided in circumstances where some as-
sessment could be made that it would add to 
significant greenhouse gas emissions locally 
or internationally. I think that sooner or later 
we have to get our heads around infrastruc-
ture investment that is not going to have 
negative environmental impacts and get our 
heads around being mindful one way or an-
other of what we do with greenhouse gas 
emissions. But I do not think that this 
amendment in this particular piece of legisla-
tion quite gets there. I agree with Senator 
Sherry’s comments that it would be ex-
tremely difficult to make this work. The 
kinds of assessments, procedures and barri-
ers to timeliness that would be involved 
would, I think, be very significant. We do, of 
course, have to make sure that the sorts of 
infrastructure that will be beneficial to Aus-
tralia and the economy more broadly will 
continue to be built. So, whilst I appreciate 
Senator Brown’s motivation in bringing for-

ward this amendment, I agree that it imposes 
impractical requirements and compliance 
issues. In those circumstances the coalition 
will not support it. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (12.19 
pm)—I thank the government and the oppo-
sition for their comments. This is an ex-
tremely serious amendment. It is put forward 
very seriously. The absence of strictures in it 
is because we would expect it to be adminis-
tered by the minister, who would take re-
sponsibility. I think that is at the heart of 
what we do here. We expect governments to 
take responsibility when handling vast 
amounts of public money—as is inherently 
the case with this bill, which is about guaran-
teeing state and territory borrowings of, po-
tentially, billions of dollars. The responsibil-
ity for ensuring that there are no feasible or 
prudent alternatives to a greatly polluting 
project would rest with the state govern-
ments. If they wanted the guarantee they 
would have to provide that, and any minister 
worth their salt would say: ‘Well, here is 
amendment (1)7 in this legislation. You fulfil 
the requirements if you want a guarantee for 
those borrowings.’ 

The term ‘prudent and feasible’ comes out 
of the previous national environment legisla-
tion. The impact of proposals requirements 
until 2000 or 1999 was that every matter that 
involved the Commonwealth had to be sub-
ject to an environmental impact assessment, 
if it was a significant matter, to see if there 
were prudent and feasible alternatives. So, 
far from being radical, this is established 
wording and relates to a very reasonable re-
quirement being put back to the states if they 
want to borrow. Indeed, I wonder if this leg-
islation would be before the chamber at all if 
it were not that seven out of the eight juris-
dictions to benefit from it are Labor govern-
ments. I think there is a huge responsibility 
on government to be ensuring, where mas-
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sive public guarantees are involved, that the 
projects are reasonable, in an age of climate 
change and enormous public concern about 
the environment. This is an important 
amendment, to the degree that the Greens 
will not support this legislation without it. 

Question negatived. 

Bill, as amended, agreed to. 

Bill reported with an amendment; report 
adopted. 

Third Reading 
Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 

Treasurer) (12.22 pm)—I move: 
That this bill be now read a third time. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (12.22 
pm)—For the reasons I just gave in commit-
tee, the Greens will not support this legisla-
tion. 

Question put: 
That this bill be now read a third time. 

The Senate divided. [12.27 pm] 

(The President—Senator the Hon. JJ 
Hogg) 

Ayes………… 37 

Noes…………  5 

Majority……… 32 

AYES 

Adams, J. Bilyk, C.L. 
Bishop, T.M. Boswell, R.L.D. 
Brown, C.L. Cameron, D.N. 
Colbeck, R. Collins, J. 
Coonan, H.L. Cormann, M.H.P. 
Crossin, P.M. Evans, C.V. 
Farrell, D.E. Feeney, D. 
Fielding, S. Forshaw, M.G. 
Furner, M.L. Hogg, J.J. 
Humphries, G. Hurley, A. 
Hutchins, S.P. Johnston, D. 
Marshall, G. McEwen, A. * 
McLucas, J.E. Moore, C. 
Nash, F. O’Brien, K.W.K. 
Parry, S. Payne, M.A. 

Pratt, L.C. Ryan, S.M. 
Sherry, N.J. Sterle, G. 
Williams, J.R. Wortley, D. 
Xenophon, N.  

NOES 

Brown, B.J. Hanson-Young, S.C. 
Ludlam, S. Milne, C. 
Siewert, R. *  

* denotes teller 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a third time. 

DEFENCE LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 1) 2009 

Second Reading 
Debate resumed from 17 June, on motion 

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

Senator MARK BISHOP (Western Aus-
tralia) (12.30 pm)—There are two aspects to 
the Defence Legislation Amendment Bill 
(No. 1) 2009 which are worthy of brief men-
tion. The first concerns the payment of com-
pensation to those who suffer unintended 
collateral damage and loss as a result of ac-
tion against enemy forces, especially where 
those affected are local people whose support 
is so important in areas of engagement by 
Australian forces. Discussions on the merits 
of such a policy as provided by the Parlia-
mentary Library are quite useful in this con-
text and it is not worthy at this stage of fur-
ther comment on my part. Suffice to say that 
the government’s preference to pay compen-
sation as recognition that the loss caused 
should not have to fall on innocents is a most 
serious stricture in modern warfare. But 
where winning hearts and minds is so impor-
tant, history tells us that it is vital in stem-
ming the shifting allegiance to the insur-
gents. If Vietnam taught us anything, it 
taught us at least that much. 

The point here though is not about the pol-
icy but about the technicalities of how the 
compensation is paid. Clearly, the system of 
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act of grace payments is designed for ad hoc 
losses, losses that are not anticipated, but 
where it is considered that there is some pub-
lic responsibility in the absence of any other 
means of compensation for innocent victims. 
In situations such as our military engagement 
in Iraq and where we are currently involved 
in Afghanistan there is some certainty, in-
deed it is almost forecast, that these circum-
stances will arise. We therefore need a more 
ready response than the cumbersome proce-
dures in the act of grace scheme. This is sim-
ply a pragmatic amendment worthy of sup-
port. 

With respect to the amendments to the 
home loan subsidy scheme it is of course 
natural that upon implementation some mat-
ters would arise which were not foreseen at 
the time of drafting and which require atten-
tion to make sure that the intention of the act 
remains consistent. Clearly, with this bill 
there have been some unintended conse-
quences, especially in relation to eligibility 
where there has been a break in service and, 
naturally, ADF members have been quite 
confused. The act has not been clear enough 
and some windfalls have occurred which 
were not foreseen. These amendments close 
those loopholes and therefore are also quite 
worthy of support. 

However, this particular program retains 
some problematic characteristics. As we 
know the scheme had its origins in the previ-
ous government as it sought to introduce 
additional incentives to retain ADF members 
in service. I should note, however, that the 
cost of the original subsidy, which stood at a 
maximum of $705 per month for those with 
over 12 years of service on the maximum 
loan, is now, as a result of the cut in interest 
rates, much reduced, indeed dramatically 
reduced, at that level by in excess of $300 
per month. The subsidy remains valuable in 
relative terms but at a much reduced cost to 
the taxpayer. 

I make one comment on this particular 
scheme—that is, while the ADF personnel 
should be assisted in homeownership like 
any other Australian and we accept initia-
tives such as this are important in retaining 
experienced people in the ADF, there is still 
a sense of a lack of equity in the totality of 
the design of the scheme. The reason for that 
is simply that a large portion of ADF person-
nel are not in a position to take advantage of 
the scheme as currently designed. This is not 
just because of the four-year qualifying pe-
riod but also because the opportunity to pur-
chase a home might not exist, particularly of 
course in the remote areas of our large conti-
nent. This then begs the question of the fair-
ness and equity of defence housing support 
programs and allowances, particularly be-
tween those who have a rental subsidy and 
those who opt to buy their own home. 

This is in fact a serious question for ADF 
personnel who must find themselves faced 
with exactly this choice. On the one hand, if 
you buy, there is a subsidy available and, on 
the other hand, if you choose to rent because 
purchase is not an option, there is no subsidy. 
I am not sure how they are advised on the 
financial implications of such a choice nor 
am I aware of any modelling done on which 
that advice can be given. Perhaps we might 
find out in due course along with an analysis 
which shows the taxpayer in the long term 
which is the preferred model having due re-
gard to considerations of equity. Moreover, it 
is important for serving ADF personnel to 
know as well and hence my particular inter-
est. With those comments, clearly, the bill is 
worthy of support. 

Senator JOHNSTON (Western Australia) 
(12.35 pm)—From the outset the opposition 
does support these two very important meas-
ures for ADF personnel in the Defence Leg-
islation Amendment Bill (No. 1) 2009. 
Firstly, there is the tactical payments scheme 
in schedule 1, which I will come back to in a 
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moment, and, secondly, there is the Defence 
Home Ownership Assistance Scheme and the 
amendments to deal with unintended anoma-
lies arising from the scheme. I do to some 
extent adopt the words and detail of the 
speech which Senator Bishop just made. 

The most important part of the bill is the 
introduction of the tactical payments scheme. 
These provisions provide a mechanism for 
making expeditious no-liability payments to 
persons adversely affected by Australian De-
fence Force operations outside of Australia. 
The scheme acknowledges that in many ar-
eas in which the ADF operates financial 
compensation for collateral damage to prop-
erty, for injury and for loss of life is often a 
common expectation of local cultures. In-
deed our allies in both Iraq and Afghanistan 
have for some long time been availed of a 
capability of being able to settle such matters 
virtually instantaneously. This legislation 
will be a great boon to our soldiers, who will 
similarly now be able to settle such issues of 
damage to property, injury, loss of life and 
other matters related thereto at the time of 
the incident as opposed to relying upon the 
act of grace mechanism which is often cum-
bersome, very lengthy in its time to resolve 
issues and essentially, at the end of the day, 
has its effectiveness eroded by the effluxion 
of time between the payment and the occur-
rence of the event. 

The tactical payment scheme is a defence-
specific discretionary mechanism. It will still 
be possible for defence to have recourse to 
act of grace provisions in the Financial Man-
agement and Accountability Act. Guidance 
for TPS payments for each operation will 
take into account the cultural and socioeco-
nomic circumstances of the local people and 
will be benchmarked against similar policies, 
as I have already mentioned, applied by coa-
lition partners in theatre. In special circum-
stances where such claims exceed the finan-
cial delegation or fall outside the guidelines, 

such cases may be referred to the secretary, 
the CDF or the minister for approval. 

The opposition did have some concerns as 
to the reporting of such matters. Can I say 
that those concerns have been satisfied. 
Whilst there is no specific mention in the 
legislation of the accountability and report-
ing provisions, the Financial Management 
and Accountability Act 1997 sets out that 
there is an obligation to report in the defence 
annual report. This is similar to other equiva-
lent schemes such as the act of grace pay-
ments and special circumstances payments 
made pursuant to section 73 of the Public 
Service Act 1999. Specifically, section 48 of 
the Financial Management and Accountabil-
ity Act, together with the finance minister’s 
orders, mandate that such tactical payments 
must be reported in the defence annual re-
port. Tactical payments paid pursuant to this 
scheme will be subject to audit by the Aus-
tralian National Audit Office. 

I am very pleased to say, with the assis-
tance of the former minister, that the opposi-
tion’s concerns regarding accountability and 
reporting of these payments have been met, 
and I commend the legislation to the Senate. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (12.39 pm)—I thank Senator 
Bishop and Senator Johnston for their con-
tributions, and the Senate for its support for 
the bill. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 
Bill passed through its remaining stages 

without amendment or debate. 
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FAMILY ASSISTANCE LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT (CHILD CARE) BILL 

2009 
Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 15 June, on motion 
by Senator Faulkner: 

That this bill be now read a second time. 

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales) 
(12.40 pm)—I rise today to speak on the 
government’s Family Assistance Legislation 
Amendment (Child Care) Bill 2009, and to 
indicate to the chamber the coalition’s gen-
eral support for the bill. The bill makes a 
range of amendments. Some of those appear 
to be in response to problems which arose as 
a result of the recent and disturbing collapse 
of ABC Learning, and a number are what 
would be described as general housekeeping 
amendments to the existing legislation in the 
A New Tax System (Family Assistance) 
(Administration) Act 1999.  

The bill makes changes to allow the final 
quarterly payment of the childcare tax rebate 
to be withheld until a parent’s taxable in-
come is determined for that financial year. It 
will align the operation of the childcare re-
bate provisions with the childcare benefits 
provisions in the case of a deceased individ-
ual. This will mean that where an individual 
who has received childcare rebate payments 
dies, but their child in that instance continues 
to attend approved care, the childcare rebate 
payments for that child can continue to be 
received by another approved adult who 
takes over guardianship of the child in ques-
tion. It will also allow for those people who 
have been assessed at a zero rate for the 
childcare benefit to request a review of their 
entitlements within two years of the year that 
they received the zero rating. Where a varia-
tion to the childcare benefit is made as a re-
sult of the review, an automatic review will 
be done in relation to the childcare rebate 
payments as well. The bill will also rename 

the childcare tax rebate as the childcare re-
bate, to reflect the fact that payment is now 
actually made as a quarterly payment 
through family assistance legislation rather 
than as a tax offset under taxation legislation. 

Finally, the bill will impose civil penalties 
on childcare operators who breach their obli-
gations in relation to when and how they 
notify their intention to cease operations. 
That is when childcare operators breach the 
rule that requires 30 days notice to be given 
before a centre can close. I want to spend a 
moment to focus on that amendment in par-
ticular. It was clear from the uncertainty and 
distress that was experienced by thousands 
of parents, carers, children and staff follow-
ing the collapse of ABC Learning just how 
important this amendment is. The sudden 
closure of a childcare centre is more than just 
a business decision; it can mean unemploy-
ment for the centre’s workers, stress and 
work difficulties for both parents and carers, 
and of course instability for the children, 
who are disrupted in that process. All of that 
is made worse by ongoing uncertainty.  

In the case of ABC Learning, for months 
many of the centres have been standing on 
the brink of closure with parents, carers and 
staff waiting for information—any informa-
tion, in fact—that might tell them once and 
for all what was going to happen. After 
months of waiting, it is unacceptable for 
people in those circumstances to be told that 
a centre will close within days. A recent case 
of exactly this circumstance has been high-
lighted by my colleague the shadow minister 
for early childhood education, child care, 
women and youth, Mrs Mirabella, and I ex-
plored it myself in estimates. Mrs Mirabella 
was contacted by parents from the ABC 
Learning centre at Altona North in Victoria, 
which was one of those deemed unviable 
under the ABC Learning business model. It 
was also one of the centres controlled by the 
government appointed receivers, PPB, for 
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which a buyer was being sought. The chro-
nology is that on 15 April this year, the re-
ceivers announced that Altona North was one 
of the 210 former ABC Learning centres for 
which a buyer had been found. Then on 5 
May, the Sydenham Preschool Trust was 
announced as the new operator. Three days 
later, on 8 May, a new announcement in-
formed parents that the centre would close as 
of 15 May, which gave them just seven days 
notice to make alternative care arrangements 
for their children. I explored this matter at 
estimates. Notwithstanding the explanations 
that were given, for parents placed in those 
circumstances it was really an unacceptable 
situation. Some families were quite clearly in 
a great degree of difficulty as a result of this 
decision. 

In fact, in the wake of the collapse of ABC 
Learning, the Minister for Education, Ms 
Gillard, has repeatedly said that childcare 
centres could not just close down overnight, 
leaving parents stranded and without any 
care for their children, precisely because the 
law requires centres to provide 30 days no-
tice to the government that they will close. 
Clearly, in a circumstance such as this, this is 
a provision which has failed. The current bill 
will, we hope, strengthen it by imposing 
these civil penalties on centres that do not 
comply with the 30-day notice requirement. 

As I have indicated, the coalition supports 
this amendment. But there is another area 
which we also believe deserves attention, 
and that is the need for a provision to ensure 
that childcare operators also provide 30 days 
notice to parents of children attending a cen-
tre which, for whatever reason, will cease to 
operate. A provision of that nature would go 
a long way to easing the burden on families 
affected by childcare centre closures. 

I note that, in the discussions of such an 
amendment between the shadow minister 
and the then Parliamentary Secretary for 

Early Childhood Development and Child 
Care, Ms McKew, the parliamentary secre-
tary provided assurances that the department 
already had the power to specify the form 
and manner in which childcare service pro-
viders must give notification that they are 
ceasing operations. The then parliamentary 
secretary in fact said: ‘The department has a 
standardised notice of cessation form which 
will ensure parents receive at least 30 days 
notice.’ As a result of those assurances given 
by the parliamentary secretary, we do not 
intend to move an amendment on this matter, 
and we hope that the new minister in this 
area, Ms Kate Ellis, honours the commitment 
that has been made. 

There are a number of other issues in the 
childcare area where much was promised but 
in reality little has been delivered to date. 
The lack of enforcement of the requirement 
that childcare services provide at least 30 
days notice before they close is an example 
for starters. In 2007, we had the much-
vaunted announcement of the plan for a La-
bor government to build an additional 260 
childcare centres around Australia. Notwith-
standing extensive discussions at estimates in 
the last 18 months, not one has been com-
pleted. We have half-a-dozen or so in the 
planning stage, but, really, given the strength 
of the promise, we had expected to see more 
and better by now. 

Of course, we had partial clarification on 
budget night in the ministerial statement on 
education, which said that the remaining—
up to 222—early learning and childcare cen-
tres will be considered when the childcare 
market has settled and based on the experi-
ence of the priority centres. But—
notwithstanding efforts to discern what it 
really means, in discussions with the minister 
and in estimates—that does not give us a 
great deal of clarity about where the com-
mitment is going. We have also been pursu-
ing questions about a lack of childcare va-
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cancy data, and those questions are on the 
record in estimates as well. 

So, despite these gaps, these holes, if you 
like, in the childcare policy area, we do sup-
port these amendments in the Family Assis-
tance Legislation Amendment (Child Care) 
Bill 2009, and we do hope that it foreshad-
ows a more effective and responsible ap-
proach by the government to child care in 
Australia. I commend the bill to the Senate. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (12.47 pm)—I thank Senator Payne 
for her contribution and the support for the 
legislation. In reply I would only make one 
point: I think there has been enormous tur-
moil in the sector as a result of the collapse 
of ABC childcare services, and that has had a 
huge impact, I think, on planning in and 
management of the sector. I think that high-
lights the foolishness of allowing one pro-
vider to get such a share of the market over 
the last 10 years. An argument I used to have 
with Senator Newman when she was the 
minister and I was the shadow minister for 
this area was that allowing that market 
domination meant that when that company 
collapsed the impact on the industry would 
be huge. Particularly given that child care is 
almost wholly subsidised by Commonwealth 
government revenues in one form or another, 
I think it is important that that market struc-
ture be closely measured. But I do appreciate 
Senator Payne’s contribution and the support 
of the chamber for the bill. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 
Bill passed through its remaining stages 

without amendment or debate. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AND OTHER 
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT 

(AUSTRALIAN APPRENTICES) BILL 
2009 

Second Reading 
Debate resumed from 17 June, on motion 

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

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria) (12.49 
pm)—I rise today to speak on the Social Se-
curity and Other Legislation Amendment 
(Australian Apprentices) Bill 2009 and indi-
cate that the opposition will be supporting 
this legislation. This bill seeks to exempt 
apprenticeship incentives paid to apprentices 
from treatment as assessable income for 
taxation, social security and veterans affairs 
purposes. These amendments ensure that 
apprentices retain the entire amount of the 
financial incentives paid to them, and this 
brings these new payments into line with the 
taxation treatment afforded to previous in-
centives, which we support. 

The first of these payments is the Skills 
for Sustainability for Australian Apprentices. 
This is a pilot program which is welcomed 
by the opposition. It is aimed at encouraging 
apprentices to undertake sustainability re-
lated training. At the completion of a re-
quired level of training, a payment of $1,000 
will be granted. As a pilot program touching 
on an area of training that has been discussed 
for some time, its introduction is welcomed 
by the opposition. We are very keen to see 
how it develops. 

The second payment is the Tools for Your 
Trade incentive. This is not a new incentive 
as such; it simply combines three existing 
incentives into one. There may be some 
merit, indeed, in combining the three incen-
tives. However, these particular payments 
under this new incentive are not set to be 
payable until 1 January 2010. What happens 
to apprentices who commence between 12 
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May 2009 and 1 January 2010? Will they be 
eligible for the new Tools for Your Trade 
incentive? Or will they simply fall through 
the gaps and miss out? We have had no clari-
fication from the government; they have in-
deed failed to provide certainty for appren-
ticeship incentives over this period of time. 

We need to be encouraging and supporting 
apprentices to remain in their apprentice-
ships, and to be encouraging and supporting 
employers in that. The opposition has been 
vocal in its support for small business and 
apprentices during this time of economic 
downturn. The opposition leader in his 
budget-in-reply speech put a proposal to 
bring forward the incentives for employers 
for traditional trades into the first two years 
of the apprenticeship—a move that would 
help cash flows at a time when employers 
need that assistance most. But unfortunately 
the government has made the situation for 
businesses and apprentices even more uncer-
tain by abolishing the apprenticeship training 
vouchers—vouchers worth up to $1,000; 
vouchers the coalition government intro-
duced in the 2007 federal budget to help ap-
prentices pay for their training. Clearly the 
Rudd government has broken its 2007 elec-
tion policy commitment to retain all existing 
subsidies and payments to apprentices. 

Whilst the coalition supports this bill and 
the exemption of these payments from as-
sessable income for taxation purposes, not 
commencing the Tools for Your Trade incen-
tive until 1 January 2010 is potentially ex-
cluding a large group of apprentices. The 
situation of this group of apprentices is a 
concern for the coalition. Across the board 
we have seen this year’s federal budget do 
little to directly support employers and their 
apprentices. There is no extra money for ap-
prentices. The merger of current incentives 
is, we believe, just an attempt to make peo-
ple believe there is a new incentive. At a 
time of unemployment uncertainty and eco-

nomic downturn, the opposition are disap-
pointed that the government has taken $197 
million from the pockets of apprentices. The 
government is giving with one hand and tak-
ing back with the other. Although the opposi-
tion do have a number of concerns, we will 
be supporting this legislation. 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 
(Senator Hutchins)—Minister, good of you 
to join us. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Minister for Immigration and Citi-
zenship) (12.54 pm)—Sorry, Mr Acting 
Deputy President. I was actually trying to get 
an answer to Senator Fifield’s main ques-
tion—putting aside the rhetorical contribu-
tion at the end. I am pleased to inform the 
Senate that there are transitional arrange-
ments being put in place that will not disad-
vantage those persons who come on between 
May and the start of the new combined sys-
tem in January. I am advised that those tran-
sitional arrangements will take care of their 
interests and ensure that they get the advan-
tage of the new arrangements. With that, I 
thank Senator Fifield and the Senate for their 
support for the bill and express my thanks 
for the contributions to this debate. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 
Bill passed through its remaining stages 

without amendment or debate. 

TAX LAWS AMENDMENT (2009 
MEASURES No. 3) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 
Debate resumed from 15 June, on motion 

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

Senator COONAN (New South Wales) 
(12.56 pm)—I rise to speak on the Tax Laws 
Amendment (2009 Measures No. 3) Bill 
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2009. This bill was introduced on 14 May 
and contains various technical aspects 
amending the tax law. It consists of four 
schedules. The opposition will be supporting 
its passage through the Senate. I will briefly 
mention the schedules. 

Schedule 1 will set the GST adjustment 
factor for the 2009-10 income year at two 
per cent. Earlier this year the government 
legislated for a reduction of that factor in 
light of the global financial crisis. The sched-
ule we are looking at today merely continues 
this reduction for the 2009-10 income year. 
Under the PAYG instalment system certain 
taxpayers calculate the PAYG instalment 
amounts according to the GDP adjustment 
factor. The factor is determined using the 
nominal rate of GDP growth between the last 
two years. It would have been nine per cent 
for the 2009-10 income year. That means 
taxpayers would be required to pay PAYG 
amounts that are nine per cent above their 
income from the previous year. So this 
schedule sets the GDP adjustment factor for 
income year 2009-10 at two per cent, reflect-
ing the forecast increase in the CPI. Of 
course we welcome this schedule but do be-
lieve that much more can be done to help 
small businesses. 

Schedule 2 will allow entities that volun-
tarily register for GST to align their reporting 
of PAYG with their GST reporting. This 
measure was announced by the previous coa-
lition government to reduce compliance costs 
for eligible taxpayers, so I am very pleased 
that the government has decided to legislate 
this measure. It will reduce the compliance 
burden on entities that voluntarily register 
for GST by allowing them to report GST and 
PAYG together on an annual basis, which 
will allow for greater administrative effi-
ciency. 

Schedule 3 makes some technical 
amendments to the petroleum resource rent 

tax regime. The measures in schedule 3 were 
announced by the previous coalition gov-
ernment in 2007-08. In last year’s budget the 
current government announced that it would 
proceed with the measures, with an effective 
date of 1 July 2008. So, technically speaking, 
schedule 3 will introduce a functional cur-
rency rule into the petroleum resource rent 
tax regime along similar lines to the func-
tional currency rule used for income tax. 

Schedule 4 is similar to those seen in 
many tax laws amendment bills. It amends 
the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997 to up-
date the deductible gift recipient list to in-
clude three new entities: the Royal Institu-
tion of Australia, Diplomacy Training Pro-
gram Ltd and the Leeuwin Ocean Adventure 
Foundation Ltd. We are very pleased to sup-
port efficiencies and amendments to the tax 
system that deal with the administration of 
tax. It assists taxpayers and it assists the ad-
ministration of the tax system more broadly. 
With those words I commend this bill to the 
Senate. 

Senator LUDLAM (Western Australia) 
(12.59 pm)—I do not propose to speak for all 
that long on the Tax Laws Amendment (2009 
Measures No. 3) Bill 2009, but I would like 
to address a couple of comments to schedule 
3 of the bill, which deals with petroleum oil 
and gas resources, which obviously have 
quite a degree of significance in Western 
Australia and for the nation as a whole. The 
amendments that I wish to address are the 
ones that are specifically targeted at giving 
oil and gas explorers tax concessions, ena-
bling them to get into deeper water and to get 
into smaller and more marginal oil and gas 
deposits, which is essentially what it is start-
ing to look like in the North West Shelf and 
certainly in the Browse Basin. The explorers 
have proved up most of the large gas re-
sources in that part of the world and are now 
essentially heading into deep water to look 
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for the smaller and more marginal oil and gas 
reservoirs.  

The comments that I want to make really 
go to why exactly these amendments are be-
ing proposed. I should say at the outset that 
the Greens will be supporting this bill but 
want to put some comments very clearly on 
the record as to what the bill indicates is ac-
tually going on, because it is the tip of a 
pretty serious iceberg. Why would we want 
to encourage, through tax concessions—
which have impacts on the broader econ-
omy—getting into deeper water to explore 
for smaller and more marginal oil and gas 
reserves? The reason is that we are running 
out of those resources not just in the North 
West Shelf, not just in Australia or Bass 
Strait but around the world. These reserves 
are running out. We have had a pretty good 
idea since the 1950s and 1960s of the 
planet’s oil reserves, and we are starting to 
get a much clearer idea now of the finite na-
ture of gas reserves as well. It is not that we 
are getting down to the last barrel or the last 
drop of oil and gas, but we are reaching the 
point where growth will be unable to con-
tinue and we will need to deal with deple-
tion, with less every year instead of more 
every year. We have built the kind of econ-
omy that does not handle that sort of thing 
very well. 

What we are seeing here and what this bill 
reflects is really a symptom of the worldwide 
scramble to chase ever-smaller and more 
marginal oil and gas fields. There are two 
separate issues here that arise from the same 
cause but that are about to catch Australia in 
a very serious vice. They both rest on the 
economic model that dominates thinking on 
this issue, which is that we must liquidate 
our hydrocarbon assets as rapidly as possible 
as cheaply as possible, that we must get them 
out of the ground, sold and dumped into the 
sky just as rapidly as technology and tax 
breaks will allow and essentially that we 

must liquidate or asset-strip Australia’s res-
ervoirs of hydrocarbons as quickly as we 
can.  

There are two consequences that flow 
from this; most obviously, the first one is 
climate change. My dear friend and col-
league in the Western Australian parliament, 
Robin Chapple, in his inaugural speech about 
a fortnight ago, totalled up the consequences 
for Western Australia of the scramble for gas 
resources in the North West Shelf and across 
to the Browse Basin off the Kimberley. He 
said:  
If we tabulated the projected— 

greenhouse gas— 
emissions from the two new Woodside Pluto 
trains, the Woodside Browse Basin project, the 
Dyno Nobel explosives plant, the current Gorgon 
two-train proposal, the Yarra Holdings explosive 
plant, the Apache Reindeer proposal and the BHP 
Scarborough gas development … emissions 
would rise by at least a further 21.5 million ton-
nes per annum, lifting Western Australian emis-
sions to around 110.5 million tonnes per annum. 
This— 

just on the rough calculations, based on pub-
licly reported data by the companies them-
selves— 
would increase WA’s greenhouse gas emissions to 
90 per cent of our 1990 emissions.  

This is while the country is meant to be 
trending down. He continues:  
This does not include any of the proposed expan-
sions articulated by Don Voelte, chief executive 
officer of Woodside, in yesterday’s Western Aus-
tralian Business News.  

So Australia is committing to a maximum 
increase under Kyoto, which was very 
strongly fought at those negotiations, of eight 
per cent above our 1990 levels, but appar-
ently this does not seem to apply to Western 
Australia. The scramble to get the gas out of 
the ground and burn it as rapidly as we pos-
sibly can is leading to those very steep pro-
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jections of greenhouse gas emissions. Apart 
from trying to undermine and weaken the 
government’s Carbon Pollution Reduction 
Scheme as radically as they can before it is 
put to a vote, I do not think the oil and gas 
companies have any idea at all how to ad-
dress those emissions. So that is the first 
greenhouse gas consequence of this rather 
innocuous looking amendment, which seeks 
to enable and further push the boundaries of 
what is going on around the country.  

The second consequence of course is peak 
oil, which was debated briefly on Tuesday 
and again by Senator Milne yesterday. We 
are starting to run out of these reserves. 
There are some very interesting corporate 
tactics going on in Western Australia at the 
moment about where the gas plants will be 
located, which reservoirs they will tap and 
where the pipelines will go. This really is 
part of the end game, because I think the 
companies have realised that this resource is 
not going to last for ever.  

It is arguable at least that the parliament is 
starting to come to grips with climate 
change—20 years too late and with a mixture 
of genuine intent, reluctance, compromise 
and outright denial, but at least the parlia-
ment has begun that work of grappling with 
climate change. But I do not think we are 
even at first base with fossil fuel depletion. A 
debate that we had in here on Tuesday was 
around a fairly simple amendment—and I 
am glad Senator Conroy has joined us in the 
chamber—to just put in a little bit of scrutiny 
by the minister when signing off on large-
scale national infrastructure projects that 
would have bearing on oil vulnerability, on 
fossil fuel vulnerability. Of course, that was 
defeated. I think we went down six votes 
against the rest of the chamber. I think that is 
something that we will probably come to 
regret, and I hope we do not see too many 
more of those votes in the near future. We 

are simply not facing up to and addressing 
this issue yet in this parliament.  

There was a degree of interest in Western 
Australia, partly because of the hard work, 
again, that my Western Australian Greens 
colleagues have put in in state parliament 
over many years. We also had a planning 
minister, Alannah McTiernan, who was 
awake to the issues of peak oil and who did 
quite a bit of work within the Western Aus-
tralian government in trying to shift the pri-
orities—the spending priorities and the plan-
ning priorities—to at least begin to address 
the issue that fossil fuels, on which our 
economies are based, are finite and will 
eventually and perhaps in the very short term 
become extraordinarily expensive. So we did 
see some moves in Western Australia, but 
effectively they have been snuffed out, and 
there has been no such work done in the Aus-
tralian parliament, as far as I am aware. A 
couple of years ago the Standing Committee 
on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
handed down a very good report, with strong 
involvement by Senators Milne and Siewert, 
but nothing has arisen from that as far as I 
have been able to tell. 

The Australian Association for the Study 
of Peak Oil and Gas, which is an offshoot of 
a large and reputable international organisa-
tion based in Sweden, points out that a grow-
ing number of estimates of the date of peak 
oil—that is, the halfway point where the 
economy needs to deal with less every year 
rather than more—cluster around 2010 to 
2015, and there are actually estimates that 
say that the age of global cheap oil reserves 
has in fact passed already and that the only 
thing that is masking that price signal is what 
is going on in the world economy at the mo-
ment; those things, I suspect we all hope, 
will pass. 

There are a couple of pretty sensible rec-
ommendations in the paper that I am reading 
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from here, which is an appendix to a study 
that was done by Bruce Robinson and Sherry 
Mayo for the Association for the Study of 
Peak Oil and Gas. They made several pretty 
common-sense recommendations about what 
governments could be doing, and I would 
ask any people in here today whether they 
can identify whether the government is doing 
any of these things at all: 
Issue repeated credible warnings that oil short-
ages are approaching us. Advise the community 
openly of the various estimates of the timing 
and— 

probable— 
impacts of peak oil. 

If that has been going on, I have clearly 
missed it. 
Engage the community, through participatory 
democracy, to create practical, equitable options 
and countermeasures, and to select preferred 
steps. 

None of that is occurring. 
Dismantle the many “perverse polices” that sub-
sidise heavy car use … 

We are embedding these perverse policies—
or, at least, the government is seeking to em-
bed or entrench some of these policies—in 
the CPRS, which will favour private motor 
transport over public transport for three 
years. 
Instigate policies, taxes and pricing regimes that 
encourage frugal use of fuel … 

There is not a great deal of that going on ei-
ther. 
… Smart-Card personal fuel allocation system. 

That is not under any kind of active consid-
eration. 
… nationwide “individualised marketing” travel 
demand management campaigns— 

for both urban and rural regions. I would like 
to point out that TravelSmart, which origi-
nated in Western Australia, has been rolled 
out to a limited extent around the country, 

but it is getting by on the smell of an oily 
rag. It is doing incredibly important work to 
complement the work that non-government 
organisations do, but it is the kind of thing 
that would need to be scaled up quite rapidly. 
Divert infrastructure funding to less oil-dependent 
urban structure and transport options. 

I think the government would probably argue 
that we saw the first hint of that in the last 
budget, where we have started to see some 
Commonwealth investment in public trans-
port options, which we have obviously been 
pushing for for a long time, and we saw in-
vestment in the stimulus package owing to 
negotiations with the Greens on cycle paths 
and public transport, so there are the begin-
nings of some of these turning points, but it 
is not systematic. It is haphazard and it is 
driven, I think, more by the media cycle than 
by any deep understanding of just how vul-
nerable we are to an oil shock. 

One of the other points Bruce Robinson 
and Sherry Mayo raise is about prioritising 
access to remaining oil and gas supplies and 
quarantining them, because our food at the 
moment is entirely dependent on cheap fossil 
fuel. So they suggest: 
Priority access to remaining oil and gas supplies 
must— 

be— 
provided for food production and distribution and 
other essential services. 

People working in priority jobs where public 
transport is impractical, such as night shifts 
at hospitals and crucial infrastructure roles, 
should receive special consideration. If the 
Commonwealth government is undertaking 
this sort of analysis of priority access to re-
maining oil and gas supplies, I would be de-
lighted to hear about it, but I suspect that this 
work is not really going on. I asked Defence 
about this in estimates hearings in February, 
and they told us that they are an enormous 
consumer of oil and gas but that they were 
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not actually aware of whether they will have 
any special call on these resources in the 
event of an oil shock, which I thought was 
interesting. The paper says: 
Remote indigenous communities will have spe-
cial needs. 

Reviewing the oil vulnerability of our com-
munities, sector by sector and industry by 
industry, is not occurring. The last point that 
Bruce Robinson and Sherry Mayo raise is the 
idea of an oil depletion protocol, and I do not 
know that that has had a great deal of debate 
in here. Unless the Greens raise it, it just 
seems to be falling on deaf ears. An oil de-
pletion protocol would establish a small levy, 
which would escalate, to account for the 
transition away from fossil fuel dependence 
as oil depletion hits. 

I do not think we are seeing any of these 
sorts of things. The lead minister on this is-
sue, I was told earlier in the week, is Minis-
ter Martin Ferguson. I think it is really high 
time that we heard from this minister what 
exactly the Commonwealth government’s 
strategy for oil depletion and vulnerability to 
oil shocks actually is. It is very easy to come 
to the conclusion that we are flying blind and 
that there is nobody really paying close at-
tention to this issue in such a way that you 
could at least argue that climate change is 
now being dealt with. 

We will be supporting the bill with those 
comments on the record, but just with an eye 
to the fact that what we are doing here is 
enabling the brief extension of the age of 
cheap fossil fuels. One day, I suggest, we 
will be looking back and wondering why we 
did not have our eyes open to this issue, 
which has been pretty clearly coming down 
the line for a long period now. 

Senator CONROY (Victoria—Minister 
for Broadband, Communications and the 
Digital Economy) (1.12 pm)—I thank all of 
those who have contributed to debate on the 

Tax Laws Amendment (2009 Measures No. 
3) Bill 2009. A number of issues have been 
raised by Senator Ludlam, and I would like 
to address them as best I can. The policy ra-
tionale for the offshore exploration incentive 
is to encourage firms to explore in high-cost, 
high-risk frontier areas. Without this incen-
tive, firms will place even greater emphasis 
on exploring around existing discoveries or 
more accessible areas. The offshore explora-
tion incentive is a modest concession for two 
reasons. First, the incentive is confined to the 
petroleum resource rent tax. This means that 
firms only benefit from the incentive if they 
have an existing offshore petroleum project 
paying PRRT or develop a new petroleum 
project which is subject to PRRT sometime 
in the future. Second, the exploration permit 
areas eligible for the incentive may only con-
stitute a maximum of 20 per cent of explora-
tion permit areas released in a year. For the 
2009 offshore acreage release, the proposed 
number of exploration permits eligible for 
the incentive is six, compared with the total 
number of permits released, 33. I hope that 
answers many of your questions, Senator 
Ludlam. I thank the chamber for its indul-
gence. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 
Bill passed through its remaining stages 

without amendment or debate. 

PRIVATE HEALTH INSURANCE 
(NATIONAL JOINT REPLACEMENT 

REGISTER LEVY) BILL 2009 
First Reading 

Bill received from the House of Represen-
tatives. 

Senator CONROY (Victoria—Minister 
for Broadband, Communications and the 
Digital Economy) (1.15 pm)—I move: 
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That this bill may proceed without formalities 
and be now read a first time. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Senator CONROY (Victoria—Minister 

for Broadband, Communications and the 
Digital Economy) (1.15 pm)—I move: 

That this bill be now read a second time. 

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

Leave granted. 

The speech read as follows— 
The Private Health Insurance (National Joint Re-
placement Register Levy) Bill 2009 will impose a 
levy on joint replacement prostheses sponsors in 
order to fund the National Joint Replacement 
Registry. 

The registry collects information about joint re-
placement surgeries, such as hip, knee, ankle, 
shoulder, wrist and spinal disc replacement pro-
cedures, and reports on the safety and quality of 
these procedures and devices used in the opera-
tions. 

The work of the registry is critical to improving 
health outcomes for many Australians. Around 
70,000 people had joint replacement surgery in 
the last 12 months. 

The registry estimates that the information it has 
provided has improved surgical practice, reducing 
the number of unnecessary revision surgeries by 
1,200 Australians per year. 

In addition to improved patient outcomes, the 
registry estimates that it has saved the health sec-
tor and consumers around $44.6 million, based on 
reductions in the level of hip and knee revision 
procedures while the registry has been operating. 

The average costs for revision procedures are 
much higher than for standard joint replacements, 
and the registry helps in minimising revisions by 
collecting data indicating which devices are 
linked to higher revision rates. This assists ortho-
paedic surgeons in selecting better performing 
prostheses. 

Expenditure on hip and knee prostheses repre-
sents around 30 per cent of total expenditure by 
health insurers on prostheses. Insurers paid over 
$1 billion in benefits for prostheses in 2007-08, 
out of a total of $7.4 billion spent on hospital 
benefits in that year. This means that prostheses 
expenditure represents around 15 per cent of pri-
vately insured hospital benefit outlays. 

The registry assists in ensuring this funding, and 
public hospital expenditure, is directed to better 
performing products with lower revision rates. 

Taxpayers have met the operating costs of the 
registry for over 10 years, which are now around 
$1.6 million a year. 

It is appropriate that manufacturers and importers 
of medical devices used in joint replacement sur-
gery now fund the costs of the registry. The new 
cost recovery arrangements will be similar to the 
funding arrangements for the United Kingdom’s 
National Joint Registry, which is funded through 
a levy on joint replacement products. 

The Australian registry provides invaluable post-
market surveillance of joint replacement prosthe-
ses, and this monitoring of the safety and quality 
of devices provides considerable benefit to the 
industry by improving consumer confidence in 
the safety and efficacy of joint replacement de-
vices. Any devices showing high failure rates can 
be identified quickly and promptly removed from 
the market. 

The data produced by the registry also assists the 
industry by informing the development of new 
prostheses, allowing manufacturers to draw on 
reliable performance information for existing 
products and designs. 

The introduction of cost recovery arrangements 
will also produce $5 million in budget savings 
over four years. 

Legislated cost recovery arrangements will ensure 
continuing and stable funding for the critical 
work of the registry, and ensure that it can con-
tinue to provide data to improve patient out-
comes. 

The proposed arrangement will preserve the inde-
pendence of the registry. As levies will be im-
posed under legislation, and collected by the gov-
ernment on behalf of the registry, there will be no 
possibility of funding being withdrawn from the 
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registry by medical devices sponsors who are not 
happy with its findings. 

Joint Replacement Prostheses Sponsors 
The bill imposes a levy on sponsors of joint re-
placement prostheses. A joint replacement pros-
thesis is a prosthesis that is listed on the Com-
monwealth Prostheses List and which is used in 
joint replacement surgery. The person who made 
the application to have the joint replacement pros-
thesis listed on the Prostheses List will be the 
sponsor for the purposes of the new levy. 

The levy 
The bill requires the levy to be paid on days to be 
specified in the Private Health Insurance (Na-
tional Joint Replacement Register Levy) Rules 
and on additional days, if any, determined by the 
minister. 

The bill restricts the numbers of times a levy can 
be imposed to a maximum of six levies in any 
financial year. 

Sponsors will be levied on each day specified in 
the rules, to be known as national joint replace-
ment register levy days. A maximum of four levy 
days per financial year are permitted by this 
method. 

Also, the minister can determine supplementary 
levy days. A maximum of two supplementary 
levy days per financial year are permitted. 

Sponsors will be levied according to the number 
of joint replacement prostheses they sponsor, and 
the levies will only be used to fund the operating 
costs of the registry. The bill provides that there 
may be different rates of levy for one or more 
kinds of joint replacement prostheses, that the 
levy rate may be set at zero, and that there will be 
a maximum levy rate of $5,000 per listing. This 
range of levies is appropriate, as there is a very 
wide range of products included in the registry, 
from screws and bolts that have prices of less 
than $50 each, to specialised knee replacement 
systems, which can have prices of more than 
$67,000. 

The government will determine the amount of 
levies through rules made under the legislation 
following consultation with the registry and the 
medical devices industry. 

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia) 
(1.15 pm)—The opposition will not oppose 
the Private Health Insurance (National Joint 
Replacement Register Levy) Bill 2009. The 
purpose of this bill is to establish a levy to 
fund the ongoing operation of the National 
Joint Replacement Registry. The National 
Joint Replacement Registry was a great ini-
tiative of the Australian Orthopaedic Asso-
ciation with the support, at the time, of the 
Howard government. Indeed, on 6 July 1998, 
the then health minister, Dr Michael 
Wooldridge, announced funding for the Aus-
tralian Orthopaedic Association to establish 
that particular register. Its purpose is to de-
fine, improve and maintain the quality of 
care of patients receiving joint replacement 
surgery. The information collected provides 
an accurate measure of the success or other-
wise of a procedure. That information is then 
used to inform surgeons, other healthcare 
professionals, governments, sponsors of joint 
replacement products and patients. 

The National Joint Replacement Registry 
also provides post-market surveillance of 
joint replacement prostheses. The real benefit 
of this is that it has helped to reduce the inci-
dence of revision surgery. That is certainly 
one of its objectives. It provides information 
about the types of joints available and surgi-
cal techniques and collects a whole series of 
other information. The great thing is that all 
hospitals which undertake joint surgery—
around 300 across Australia—do participate 
in the registry, which of course enables very 
comprehensive information about joint re-
placement surgery to be collected. I think 
that the registry has already been successful 
and a very effective measure over the past 10 
years. 

I do think that there is scope to take the 
use of the information that is collated one 
step further. One of the key cost drivers of 
health care—in particular, in the private sys-
tem, but across the whole health system—is 
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the increasing cost of prostheses. There is a 
great variety of prosthetic items, including in 
the orthopaedic area. There is great variety in 
quality and in cost. A lot of information can 
be obtained through this register about which 
are the most effective orthopaedic items, as 
well as other information. If we have got a 
particular product that is cheaper and more 
effective, why would we not channel all of 
our limited healthcare resources that way? 

There is a lot of scope for us to become 
more cost effective and to continue to follow 
the lead of what has happened through the 
Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme process, 
where we have a very rigorous process of 
assessing both the clinical effectiveness and 
the cost-effectiveness of a particular product 
before it is listed on the PBS. There have 
been attempts by the previous government, 
which I am sure are continuing under the 
current government, to go down a similar 
path with prosthetic items. Certainly, with 
this particular initiative and, with the data 
available through the National Joint Re-
placement Registry, I think that there is 
much more that we can do in terms of com-
parative analysis and assessing the cost-
effectiveness of particular products that are 
funded either through the public system or 
through private health insurance funds and 
patients. 

While we will not be opposing this bill, 
we are concerned that this is yet another one 
of the many hidden revenue grabs, one of the 
many cost recovery measures, that have been 
introduced by the government under the ra-
dar, really, in this budget. When there is a 
cost recovery measure, there ought to be 
genuine engagement with all affected stake-
holders. There ought to be consultation, and 
that has not happened on this occasion. There 
is no denying that there is a significant bene-
fit that has been derived from the Joint Re-
placement Registry, and it is important that 
the good work continues to be funded appro-

priately. Up until this point, it has been 
funded by the government. The Rudd gov-
ernment has now made a decision that it has 
to be cost recovered. 

The industry would acknowledge that as 
sponsors they do derive a benefit from the 
registry, but they are by no means the sole 
beneficiaries and the government, in our 
view, should adequately justify the reason for 
cost recovery measures such as this. We do 
not believe that this has happened in an ade-
quate fashion. The information collated by 
the registry is of benefit to many stake-
holders, including surgeons, government and 
private health insurance. The levies proposed 
in this legislation are in addition to the appli-
cation and ongoing listing fees already in-
curred by sponsors of joint replacement pros-
theses. As I have mentioned, there has been a 
complete lack of consultation on this meas-
ure and a lack of evidence presented by this 
government on what other funding mecha-
nisms were considered. Have they essentially 
just gone, as they have on other occasions, 
for the easy revenue grab, ignoring any of 
the flow-on consequences? 

Whilst this bill acknowledges the differing 
benefits applicable to prostheses, there is a 
reasonable expectation that consideration 
must also be given to the frequency of utili-
sation of prostheses in procedures in deter-
mining appropriate levels. We understand 
that the government has decided to continue 
to fund this very, very important initiative 
through a cost recovery measure. It is not 
something that we are very excited about, 
but we have come to the view that we will on 
this occasion not oppose the bill. With those 
few comments, I place the opposition’s posi-
tion on record. 

Senator BOYCE (Queensland) (1.22 
pm)—I would like to support the comments 
of Senator Cormann. Any changes that could 
be made to develop the joint replacement 



Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3707 

CHAMBER 

register so that it becomes even more useful 
than it has been must certainly be applauded 
but, once again, the method and the process 
leave a lot of questions. Firstly, as a member 
of the Senate Community Affairs Legislation 
Committee, which oversees the Department 
of Health and Ageing, I think we almost need 
a recording now that says the department did 
not consult. Every inquiry we have we hear 
about consultation which has not actually 
listened to the people consulted. Perhaps we 
need new definitions of what consultation is. 
Time and time again we are told that whilst 
the key stakeholders were told what the de-
partment thought the department would do, 
they were not asked for input. If they were 
asked for input, it was not accepted and the 
practicality of suggestions put was often 
completely ignored. We had evidence of this 
during the inquiry we held around this bill. 
Lifehealthcare Distribution noted: 
Certainly this kind of proposal should follow 
appropriate consultation to achieve a result fairly 
across the spectrum of stakeholders, and there has 
been no consultation so far from the Department 
of Health and Ageing with the industry on this 
matter. 

Further, the Medical Technology Association 
of Australia, which represents all the manu-
facturers and suppliers of prostheses, who 
are referred to as sponsors, commented: 
… there has been no exchange of views on how 
best to implement this legislation through the 
rules. Although the Department intends that the 
levy on listings could be as low as zero, they con-
ceded that they do not have accurate utilisation 
data on which they will presumably base exemp-
tions. This is a process which should be under-
stood as being practical and achievable before the 
legislation is passed. 

So once again we have the situation of the 
cart being put before the horse. Let us hope 
that the system the government has devel-
oped is workable and that it does not lead to 
skewing within the market. 

We were given evidence during our hear-
ing that if there are costs involved, there is 
the possibility that prostheses manufacturers 
and suppliers might choose not to list prod-
ucts that they hold in reserve for replace-
ments when they are needed and lesser used 
products. The UK system, which the De-
partment of Health and Ageing tells us was 
closely examined before this system was put 
in place, in fact works on a utilisation basis, 
not on a levy on prostheses manufacturers 
and suppliers simply for holding prostheses. 
So we have that concern about this. I am also 
concerned that there has been little examina-
tion, it would appear, from the Department of 
Health and Ageing about the fact that the 
Australian Orthopaedic Association are the 
only group involved in running and having 
control over the register. I think it is quite 
excellent that this register has given us the 
chance already to examine faulty products 
and remove them from the market. It has 
brought about the need for a lot fewer re-
placements, and many fewer revisions of 
replacements need to be done. It is giving us 
a much, much better picture of the costs and 
benefits of good surgery and good products. 
But, as has been pointed out by the Medical 
Technology Association, it is not just faulty 
products that can lead to faulty operations 
and faulty performance of prostheses. It can 
also be that particular surgeons or particular 
ways of undertaking surgery, even particular 
postoperative procedures, can affect the way 
a replacement operation works and the level 
of success it has. 

So these are also issues that need to be 
looked at. Medtronic Australasia com-
mented: 
When any single group that is involved runs the 
entire process there is the potential for a conflict 
of interest. We do not suggest that the Orthopae-
dic Association has a particular conflict of inter-
est. However, if data being collected that involves 
multiple stakeholders and only one stakeholder 
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group owns the data and directs the design of the 
registry, there is always the potential for a con-
flict of interest. 

So this is an area that I think needs to be 
watched closely. It is not just the prostheses 
themselves that can lead to failures in opera-
tions. There are many other reasons as to 
why this can occur. The register, used prop-
erly, will give us a wonderful opportunity to 
look at this but we need to be concerned that 
the governance of this register is undertaken 
in such a way that all aspects of legislation 
are looked at. I would certainly hope that 
there will be a review by government within 
12 months to two years of the way the regis-
ter is working with this levy. 

Senator ADAMS (Western Australia) 
(1.28 pm)—I certainly agree with my col-
leagues’ comments and I rise to add further 
to those. Industry comments during our Sen-
ate Community Affairs Legislation Commit-
tee’s inquiry relating to this bill were ones of 
concern relating to consultation with industry 
and about possible conflicts of interest. 
There was also concern about the mechanism 
being used to set the levy rate. As you have 
already heard from my colleague Senator 
Boyce, many of the submissions and the wit-
nesses at the inquiry commented on the lack 
of consultation between themselves and the 
Department of Health and Ageing. During 
the Senate inquiry, I asked the department 
how and when industry had been consulted 
and they admitted that there had been no 
consultation prior to the budget announce-
ment. Therefore, until a month ago, the in-
dustry was not aware of this levying process. 
The lack of consultation results in no feed-
back from industry regarding the implemen-
tation of this legislation. One witness even 
commented that the first time they had be-
come aware of the levy was when reading 
the inquiry advertisements. 

I would like to quote from Device Tech-
nologies Australia, who questioned the logic 

of the timing of the bill, given that the re-
view of health technology assessment, HTA, 
is currently underway. In light of the lack of 
consultation with industry, Device Technolo-
gies stated: 
It is disappointing to note that despite the consul-
tative progress being made through the current 
HTA Review and previous Productivity Commis-
sion reports, industry has not been consulted and 
appears not to be considered as an integral stake 
holder in the passage of the Bill, despite the pro-
posed tax being directed specifically and exclu-
sively towards sponsors of orthopaedic prosthe-
ses. Industry would have a conflict of interest in 
self funding a registry of orthopaedic devices 
supplied by it to the Australian healthcare system. 

Another area of concern at the recent in-
quiry was the lack of industry representation 
on the registry management board, as the 
two seats for industry body representatives 
had been removed. When I asked the de-
partment for the reasons behind their re-
moval, the response was that it was purely 
advisory. I am assuming, then, that if advice 
is given but not acknowledged or even used 
by the board, industry representation is not 
required. I will just read from our report. 
Medtronic Australasia raised similar con-
cerns: 
At present, with regard to the NJRR, industry 
does not hold any positions on the NJRR Man-
agement Committee. A position is held on the 
subordinate Advisory Committee. Should indus-
try seek data from the NJRR, then it is only avail-
able on a payment basis. We are unclear as to 
what representation and access to data industry 
may have if the proposed legislation is enacted. 

That is certainly another area of concern. 
Regarding the conflict of interest, currently 
the data on the registry is managed by the 
Australian Orthopaedic Association, and al-
though none of the witnesses felt that there 
was any particular conflict of interest I 
would like to state that one organisation hav-
ing complete control of the registry should 
be noted as something of concern. If the Or-
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thopaedic Association has control of data 
input as well as releasing information to 
other organisations, this must be seen as a 
conflict of interest and should be reassessed, 
and therefore more consultation must be 
done with industry to assess the best process 
regarding access to registry data. 

The committee also heard from a number 
of witnesses, as well as receiving submis-
sions, that stressed the concerns relating to 
the levy rate setting mechanism. The de-
partment’s proposal relates to the prosthesis 
list, when instead the department should 
have consulted with industry and perhaps 
looked at the option of utilisation. For exam-
ple, some prostheses can cost as much as 
$67,000. However, these may only be used 
once or twice a year, compared to other items 
which are constantly used. Most submissions 
highlighted this, noting that an item such as 
the $67,000 prosthesis would more than 
likely be used in paediatric orthopaedic op-
erations and are therefore very rarely used 
compared to a knee or hip replacement pros-
thesis. 

It is clear that in countries where there is a 
levy rate for joint replacements—for exam-
ple, the United Kingdom—it has worked 
well and is considered successful. However, 
the United Kingdom’s levy is different in 
that it looks at utilisation, while the depart-
ment’s levy does not relate to utilisation and 
therefore would not have the same success 
rate. I support the bill to introduce a national 
joint registry levy. However, it is clear that 
more industry consultation needs to be done 
and it is important that there be a review that 
would this time involve industry feedback. 
Therefore, I hope that the government will 
consider the coalition’s recommendation that 
the levy system and the funding of the regis-
try be reviewed in 12 months time. 

Senator CONROY (Victoria—Minister 
for Broadband, Communications and the 

Digital Economy) (1.34 pm)—in reply—I 
thank senators for their contributions to this 
debate. I note the concerns regarding consul-
tation, and the Department of Health and 
Ageing, I can assure you, will be consulting 
with stakeholders on implementation. The 
Private Health Insurance (National Joint Re-
placement Register Levy) Bill 2009 will im-
pose a levy on sponsors of joint replacement 
prostheses in order to fund the National Joint 
Replacement Registry. The registry provides 
invaluable post-market surveillance of joint 
replacement prostheses and also assists the 
industry by informing the development of 
new prostheses. As the industry derives con-
siderable benefit from the registry, it is ap-
propriate that its costs are now recovered 
from industry. The introduction of cost re-
covery arrangements will also produce $5 
million in budget savings over four years. 

Legislated cost recovery arrangements 
will ensure continuing and stable funding for 
the critical work of the registry and ensure 
that it can continue to provide data to im-
prove patient outcomes. The government will 
determine the amount of levies through rules 
made under the legislation following consul-
tation with the registry and the medical de-
vices industry. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 
Bill passed through its remaining stages 

without amendment or debate. 

SOCIAL SECURITY LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT (DIGITAL TELEVISION 

SWITCH-OVER) BILL 2009 
Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 15 June, on motion 
by Senator Faulkner: 

That this bill be now read a second time. 

Senator MINCHIN (South Australia) 
(1.36 pm)—The coalition supports this 
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amendment to the Social Security Act to as-
sist with the transition to digital television 
for households eligible for assistance. The 
measure was announced as part of the recent 
budget in a package of measures targeted at 
regional areas in Victoria, South Australia 
and Queensland. These of course will be the 
first regions where the analog signal will be 
switched off under the government switch-
over timetable, commencing in Mildura in 
the first six months of next year. 

The Social Security Legislation Amend-
ment (Digital Television Switch-over) Bill 
2009 amends the Social Security Act to al-
low for eligible households to be identified 
for the purposes of the proposed assistance 
measures. These households include those 
where one or more residents are in receipt of 
the maximum rate of the age pension, dis-
ability support pension, carer payment, DVA 
service pension or income support supple-
ment. The assistance is described as ‘practi-
cal, in-home assistance’. 

Though no detail is provided in the bill, 
the department confirmed during budget es-
timates that the assistance would include a 
high-definition digital set-top box, delivered 
and installed; any necessary cabling in the 
home; and some instruction on how to use 
the set-top box. During questioning at Senate 
estimates, the department advised that they 
are currently putting together tender docu-
ments for the rollout of the assistance in 
Mildura, the first place for the switch-off, 
where they estimate that there are approxi-
mately 3½ thousand eligible households. 
They anticipate one tenderer to source the 
boxes, contact eligible households and ar-
range installation of the equipment. We trust 
that the department will ensure that the suc-
cessful tenderer or tenderers approach the 
task with what will need to be the appropri-
ate sensitivities in relation to these social 
security recipients. 

Discussion at estimates also—and prop-
erly—touched on how any potential to abuse 
this assistance package is minimised, and we 
encourage the government to ensure that ap-
propriate mechanisms are in place to protect 
the integrity of the package and ensure it 
successfully reaches its target audience. The 
coalition supports the government’s com-
mitment to protecting personal information, 
particularly in relation to the arrangements 
with contractors delivering this assistance. 

The coalition has long been calling for the 
government to provide certainty for viewers 
as this switch-over deadline rapidly ap-
proaches. For eligible households in Mildura, 
such as pensioners, this measure will provide 
some certainty about their capacity to access 
and utilise the equipment needed to view a 
digital picture. I note and draw to the Sen-
ate’s attention that, if the eligible viewer 
does not own the establishment, they will not 
receive assistance in relation to cabling and 
the antenna. While I understand the motive 
behind that decision, I think it is something 
that the government will have to monitor to 
ensure that eligible social security recipients 
are not inadvertently denied the opportunity 
to access a digital signal when the analog is 
switched off. 

That is, of course, only one of many as-
pects required for certainty for all regions as 
they approach the switch-over. There is still 
some significant uncertainty in these regional 
communities, particularly in my state of 
South Australia but also in Victoria and 
Queensland, about their ability to receive a 
digital signal and the steps they need to take 
to ensure that they are not left behind in rela-
tion to the switch-over. While supporting this 
bill, we continue to encourage the govern-
ment to provide further detail to regional 
communities in these states, the first to be 
affected by the switch-over, about their abil-
ity to receive a digital signal. 
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Senator CONROY (Victoria—Minister 
for Broadband, Communications and the 
Digital Economy) (1.40 pm)—I thank all 
senators for their contribution. I know that 
Senator Minchin is raising these issues out of 
genuine concern, to make sure that the gov-
ernment’s program works as effectively as it 
can, and we welcome that. Thank you to all 
senators who have contributed to this. 

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a second time. 

Third Reading 
Bill passed through its remaining stages 

without amendment or debate. 

HEALTH WORKFORCE AUSTRALIA 
BILL 2009 

Second Reading 
Debate resumed from 15 June, on motion 

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

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia) 
(1.41 pm)—The opposition will not oppose 
the Health Workforce Australia Bill 2009, 
subject to the Senate agreeing to an amend-
ment that we have circulated in the chamber. 
Essentially, while there is broad support in 
the health community for the establishment 
of Health Workforce Australia, there is seri-
ous concern about the lack of quality of this 
piece of legislation. It does not contain any 
detail—and, as we all know, the devil very 
often is in the detail. It is not based on a suf-
ficient degree of consultation—yet again, 
here is the issue of a lack of consultation. 
There is a serious concern that, in the way 
the legislation is currently drafted, it is un-
clear as to whether its purpose is for Health 
Workforce Australia to cut across the roles 
and responsibilities of professional colleges 
and other organisations responsible for the 
accreditation of clinical education and train-
ing for health professionals. There are no 
supporting regulations in place yet. There is 

a deliberate lack of involvement by the gov-
ernment of medical and health professionals 
in the proposed governance of Health Work-
force Australia. 

Even government senators share many of 
those concerns. There is a very insightful 
report by the Senate Community Affairs Leg-
islation Committee, and I commend in par-
ticular the comments made by Senators 
Boyce and Adams. They are very, very in-
sightful comments indeed. Even in the 
chair’s draft of the report, a number of con-
cerns are raised, and I draw them to the at-
tention of the Senate. The report said: 
… many still expressed some concerns relating to 
the Bill, especially the composition of the Board 
and committees that would ensure that the views 
of a broad cross-section of stakeholders are heard; 
and the possibility for the HWA— 

Health Workforce Australia— 
to interfere with independently accredited educa-
tion and training standards. 

Incidentally, the opposition will move an 
amendment to deal with that second issue to 
remove doubt and make absolutely sure that 
that is not going to happen as a result of this 
bill. 

The chair of the committee, in her report, 
put the proposition that if the consultations 
offered by the department were undertaken 
then there would be no real issue with pro-
ceeding with the legislation. But that is a big 
‘if’. It is really saying: ‘Trust us; we’re from 
the government. We’re going to fix this in 
consultations.’ Why was it not fixed before 
this legislation came to the Senate? Why are 
we presented with a piece of legislation that 
does not have any of the detail and about 
which there is significant concern out there 
in the health community and then just told: 
‘Take us on trust. All of the things that are 
wrong with this bill we’re going to fix after-
wards?’ To be honest, I do not think that is 
good enough. The government ought to seri-
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ously reflect on whether that is an appropri-
ate way of going about it. 

In the amendment that we will be moving 
in the committee stage, we will ask for the 
Senate to agree with the proposition that it 
needs to be made absolutely clear that the 
functions of Health Workforce Australia do 
not include responsibility for accreditation of 
clinical education and training—for example, 
accreditation of individual health profes-
sional courses—and that the regulations 
when they come, as they have not been pro-
vided yet, must not confer on Health Work-
force Australia responsibility for accredita-
tion of clinical education and training. 

From the opposition’s point of view, it is 
absolutely essential that we include that par-
ticular provision in the bill that is passed by 
the Senate to ensure that there is no doubt as 
to what our intentions are in passing this leg-
islation. We would be very concerned if a 
very obscure piece of legislation without 
much detail could then be used as a vehicle 
to do things that we never envisaged would 
happen when we were debating the legisla-
tion. 

I draw your attention to the evidence pro-
vided during the inquiry, for example by Ms 
Magarry of Universities Australia, who 
noted: 

Our concern is that the bill does not currently 
provide any substantive detail on the powers and 
responsibilities of Health Workforce Australia  … 

Professor White of the Clinical Placements 
Advisory Group of Universities Australia 
said: 
… it is the lack of clarity in the bill, the lack of 
information and detail in the bill, that is of con-
cern in relation to governance but also in relation 
to the structure and the way in which the organi-
sation will interact with clinical placements per 
se. 

The Australian Medical Council said: 

We are not sure what the relationship will be be-
tween the bodies that currently fulfil a function 
related to clinical training and something like 
Health Workforce Australia. 

I am quoting quite extensively from the mi-
nority report of Senators Boyce and Adams, 
a very high quality report, which said: 

This uncertainty made many of the profes-
sional organisations concerned that, because of its 
relative size and dominance by Government rep-
resentatives, HWA would seek to replace the sec-
tor’s existing and highly respected clinical train-
ing and accreditation standards. …  

This clearly is a move towards centralisation, 
with the inherent risk of a one-size-fits-all 
approach. When you move towards centrali-
sation from where there currently is a very 
diversified approach there is a serious risk 
that important issues will fall between the 
cracks. I do not think the government has 
seriously thought through all of these issues. 
We hope that the chair of the community 
affairs committee is justified in her confi-
dence and the quality of consultation after 
the legislation has been considered by par-
liament is going to be better than the quality 
of consultation that took place before this 
legislation was considered by parliament. 

As a general point, I think it is absolutely 
incredible that anybody would believe that, 
once this legislation is passed and the gov-
ernment is off the hook as far as support 
from parliament is concerned, the govern-
ment will be more engaging and constructive 
in its approach to consultation than it has 
been while still seeking the support of the 
parliament. With those few remarks, I flag 
that the opposition will be moving an 
amendment and that our support is contin-
gent on this amendment being passed by the 
Senate today. 

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) 
(1.49 pm)—The Australian Greens believe 
that an effective healthcare system is de-
pendent upon a skilled and well-resourced 
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workforce. We believe in health funding that 
supports preventive care and health promo-
tion, multidisciplinary teams and networks, 
and co-located services. We have champi-
oned the need for increases in student places, 
be they in the medical, dental or nursing 
schools. We have also called for allied health 
courses, to address the shortage of health 
professionals, and commensurate funding for 
staffing. We believe it is important that we 
see improvements in facilities to ensure 
high-quality teaching and mentorship pro-
grams. We are also keen to see matters ad-
dressed around the planning for Australia’s 
health workforce and we are concerned that 
this has been hampered by little or no coor-
dination or leadership, which has created a 
desperate shortage of appropriately skilled 
and qualified health practitioners. 

Given these circumstances, the Greens 
pay tribute to the hard work and dedication 
of all those who have participated and con-
tinue to participate in the delivery of health 
care in this country. Our healthcare work-
force provide us with an excellent health 
service, under extremely difficult circum-
stances in many cases, and we believe they 
should be commended. In November 2008 
the Council of Australian Governments 
signed off on what the government calls the 
‘historic’ $1.6 billion health workforce pack-
age. With $1.1 billion of Commonwealth 
funding and $539.2 million from states and 
territories, it does in fact represent a substan-
tial investment in the health workforce. This 
investment should improve health workforce 
capacity, efficiency and productivity. We 
hope it will do this by improving clinical 
training arrangements, increasing postgradu-
ate training places for medical graduates, 
improving health workforce planning across 
Australia and enhancing training infrastruc-
ture, particularly in regional and rural areas. 

A significant part of the COAG package is 
the establishment of Health Workforce Aus-

tralia to produce more effective, streamlined 
and integrated clinical training arrangements 
and to support workforce planning and pol-
icy. The Health Workforce Australia Bill 
2009 establishes Health Workforce Australia 
and implements the majority of the COAG 
health workforce initiatives. This bill speci-
fies the functions, governance and structure 
of Health Workforce Australia. It is proposed 
that it will enable the health ministers to pro-
vide directions to Health Workforce Australia 
and should require Health Workforce Austra-
lia to report to the health ministers. We un-
derstand that Health Workforce Australia will 
be responsible for funding, planning and co-
ordinating undergraduate clinical training 
across all health disciplines, and we expect it 
should also support clinical training supervi-
sion and health workforce research and plan-
ning—planning being a very important role. 
It should also provide funding for simulation 
training and provide advice to health minis-
ters on relevant national workforce issues. 

Under the governance of Health Work-
force Australia we hope to see a greater ca-
pacity to ensure better value for money for 
these workforce initiatives and a more rapid 
and substantive progression of the necessary 
policy and planning initiatives. These are 
critical pathways to an improved health 
workforce and we welcome them. We think 
it is important in the process of establishing 
Health Workforce Australia that the role of 
existing health professions and educational 
institutions should be acknowledged. We 
have received assurances from the Minister 
for Health and Ageing that the invaluable 
knowledge of existing stakeholders will not 
be lost amid the expected broad changes to 
workforce planning structures and authority. 
We agree with the Australian Nursing Fed-
eration that ‘cutting out those who both pro-
fessionally and industrially have the best 
interests of their professions and their con-
sumers at the forefront of our minds’ would 
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be a mistake. We note concerns raised by key 
stakeholders during the committee inquiry 
that this agency should not usurp the func-
tions of accredited agencies or universities in 
relation to clinical training accreditation. 
Again we have received assurances from the 
minister that further clarification about the 
extent of the remit of Health Workforce Aus-
tralia in accreditation will become evident 
when we get to see the draft of the regula-
tions. 

We want to see greater consistency around 
matters of data collection within the health 
system. We are all aware of the difficulties 
experienced in data collection. Historically, it 
has been a spasmodic and unreliable area of 
health management. We hope that Health 
Workforce Australia will create a new culture 
of timely and uniform information gathering. 
Every issue that is related to health that we 
talk about in this place has had problems 
with access to and collection of data, so this 
is particularly important. Health Workforce 
Australia provides a national focus to the 
provision of health care, and with this come 
significant changes to authority, hierarchies 
and power. We have received assurances 
from the minister that these definitions and 
the impact they have on engagement with 
existing stakeholders will again be clarified 
in the regulations. With the promise of $1.6 
billion in funding, it is not hard to envisage 
that, as the AMA has stated, Health Work-
force Australia ‘will be able to significantly 
impact on the standards of medical education 
in Australia’. A comprehensive strategy to 
address workforce shortages has been much 
needed, and we hope that this will be just a 
part of a significant commitment to the de-
livery of health care in this country. 

The issue in this legislation, as in many 
bits of legislation we see pass through this 
place, is that a lot of it is delivered through 
the regulations. It is imperative that those 
regulations be right. Of course, regulations 

are a disallowable instrument. I understand 
the regulations will be going to COAG. We 
will seek assurances from government, hope-
fully in the minister’s summing-up speech, 
that in fact stakeholders will get to be en-
gaged and will be consulted in the generation 
and development of the regulations before it 
goes to COAG. I am sick of regulations com-
ing into this place and us being told that we 
cannot alter them because they have already 
been to COAG. It is necessary for the gov-
ernment to ensure that stakeholders are con-
sulted before the regulations go to COAG, 
because I do not want to see disallowable 
instruments come in here and be rejected. If 
the proper consultation does not happen, that 
is what will happen in this place. We seek 
assurance from government during this de-
bate that there will be consultation with all 
stakeholders around those key regulations. 
Once those assurances have been given, the 
Greens will be supporting this legislation. 

Senator BOYCE (Queensland) (1.56 
pm)—The coalition takes the view on the 
Health Workforce Australia Bill 2009 that we 
have been assured by the minister, by the 
department and by all governmental wit-
nesses that there is no intention whatsoever 
for the developing Health Workforce Austra-
lia to take over the accreditation roles of the 
various health professional and medical or-
ganisations in Australia. In our view, if that 
is the case then there is no reason why this 
cannot be spelt out very clearly in the bill. 
Our greatest concern is that, given the size of 
this organisation and given that the majority 
of its representatives will come from federal 
and state health departments, there is a 
strong likelihood that over time this organi-
sation will not only want to look at the train-
ing and education that is necessary for health 
professionals but also start having views 
about what that actually should look like—
what sort of training it would be and what 
sort of accreditation it would finally have. 
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There will be a strong push for this organisa-
tion to start to set all the rules, to decide how 
long a course should be and to decide what 
constitutes a reasonable level of skills in pro-
fession after profession. The AMA, all of the 
universities, the deans of the medical col-
leges and numerous other groups have given 
us evidence about their very strong concerns 
about the centralising tendency that this leg-
islation could ultimately lead to. 

In our view, this is the most flawed aspect 
of this bill. We certainly need some national 
health workforce planing; the states have not 
proved capable of doing that. But to give 
over to those same states the power to decide 
what constitutes a reasonable level of educa-
tion and training before people can practise 
as doctors, surgeons, nurses and many other 
health professionals is in our view a very 
poor way of attempting to cope with the very 
serious workforce issues in this area. I be-
lieve that we need the assurance of this 
amendment to go into the legislation so that 
we can confidently say to our health profes-
sionals that the current very high and re-
spected standard of Australia’s health work-
force will be maintained and will not be 
overrun by state health departments and state 
public hospitals seeking to cut corners and 
save money. This tendency is quite possible 
and certainly must be resisted. 

Debate interrupted. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
Employment 

Senator FIFIELD (2.00 pm)—My ques-
tion is to the Minister for Employment Par-
ticipation, Senator Arbib. Now that a 
spokesperson for the former Minister for 
Employment Participation has confirmed 
that there were a series of phone calls be-
tween one tenderer and the former minister’s 
office in the lead-up to the decision on the 
$4.9 billion tender for employment services, 
will the minister urgently establish a full and 

independent inquiry into this most serious 
matter? 

Senator ARBIB—Let me point out once 
more to Senator Fifield that the independent 
external probity adviser was satisfied that at 
all stages the assessment process that was 
followed by the Department of Education, 
Employment and Workplace Relations met 
all requirements. As the opposition well 
knows, the process was conducted at arm’s 
length from government at all times. The 
communication referred to in the question 
was sent to the minister’s office well after 
the process had been conducted. Any other 
communication prior to the outcome of the 
tender had nothing to do—I repeat: nothing 
to do—with the purchasing exercise. Mission 
Australia have every right to feel deeply ag-
grieved by any suggestion to the contrary, 
Senator Fifield. 

The independent external probity adviser 
said that in all stages its involvement took 
the form of: advice to the department on the 
development of appropriate processes sup-
porting the implementation of the tender 
process arrangements, in particular advice on 
best practice; advice on preparation and re-
lease of the exposure draft and request for 
tender in August; signing off on all guide-
lines used in the evaluation and assessment 
of the tender responses process; briefings 
and advice on probity and communication 
matters related to the tender; delivery of pro-
bity briefings and/or participation in meet-
ings as a probity representative; and atten-
dance at all meetings where the department 
was considering business allocations. The 
independent external probity adviser gave an 
unqualified sign-off to the tender process, 
saying: 
… the … process represents a high benchmark for 
the conduct of Commonwealth procurements in 
that DEEWR— 

(Time expired)  
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Senator FIFIELD—Mr President, I ask a 
supplementary question. Has the minister 
received any advice in the last 24 hours from 
the department or from the independent pro-
bity adviser, Clayton Utz, specifically relat-
ing to the series of phone calls between the 
former minister and Mission Australia in the 
lead-up to the decision on the $4.9 billion 
tender? 

Senator ARBIB—I repeat the quote. The 
external probity adviser gave an unqualified 
sign-off— 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

Senator ARBIB—Mr President, they 
might not want to hear the answer, but I am 
answering the question. The probity adviser 
gave an unqualified sign-off, saying: 
… the … process represents a high benchmark for 
the conduct of Commonwealth procurements in 
that DEEWR not only met, but in many cases 
exceeded, relevant probity principles and stan-
dards. 

Senator Fifield—I rise on a point of order 
on relevance, Mr President. The question 
specifically asked about advice in the last 24 
hours. The documents to which the minister 
is referring were produced before the latest 
revelation. The question is in relation to ad-
vice received in the last 24 hours. 

Senator Ludwig—Mr President, on the 
point of order: the difficulty we always get 
into is that the minister is answering the 
question and is relevant to the question by 
dealing in the answer with the advice that he 
has in respect of the matter. It is not the case 
that if you do not like the answer being given 
to the question then you can object to it, or if 
the answer that they are being given is not 
the one they want. That is not a point of or-
der. I respectfully submit, Mr President, there 
is no point of order in respect of this. The 
minister is answering in relation to the ques-
tion on the matter of advice. 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Arbib, I ad-
vise you that you have 27 seconds left to 
answer the question that has been raised by 
Senator Fifield. 

Senator ARBIB—Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent. Senator Fifield has a real Sherlock 
Holmes thing going on here. He is investi-
gating hard. I know he is trying hard on this 
one. 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

Senator ARBIB—However, Senators, it 
is not Sherlock Holmes but rather Inspector 
Clouseau we see here. Let us reveal it: a 
week ago an inquiry took place and Senator 
Fifield said— (Time expired) 

Senator FIFIELD—Mr President, I have 
a perhaps simpler further supplementary 
question for the minister: was the probity 
adviser aware that there were a series of 
phone calls between the former minister and 
a tenderer in the lead-up to the decision on 
the $4.9 billion tender? Has the probity ad-
viser examined the documentation of the 
details of the approaches of tenderers to the 
former Minister for Employment Participa-
tion? Again, will the minister now urgently 
establish a full and independent inquiry into 
these matters? 

Senator ARBIB—I have already given 
Senator Fifield an answer on the probity ad-
viser. That has already taken place and been 
signed off. I will just come back to Senator 
Fifield for a sec—Inspector Clouseau on a 
fishing expedition. More like Rex Hunt, I 
think! A week ago in a Senate inquiry—let’s 
get the quote from Senator Fifield—he said: 
There has not been much evidence calling into 
question the probity. The real question has been 
the efficacy of the process. 

When was that? Was that a month ago or 12 
months ago? That was seven days ago. He 
was not calling into question the probity. He 
was calling into question the efficacy. This is 
Senator Fifield on an absolute fishing expe-
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dition. There is no case for the former minis-
ter to answer whatsoever. If Senator Fifield 
had actually taken the time to read the state-
ment put out by the former minister, he 
would understand there is no case to answer. 
I say to Senator Fifield: read the document— 
(Time expired)  

Building the Education Revolution Pro-
gram 

Senator FEENEY (2.07 pm)—My ques-
tion is to the Minister for Innovation, Indus-
try, Science and Research, representing the 
Minister for Education, Senator Carr. Can 
the minister update the Senate on the pro-
gress of Building the Education Revolution, 
a central plank of the government’s Nation 
Building Economic Stimulus Plan? In par-
ticular, can the minister— 

Honourable senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Feeney, re-
sume your seat. I missed part of the question. 
Just continue. 

Senator FEENEY—In particular, can the 
minister update the Senate on recent media 
reports about Building the Education Revo-
lution? Do they represent an accurate and 
balanced view of the program and do they 
reflect the widely-held views of Australian 
school communities? 

Senator CARR—I thank Senator Feeney 
for the question. This is a program to build 
and refurbish facilities right across the coun-
try. It is a program that is benefiting 9½ 
thousand schools. It is a program that will 
enable a quarter of a million teachers to do 
their job more effectively. It is a program 
that will help our 3½ million primary and 
secondary students achieve their full poten-
tial. And what do we have arrayed against us 
on this issue? An opposition that is looking 
for a whinge-led recovery, and one media 
outlet. It may surprise some senators to learn 
that the media outlet in question is not the 
esteemed Victorian periodical Poodle Patter; 

it is the Australian newspaper, which this 
morning continued its campaign of trotting 
out someone, anyone, to denounce the pro-
gram every day. 

This morning it was a front-page rant 
about a school not getting what it wanted 
despite ‘agonising and calculated appeals to 
the opposition’. Everyone on this side under-
stands what they mean about the agony. Per-
haps those opposite can explain, however, 
what they mean by the calculation. The of-
fice of the Minister for Education confirms 
that the Victorian authorities have informed 
the Commonwealth that the school will in-
deed get the $3 million project that it pro-
posed. School communities around the coun-
try have got right behind this program be-
cause they know that it is good for jobs and 
it is good for the kids. They should be de-
manding to know from the opposition why 
they voted against it. 

Senator FEENEY—Mr President, I thank 
the minister for his answer and I have a sup-
plementary question. Can the minister please 
update the Senate on related media claims 
that schools slated for closure and/or amal-
gamation are being awarded funds? Is there 
any foundation to these claims? What safe-
guards has this government put in place to 
make sure such events do not happen? 

Senator CARR—The Building the Edu-
cation Revolution guidelines are adamant 
that no school planned for closure will re-
ceive funding and that the funding due to 
schools planned for amalgamation will be 
used for the new school site. The Minister 
for Education has addressed each and every 
one of the false claims that have been 
brought forward, whether it be in the Austra-
lian newspaper or by the opposition. The 
funding due to amalgamating Queensland 
state schools, such as Inala West and Inala, 
Richlands and Richlands East, Dinmore and 
Riverview, will all go to the continuing 
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school. The funding due to South Australian 
Gepps Cross Primary School will be spent on 
equipment for the new site, not the site 
scheduled for closure. The opposition’s will-
ingness to peddle these false claims betrays 
their ideological antipathy to fighting the 
global downturn. (Time expired)  

Senator FEENEY—I have a second sup-
plementary question for the minister, Mr 
President. Can the minister update the Senate 
on media reports that contractors are over-
charging? Is this credible given the competi-
tive nature of the contemporary building in-
dustry? Has the global recession had no im-
pact on the construction industry? And what 
safeguards have been put in place to make 
sure this does not take place? 

Senator CARR—The Commonwealth’s 
funding arrangements with the states, the 
territories and the block grant authorities 
require that these authorities deliver value 
for money. They are required to report 
monthly on how the money is actually being 
spent. The shadow minister for education has 
tried to sow confusion by comparing apples 
with Schmackos, the cost of building to lock-
up stage with the cost to the final fitout. Our 
buildings will have everything they need to 
make them fully operational. 

Construction is always a low-bid industry, 
and in the difficult economic times competi-
tion becomes even more intense. Without 
this program, we would see hundreds of 
builders, tradespeople and service providers 
out of work. In fact, without the govern-
ment’s stimulus measures since last October 
an extra 210,000 Australians would be out of 
work today. (Time expired)  

Employment 
Senator FERGUSON (2.13 pm)—My 

question is to the Minister for Employment 
Participation, Senator Arbib. Can the minis-
ter confirm that his department sent an email 
to jobs service providers to confirm delays in 

providing adjustment funds because the 
Agency Adjustment Fund was seriously 
oversubscribed? 

Senator ARBIB—I thank the good sena-
tor for that question and I am happy to seek 
out that information and give him a response. 
I am also happy to speak about the Agency 
Adjustment Fund, because this is something 
that has been put in place to improve the sys-
tem and also to benefit those community 
organisations in particular that missed out on 
work in the tendering process. In terms of 
Job Services Australia, and I am very happy 
to talk about this all day, we are proud of the 
reforms we are putting in place. Yesterday I 
talked about the seven programs that used to 
be there under the old Job Network. If you 
were a job seeker, you would have to walk 
through seven doors to actually get service. 
How does that work for job seekers?  

People from the industry talk about the 
old conveyor belt system where you got 
training for training’s sake, not training to 
get you onto a pathway for a job. When the 
government came into office we looked at 
the Job Network and we consulted with the 
sector. The one thing that everybody in the 
sector said—the community groups, the pro-
viders, the government and the department—
was that the system was not working and that 
the people who needed the assistance were 
not getting it. That is what the reforms to Job 
Services Australia are about. We are going 
from seven programs to one. We have put an 
extra $1 billion into the network. On top of 
that, the system will be focused on disadvan-
taged workers—the long-term unemployed. 
That is what this government are about. We 
have a plan to deal with unemployment. We 
have a plan to stimulate the economy. On the 
other side of the chamber there is no plan. 
The member for Wentworth, Malcolm 
Turnbull, has spent 275 days as Leader of the 
Opposition but has no jobs plan. (Time ex-
pired) 
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Senator FERGUSON—Mr President, I 
ask a supplementary question—and I can 
only assume that Senator Arbib is confirming 
delays in providing adjustment funds. Is it a 
fact that the Agency Adjustment Fund was 
only introduced after widespread criticism of 
the employment services tender from, among 
others, former Job Network providers such 
as Catholic Social Services, Jobs Australia, 
the Australian Council of Social Service and 
other employment services providers? 

Senator ARBIB—I cannot believe that 
Senator Ferguson is being critical of us put-
ting in place a fund like this to assist com-
munity organisations that have missed out on 
contracts. I want to remind the good senator 
that the network and tendering structure was 
based on your government’s system. Your 
government introduced the tendering system. 
We are improving it to help the long-term 
unemployed. You may not have been think-
ing about that for the 12 years you were in 
government, but we are thinking about it. 
That is what the government is about: a real 
jobs plan. You can add to that the Jobs Fund. 
I want to thank Senator Fielding, Senator 
Xenophon and the Greens senators for their 
work in establishing the Jobs Fund. It is go-
ing to mean real work, not the old conveyor 
belt to the past of your— (Time expired)  

Senator FERGUSON—Mr President, I 
ask a further supplementary question. Minis-
ter, is the Agency Adjustment Fund just a 
$3.5 million bandaid for a $4.9 billion bun-
gle? 

Senator ARBIB—If you ever wanted to 
know the difference between this side of the 
chamber and the other side of the chamber, 
you have just heard it. There is $3.5 million 
going out to community organisations, and 
you call it a bandaid. You have got to be kid-
ding me! This is about supporting those or-
ganisations through a difficult period—local 
community organisations, many of whom 

have missed out on contracts under the new 
system. We are trying to assist them. And it 
is not just that; many of these organisations 
have applied for funding from the Jobs Fund. 
The opposition opposes the Jobs Fund. For 
them, there was no need for a Jobs Fund. It 
was left to Labor and the crossbench to get 
that fund up. What this is going to mean is 
real jobs on the ground. On top of that, Sena-
tor Ferguson, I refer you to the Innovation 
Fund. This will provide new ways of finding 
a pathway to employment—not training for 
training’s sake, not work for the dole, but 
real training and real jobs. (Time expired) 

Renewable Energy 
Senator MILNE (2.19 pm)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister for Climate Change 
and Water, Senator Wong. Does the govern-
ment’s economic modelling show an increase 
or a decrease in wholesale electricity prices 
due to the expanded renewable energy target, 
and what is the rationale? 

Senator WONG—I thank Senator Milne 
for the question. I am not sure what the sena-
tor means by the second half of the question: 
‘What is the rationale?’ If she is asking what 
the rationale is for the renewable energy tar-
get— 

Senator Abetz—The government never 
has a rationale. 

Senator WONG—I will take that inter-
jection, Senator Abetz, because I understood 
from the member for Flinders previously that 
you were supporting this legislation. But you 
appear to be so divided now that you are op-
posing it or delaying it. As I recall, he came 
out saying you were supporting it. The ra-
tionale for the renewable energy target—and 
I think Senator Milne and the Greens are 
well aware of this—is that we want to pro-
vide an incentive that brings forward invest-
ment in the range of renewable energy op-
portunities that Australia has, such as solar, 
wind, wave and geothermal. Unlike those 
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opposite—and I note that they are very 
quiet—who presided over a reduction in the 
amount of renewable energy used in this 
country as a proportion of electricity— 

Senator Milne—Mr President, on a point 
of order: it was a very straightforward ques-
tion about whether the government believes 
that the wholesale electricity price would 
increase or decrease under the RET, and the 
rationale for that. 

Senator WONG—The rationale for the 
renewable energy target is clearly to bring 
forward investment in renewable energy. It is 
the case—and I think the Greens would 
know this—that most forms of renewable 
energy are currently more expensive than 
conventional forms of electricity. The reality 
is that coal fired power generation is still 
cheaper than renewable energy. So we do 
require government policy to bring forward 
investment in renewables to start to reduce 
the cost gap between conventional and re-
newable power. (Time expired) 

Senator MILNE—I assume from the 
second part of the minister’s answer that she 
was arguing that there would be an increase 
in wholesale electricity prices due to the ex-
panded RET, so I ask a supplementary ques-
tion. Since three out of the four consultancy 
reports that have analysed the impact of the 
RET on electricity prices all disagree with 
the government’s assumption that there 
would be an increase in price, and studies by 
CRA International, ACIL Tasman and 
ROAM Consulting all conclude that electric-
ity prices will fall, what is the government’s 
basis for rejecting the conclusions of those 
modellers in favour of the special pleading 
from the big polluters? 

Senator WONG—I appreciate that the 
Greens have a view about this. The fact is 
that as a result of the failure of previous gov-
ernments to invest in renewable energy there 
is still a cost gap between renewables and 

conventional forms of energy. That means 
that we do have to put in place policies 
which create investment, which bring for-
ward investment and which give an incentive 
for people to use and to generate renewable 
energy. We need to put in place incentives 
for business to develop wave resources, geo-
thermal resources, solar and so forth. 

Senator Bob Brown—Mr President, I 
rise on a point of order. The question was to 
get directly from the minister the rationale 
for rejecting three reports on this matter. The 
minister is not addressing that question at all. 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Wong, you 
have 22 seconds left to answer the question. I 
draw your attention to the question. 

Senator WONG—It is the case also, and 
it might be useful to be aware of this, that the 
government’s estimates are that the renew-
able energy target, together with the Carbon 
Pollution Reduction Scheme, will drive 
around $19 billion in renewable investment 
out to 2020. That is the nature of the invest-
ment that this government’s policies will 
pump into that sector. On the question about 
exemptions, I appreciate the Greens have a 
different view on this issue— (Time expired) 

Senator MILNE—Mr President, I ask a 
further supplementary question. Can the 
minister explain why the government re-
jected advice by CRA International, ACIL 
Tasman and ROAM Consulting regarding 
electricity prices falling and instead just went 
with the McLennan Magasanik Associates 
advice when those consultancy firms all con-
cluded that electricity pool prices would be 
reduced by a five per cent margin if those 
low-cost, short-run marginal cost renewables 
came into the generation mix? Why did the 
government not look at those other reports 
and instead just accept the view that the old 
polluters had to be sandbagged under this 
legislation? 
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Senator WONG—The government does 
not accept the way in which the senator has 
constructed this argument. It is the case that 
we have provided some exemptions to indus-
tries under the renewable energy target and 
that is in recognition of the likelihood of 
higher electricity prices. The government 
have made it clear that that is the rationale 
for these exemptions. As the senator knows, 
we have not provided 100 per cent. We have 
provided assistance on the same basis as is 
provided under the CPRS. It is very simply 
this: aluminium and other sectors will bear 
potentially higher costs and we believe it is 
our responsibility to support jobs through 
this transition—jobs in existing industries—
whilst driving the investment in the clean 
technologies of the future. It is a transition. 
We are not simply going to avoid or duck the 
issue of supporting current— (Time expired) 

Building the Education Revolution 
Program 

Senator MASON (2.26 pm)—My ques-
tion is to the Minister representing the Minis-
ter for Education, Senator Carr. I listened 
closely to Senator Feeney’s question to the 
minister, so I ask specifically: is the govern-
ment aware that the Berwick Lodge Primary 
School in Melbourne was refused a $3 mil-
lion six-classroom library complex under the 
school stimulus debacle and was then bullied 
to instead accept a gymnasium, even though 
the school already has a gymnasium, and 
was then finally offered a $2 million class-
room multipurpose complex? 

Senator CARR—Thank you, Senator 
Mason. I wondered when you were going to 
get around to asking me a question about 
this, rather than everyone else along the front 
bench. 

Senator Minchin—Thank you, Senator 
Carr. 

Senator CARR—It is a simple proposi-
tion. If you are going to do the bidding— 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Carr, ad-
dress the question. 

Senator CARR—I will. This is one of 
those questions where we see, once again, 
that the opposition has sought to actually 
outsource their work to the Australian. It is 
normal practice, I know, for newspapers 
these days to outsource work to others, but 
we have a situation here where the opposi-
tion and the member for Sturt are seeking to 
outsource their work to the Australian. 

Berwick Lodge Primary School is eligible 
to apply for funding of up to $3 million un-
der the Primary Schools for the 21st Century 
program for the building of new classrooms. 
The Victorian Department of Education and 
Early Childhood Development has assured 
the Department of Education, Employment 
and Workplace Relations that they are work-
ing with the school to reach agreement on 
the projects proposal and to resolve any out-
standing issues. 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

Senator CARR—The Victorian authori-
ties—I would ask senators opposite to listen 
to this—have informed the Commonwealth 
that the school will receive its $3 million 
allocation to build its preferred option of 
additional classrooms. 

Senator MASON—Mr President, I ask a 
supplementary question. Is it true that the 
reporting requirements relating to jobs and 
tender prices under the Building the Educa-
tion Revolution program only apply after the 
money has already been allocated by the 
Commonwealth government? 

Senator CARR—The reporting require-
ments have been made very, very clear, and 
in my previous answer I highlighted the de-
tail of those reporting requirements. What 
each state and territory is required to do is to 
ensure that they report on a monthly basis, 
that the program administration has been 
consistent with the guidelines and that there 
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will not be tolerated any of the suggestions 
that you and others have been making, Sena-
tor, about the administration of this program. 

Each and every case that has been brought 
forward by the member for Sturt or by the 
Australian newspaper has been demonstrated 
to be incorrect. They are incorrect! I know 
your interest and understanding of education 
is actually a lot greater than that of the mem-
ber for Sturt, but it is a pity that you did not 
undertake the necessary— 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—I will call Senator 
Carr to finish his answer when there is si-
lence. 

Senator CARR—The opposition would 
do well to advise the people of these com-
munities that they are now seeking to exploit 
what their position is. Do you support this? 
(Time expired) 

Senator MASON— Mr President, I ask a 
further supplementary question. Why will the 
government not listen to parents, teachers, 
school principals and even the Australian 
Education Union and review the program 
they all say is generating a huge waste of 
borrowed taxpayers’ money? 

Senator CARR—What this question 
demonstrates, yet again, is the failure of the 
opposition to understand what the impact of 
the global recession has been. This demon-
strates, yet again, the failure of the opposi-
tion to understand how this program actually 
assists to build and refurbish facilities right 
across Australia. The opposition has failed to 
understand that this is a program that bene-
fits 9½ thousand schools. It is a failure to 
understand that this is a program that bene-
fits 3½ million Australian students, whether 
they are in primary or secondary schools. 
The opposition fails to understand that this is 
a program that benefits a quarter of a million 
teachers across the country. What this ques-
tion demonstrates, yet again, is the failure of 

the opposition to understand the importance 
of education. (Time expired) 

Cyberbullying 
Senator FARRELL (2.31 pm)—My 

question is to the Minister for Broadband, 
Communications and the Digital Economy, 
Senator Conroy. Given the increasing num-
ber of people—especially young people—
who are interacting online as part of their 
normal daily routine, can the minister indi-
cate what implications this has for govern-
ment and policy development in terms of 
ensuring that people can do this safely and 
with confidence? In particular, could the 
minister outline what the government is do-
ing as part of its $125.8 million cybersafety 
plan to address the prevalent issue of cyber-
bullying in schools for young Australians 
who interact online? 

Senator CONROY—I thank Senator Far-
rell for his question. Senators will be aware 
that cyberbullying is a serious issue facing 
young Australians. Although young people 
are among the quickest adopters of new 
technology, it is apparent that cyberbullying 
can make the online space an unpleasant and 
potentially dangerous place. Young people 
are at the leading edge of online experience, 
and the Rudd government believes they can 
provide valuable advice on the emerging 
problem of cyberbullying and provide strate-
gies on how to stay safe online.  

Last month I launched the youth advisory 
group on cybersafety in Victoria. The YAG is 
a group of secondary school students aged 
from 11 to 17 who are providing advice to 
the government on cybersafety issues from a 
young person’s perspective. These young 
people have been tasked to help communi-
cate to government what they see as the na-
ture of cybersafety risks and how young 
people can manage them, and how cyber-
safety messages can best be communicated 
to other young Australians. Three hundred 
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and five YAG members are contributing their 
online experiences to help inform govern-
ment policy. In just the first week, 2,100 new 
cybersafety posts were generated on 75 indi-
vidual topics. The quality of the contribu-
tions is impressive, and there is a rich source 
of information evolving in the online forum. 
This month, face-to-face meetings with 
trained moderators are being held at partici-
pating schools. On behalf of the government 
and the Senate, I extend my thanks to the 
YAG members for their participation in this 
project. 

Senator FARRELL—Mr President, I 
have a supplementary question. With the 
establishment of the youth advisory group as 
an innovative way for the government to 
engage and seek feedback from young peo-
ple, is the minister able to update the Senate 
on the feedback so far? In particular, can the 
minister inform the Senate of the specific 
sorts of advice the youth advisory group is 
providing and what the government intends 
to do with this advice? 

Senator CONROY—As I said, the qual-
ity of the contributions is impressive and 
there is this rich source of information evolv-
ing on the online forum. The youth advisory 
group has advised the Australian government 
that we should have an easily accessible gov-
ernment liaison officer from whom young 
people can seek advice in a secure environ-
ment. I was especially interested in some of 
the topics raised, including identifying the 
positive role media outlets could play 
through addressing these types of issues in 
the plots of shows like Home and Away and 
Neighbours. The YAG has advised of the 
need for an Australian government website 
that deals with cybersafety issues and specif-
ics on how it should look and work. It has 
stressed the need for education of parents 
and children about both the good and the bad 
on the internet. (Time expired) 

Senator FARRELL—Mr President, I 
have a further supplementary question for 
the minister. While the establishment of the 
youth advisory group is fulfilling an impor-
tant function, is it not the case that there are 
potentially a range of other measures that can 
be put in place to ensure that young Austra-
lians are able to interact safely and confi-
dently online? Can the minister outline other 
steps that the government is taking to ensure 
the safety of our children online? 

Senator CONROY—In addition to the 
measures I have just outlined, the govern-
ment is also undertaking a review of existing 
Australian and international cybersafety re-
search. The outcomes of this should be avail-
able shortly, and they will also help inform 
government policy. Consistent with the gov-
ernment’s election commitments, we have 
also delivered on developing other cyber-
safety initiatives, including professional de-
velopment for teachers and curriculum re-
sources provided by ACMA as well as pres-
entations for parents, teachers and students. 
ACMA has delivered a professional devel-
opment program to over 1,200 teachers since 
November 2007. It has delivered internet 
safety presentations to over 350 schools and 
approximately 40,000 participants. One hun-
dred thousand new resource kits have been 
distributed to libraries and families since 
July 2008. The cybersmart detectives activity 
has also been played by many students. 
(Time expired) 

Trade Practices Act 
Senator JOYCE (2.37 pm)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister representing the Minis-
ter for Competition Policy and Consumer 
Affairs, Senator Sherry. Since the com-
mencement on 25 September 2007 of section 
461AA of the Trade Practices Act, also 
known as the Birdsville amendment, how 
many prosecutions has the ACCC undertaken 
under that section? 
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Senator SHERRY—Thank you for the 
question. I do not have that information. I 
will take it on notice and come back to you. 

Senator JOYCE—Mr President, I ask a 
supplementary question. I believe the answer 
is zero. Bearing that in mind, is the minister 
aware of any internal ACCC directions to not 
pursue breaches of the Birdsville amend-
ment? 

Senator SHERRY—Obviously no. I will 
take it on notice. 

Senator JOYCE—Mr President, I ask a 
further supplementary question. What steps 
are being taken to ensure that the ACCC is 
vigorously enforcing the Birdsville amend-
ment—a piece of legislation that has come 
out of this parliament, a law of this land—to 
the fullest extent possible under the Trade 
Practices Act? And, if there are any other 
directions, who would have given them? 

Senator SHERRY—Given that my pre-
vious response to the question was no, very 
obviously the answer is no. I will take it on 
notice and I will happily come back to you 
with further information. 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 
Senator XENOPHON (2.39 pm)—My 

question is to Senator Ludwig, representing 
the Minister for Health and Ageing. I draw 
the minister’s attention to a paper published 
in the April edition of the Australian and 
New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry relating 
to attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. 
The research was conducted by academics 
from the University of Nebraska and the 
University of South Australia. The paper 
reports on a 16-year review of South Austra-
lian government data to identify a high varia-
tion in new cases of the prescription of psy-
chostimulants, including amphetamines, to 
treat ADHD, as well as higher prescription 
levels in lower socioeconomic suburbs—
some as high as 12 per cent of children aged 
between five and 18 years. My questions are: 

is the minister aware of this longitudinal 
study? Is the minister aware of media reports 
of similar trends in the lower socioeconomic 
suburbs of Sydney, as well as other research 
that indicates such volatility in prescription 
rates between states and regions? If so, can 
the minister offer a response on behalf of the 
federal government as to why it believes that 
there is such a volatility in psychostimulant 
drug prescription for ADHD across states, 
cities and suburbs? 

Senator LUDWIG—I thank Senator 
Xenophon for his question. The department 
is aware of the article published in the Aus-
tralian and New Zealand Journal of Psychia-
try in April this year. The government would 
be very concerned if children are being inap-
propriately prescribed medication for 
ADHD—just as we would be concerned if 
children who needed medication were unable 
to get it. In terms of the lower socioeconomic 
areas of Sydney, the volatility and perhaps 
also the reasons for the volatility, the Austra-
lian draft guidelines on attention deficit hy-
peractivity disorder were developed for the 
Royal Australasian College of Physicians by 
independent scientific writers. The guide-
lines are based on a thorough review of cur-
rent evidence and will provide advice on best 
practice in the management of ADHD across 
a broad range of possible interventions. 
Those are the guidelines that are currently in 
place. 

More than 70 submissions were received 
when the guidelines were released for public 
consultation. It is anticipated that the guide-
lines will be submitted to the NHMRC for 
final approval in the coming months. The 
real issue, of course, is that if anyone is con-
cerned about the medication that they or their 
children are taking they should speak to a 
doctor. I am not aware of an increase or oth-
erwise in Sydney as a particular area. I am 
happy to seek additional information from 
the relevant minister, Minister Roxon, to see 
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if she can provide any additional informa-
tion. I can say that it is important for parents, 
teachers and doctors to have clear evidence 
based guidelines on appropriate management 
of the condition. That is exactly what the 
draft guidelines go to. (Time expired) 

Senator XENOPHON—Mr President, I 
ask a supplementary question. Does the min-
ister agree that the high cost of private non-
pharmaceutical treatments for ADHD, in-
cluding therapy, and/or inadequate state ser-
vices may be contributing to poorer families 
accessing the only affordable and accessible 
treatment, namely cheap psychostimulant 
drugs on the PBS? 

Senator LUDWIG—I thank Senator 
Xenophon for his question. Of course, the 
government is always concerned about en-
suring affordable access to health care for 
Australians, particularly those who have the 
least capacity to pay. They range from those 
people who are on low incomes right through 
to pensioners. That is why we have the 
Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme, and that is 
why the government will spend something in 
the order of $7 billion this year to subsidise 
more than 3,100 products through the PBS, 
covering around 80 per cent of prescriptions. 
The PBS is a co-payment and safety net ar-
rangement to help to ensure that subsidised 
medicines are available for all Australians, 
and of course the government does provide 
additional assistance in some areas. In terms 
of seeking additional information about the 
particular part of your question— (Time ex-
pired) 

Senator XENOPHON—Mr President, I 
ask a further supplementary question. Will 
the minister take those matters on notice? 
Given that the federal government has ar-
gued that the new national specific purpose 
payment arrangements will produce more 
accountability for the states with federal 
funding, what specific benchmarks will ap-

ply to improve state service provision to re-
duce the disproportionate number of poorer 
kids taking drugs for ADHD and the long-
term implications for those children? 

Senator LUDWIG—Thank you, Senator 
Xenophon. I will take part of the issue that 
you have raised on notice. I can add that un-
der the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme 
consumers can ask their doctors to prescribe 
a generic medication, and their pharmacist 
may be able to supply a less expensive 
brand. That is about always ensuring that all 
brands of the same medicine have the same 
active ingredients and have been tested by 
the Therapeutic Goods Administration. Usu-
ally the only difference between one brand 
and another is the packaging, size and type. 
It is about ensuring that there are less expen-
sive medicines available to ensure that 
groups who cannot afford it or who want the 
additional option can choose to balance their 
budget by choosing the less expensive, ge-
neric medications. The government is 
aware— (Time expired) 

Water 
Senator HEFFERNAN (2.46 pm)—God, 

it is a special day. My question is to the Min-
ister for Climate Change and Water, Senator 
Wong. What action will the minister take to 
address the Victorian government’s failure to 
adhere to the controlled action conditions in 
the EPBC Act relating to the north-south 
pipeline—which they are obviously in 
breach of—given the orders in council, pub-
lished in the Victorian Government Gazette 
of 28 May, making a bulk entitlement of 75 
gigalitres of water from the Eildon Dam, 
breaking at least three of these conditions? 

Government senators interjecting— 

Senator HEFFERNAN—None of you 
people over there—other than the minister—
know what I am talking about! 

Senator WONG—Thank you to Senator 
Heffernan for the question—and congratula-
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tions to him on getting a question. These are 
matters which have been discussed in Senate 
estimates on a number of occasions. I think 
Senator Heffernan traversed some of these 
issues then. I believe he is speaking about the 
Sugarloaf Pipeline and the conditions that 
Minister Garrett put in place under the EPBC 
Act. As I said then and will repeat now: there 
are means for enforcement under the EPBC 
Act—that statute sets those out. I will obtain 
any further information from the depart-
ment—and this is actually Minister Garrett’s 
department—that I can. I am not aware of 
anything further since the Senate estimates 
on this issue, but it is possible there may 
have been further actions, to which Senator 
Heffernan is referring. But again I say: the 
conditions of approval are conditions that 
have force under the EPBC Act. There are a 
range of enforcement mechanisms under that 
act, and this project will be treated, like any 
other, in accordance with the provisions of 
that statute. I recognise, and the government 
recognises, that this is an issue that has at-
tracted a great deal of attention within Victo-
ria, but, as Mr Garrett has consistently said, 
his decision on this issue is driven by the 
merits of the matter before him, and, of 
course, there is only a limited set of issues 
before him in relation to the pipeline. 

Senator HEFFERNAN—Mr President, I 
ask a supplementary question. The mean 
flow of the system is 2,700 gigalitres and is 
predicted to be 300 this year, which has seri-
ous implications for downstream and for en-
vironmental flows. How can the minister on 
one hand say she is trying to return water to 
the Murray-Darling Basin when at the same 
time she is allowing Melbourne Water to 
extract 75 gigalitres—which is not even con-
sidered a gross figure; it is a net figure—of 
environmental reserves from the Goulburn 
River, a tributary of the Murray? This is just 
plain stupid. 

Senator WONG—Senator Heffernan is 
one of the few people on that side who 
should know better than to ask that question, 
because he knows that—whatever the merits 
of the pipeline—this is an issue about the 
division by Victoria of its own state shares. 
He tries to make a comparison with water 
purchase, but he knows that the purchase of 
entitlements is a different issue. I share his 
concern about where the basin is, and the 
figures that he put into Hansard just now 
demonstrate the concerning and extremely 
difficult situation we face in the Murray-
Darling Basin. I wish that more on that side 
would recognise that challenge, because we 
have a range of senators and coalition mem-
bers who refuse to acknowledge the reality 
of the challenge in the Murray-Darling Ba-
sin, and who continue to be opposed to water 
purchase—  

Senator Nash interjecting— 

Senator WONG—and Senator Nash is 
one of those— 

Senator Nash—Answer the question! 

Senator WONG—I am answering the 
question, Senator Nash. Unlike you, we have 
a plan to deal with the Murray-Darling Ba-
sin. In 10 months in government, Malcolm 
Turnbull returned not one drop. (Time ex-
pired) 

Senator HEFFERNAN—Mr President, I 
ask a further supplementary question. In re-
cent weeks a landowner in this area was 
found guilty of trespassing on their own 
property under the EPBC Act, which was 
overlooked because of the alleged behaviour 
of the Victorian government. Does the minis-
ter realise that Melbourne has many other 
water supply options, all of them more reli-
able and renewable than the drought stressed 
Goulburn River—recycling, stormwater, 
harvesting, desalination, water conservation 
and further dam construction—south of the 
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Great Dividing Range in a different rain 
shadow? 

Senator WONG—In relation to the first 
issue, I will have to take that on notice; I am 
not aware of the details of the incident to 
which you refer. In relation to the second 
issue: yes, we are aware of the range of 
means needed to try and secure water in the 
face of the challenge of climate change. That 
is why, unlike the previous government, we 
are funding Water for the Future, we are 
funding urban water projects through the 
urban water fund, we are funding stormwa-
ter, we are funding recycling and we are 
funding waste water. Those on the other side 
can come in here and lecture us about water 
policy, but Australians can look at their re-
cord, which includes, I think, the comments 
of Mr Costello—who is now on his way—
about the Commonwealth not having a role 
in urban water. That is not our view. We are 
funding projects—including desalination, 
recycling, waste water, greywater, stormwa-
ter harvesting— (Time expired) 

Climate Change 
Senator PRATT (2.51 pm)—I have a 

question for the Minister for Climate Change 
and Water, Senator Wong. I would like the 
minister, please, to update the Senate on 
what I think is the urgent need to pass legis-
lation to tackle climate change. Could the 
minister further update the Senate on any 
recent actions that prevent any such legisla-
tion being passed? 

Senator WONG—I thank Senator Pratt 
for the question. She is one of the senators in 
this place who does not need to be convinced 
of the importance of acting on climate 
change, unlike those opposite. What we have 
seen from those opposite is nothing other 
than a continued strategy of delay. 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator 
Wong, continue. 

Senator WONG—Mr President, it is not 
surprising that they get a bit loud on this is-
sue, because the fact is that they know what 
their record was. They know they went to the 
last election promising action on climate 
change—they promised to introduce an 
emissions trading scheme—and now, they 
are so divided, the best they can do on these 
issues of national importance is delay. All 
they can do is delay. They do not even want 
to vote. It is extraordinary! What we have 
seen today in the Senate is the opposition— 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator 
Wong, resume your seat. When we have or-
der, we will continue. 

Senator WONG—As I was saying, Mr 
President—and I note that they are very sen-
sitive about this issue—all we can see from 
the other side is delay when it comes to the 
big challenge of climate change. 

Honourable senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Wong, re-
sume your seat. 

Honourable senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Interjections 
across the chamber are completely disorderly 
and are unbecoming. 

Senator WONG—As I was saying, what 
we have seen today, for example, is legisla-
tion on the renewable energy target and the 
opposition voting to delay a vote on that un-
til after the winter session. This is legislation 
that previously your shadow minister said 
you would support, but you want to delay it. 
Why do you want to delay it? I will tell you 
why you want to delay it. You want to delay 
it because previously you were supporting it 
but now of course we hear Senator Boswell 
and others coming out and opposing it. So 
what is Malcolm Turnbull’s solution? It is, 
‘We’ll have another delay.’ 
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The PRESIDENT—Senator Wong, you 
should refer to people in the other place by 
their correct title. 

Senator WONG—What is the Leader of 
the Opposition’s position on this? What is his 
approach? More delay, more doing nothing. 
He will not stand up to those in his own 
party room who do not want investment in 
solar, wave, wind, geothermal and the clean 
technologies of the future. You just want to 
delay again. (Time expired) 

Senator PRATT—Mr President, I ask a 
supplementary question. Picking up on Sena-
tor Wong’s answer, I know that one of the 
key platforms that needs addressing is that of 
renewable energy. I know that the renewable 
energy sector has been planning on the basis 
of having a renewable energy target in place. 
Given the decision by the opposition to refer 
the renewable energy legislation to a Senate 
committee until 12 August, there appear to 
be, I think, negative effects on the renewable 
energy sector in terms of planning for the 
introduction of the renewable energy target 
this year. This industry needs certainty. This 
is why the renewable energy sector has been 
advocating for legislation to be passed as a 
matter of urgency. Are there any barriers 
preventing the opposition from voting on this 
legislation this month? 

Senator WONG—Yes, the barrier to 
passing the legislation is the division in the 
opposition party room. I would just remind 
them of what Mr Hunt said. I know that he is 
not the favourite of a number of senators, 
including Senator Minchin, but just last week 
he was telling journalists, of the renewable 
energy legislation, ‘We like this legislation.’ 
He said, ‘We like this legislation.’ But what a 
fair weather friend Mr Hunt turned out to be. 
As soon as there is a whiff of dissent or con-
troversy in the party room, they do not care 
about what is in the national interest, they do 
not care about the importance of investing in 

the new jobs in solar, in wave, in wind or in 
geothermal; all they care about is the divi-
sion in their own party room. And what they 
are doing now is nothing. Delay and do noth-
ing is their only answer. (Time expired)  

Senator PRATT—Mr President, I ask a 
further supplementary question. As a West-
ern Australian senator, I am constantly get-
ting emails and letters and being lobbied 
about the impact of climate change on my 
state. They are telling me that it is threaten-
ing our unique environment and our way of 
life. 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Continue, 
Senator Pratt. 

Senator PRATT—Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent. What I was saying is that climate 
change is already having a big impact in WA. 
I am being told that by Western Australians. 
Given this strong concern, can the minister 
outline to the chamber how the federal gov-
ernment has responded to the concerns of 
Australians and indeed Western Australians 
in the past? Has the action taken in the past 
by this parliament been adequate or indeed in 
line with community concerns? Has this par-
liament’s response been adequate? 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Will you re-
peat the last part of that question? 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—The behaviour of 
senators in this place has been outrageous, 
preventing me from hearing the last part of 
the question. I am entitled to hear a question, 
and I have made that point repeatedly when 
people interject on questions, and I have 
done that over a period of time. 

Senator PRATT—Thank you, Mr Presi-
dent. I would like to know if the minister 
thinks that this parliament’s previous re-



Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3729 

CHAMBER 

sponses to climate change have been ade-
quate. 

Senator WONG—Self-evidently, what 
we had for the vast majority of the years 
those opposite were in government is a fail-
ure to act on climate change because they did 
not believe it was real. I would just like to 
remind them that yesterday we went through 
the policy they went to the election with, the 
policy that they were elected with, which 
was to support emissions trading. But I 
would remind them that they might want to 
have a look at the booklet called Australia’s 
Climate Change Policy that was issued 
whilst they were in government. It has a 
lovely little foreword by John Howard and it 
goes on to say, ‘Australia’s environment is 
particularly vulnerable to global climate 
change.’ It goes on to talk about the risk to 
the reef and to agriculture and says that Aus-
tralia’s economy needs to prepare for a car-
bon constrained future. The question is why 
they are turning their back on what was even 
John Howard’s policy. And it is very simple: 
they went to the election— (Time expired) 

Senator Chris Evans—Mr President, I 
ask that further questions be placed on the 
Notice Paper. 

BUSINESS 
Rearrangement 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (3.01 pm)—by leave—I move: 

That divisions may take place after 4.30 pm 
today. 

Question agreed to. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE: 
ADDITIONAL ANSWERS 

Building the Education Revolution Pro-
gram 

Senator ARBIB (New South Wales—
Minister for Employment Participation and 
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for 

Government Service Delivery) (3.02 pm)—
by leave—Yesterday, Senator Mason asked a 
question in relation to Mulgildie State School 
in Queensland. Can I inform the Senate that I 
am advised the school has been granted 
$250,000 in Primary Schools for the 21st 
Century for a multipurpose hall, not for a 
‘shed’. In Queensland, the standard hall size 
for a small school such as Mulgildie is 69 
square metres and is a fully enclosed struc-
ture with a 22 square metre covered veranda. 
If the school has funds left over after the 
multipurpose hall is built, those funds can be 
used for associated works within the Build-
ing the Education Revolution guidelines. It is 
also important to remember that the project 
cost quoted is not just for the four walls to 
lock-up stage. It also includes things like 
landscaping and the fitting out of the hall. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE: 
TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS 

Building the Education Revolution Pro-
gram 

Employment 
Senator MASON (Queensland) (3.03 

pm)—I move: 
That the Senate take note of the answers given 

by the Minister for Employment Participation 
(Senator Arbib) and the Minister for Innovation, 
Industry, Science and Research (Senator Carr) to 
questions without notice asked by Senator Fifield 
and Senator Mason today relating to employment 
services and to funding for schools’ infrastructure. 

You would think that if a government was 
spending $14.3 billion on schools, the school 
communities would be happy. But they are 
not. In fact they are outraged. The people 
that really matter here—the parents, teachers 
and indeed even the education unions—say 
the Building the Education Revolution pro-
gram is fast unravelling. The government 
thought they could spend $14.3 billion and 
the next election would come to them. They 
thought that the stakeholders would be docile 
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and no-one would care. The stakeholders do 
care. The kids, their parents, teachers and 
even the unions think this project is a waste 
of money. That is the problem. 

I very, very rarely quote the Australian 
Education Union but today they called for a 
review: 
The Australian Education Union today called for 
a transparent review of the implementation of the 
Building the Education Revolution (BER) pro-
gram to examine issues that have arisen with the 
first rounds of implementation. 

The AEU Federal President, Mr Gavrielatos, 
said the review should investigate, among 
other things, whether state and territory gov-
ernments are maintaining their own effort in 
school maintenance and capital and the ex-
tent to which they are charging administra-
tion costs and if costs are being inflated.  
“It is about ensuring that in the interests of our 
students and school communities, we realise the 
full potential of this significant investment in 
school infrastructure and the full economic stimu-
lus benefit,” he said. 

Even the union movement is not happy. Even 
they know this is not a good spend. 

Who is happy? The federal government 
are happy because there are some photo op-
portunities. They are really happy. Mr Rudd 
and Ms Gillard put on the hard hats and the 
high-visibility vests and ran around with 
bulldozers. The federal government is pretty 
happy because it makes for great photo op-
portunities. I understand that even state gov-
ernments are pretty happy because they are 
creaming off the largesse. They are thinking, 
‘Great. We will not have to look after state 
schools because the Commonwealth gov-
ernment is going to foot the bill.’ The only 
people happy here are the federal govern-
ment and the state government. The kids, 
their parents, the teachers and even the edu-
cation union think this whole project is a 
dog. 

It is a strange thing. There were two prin-
cipal aims of the Building the Education 
Revolution program that the government put 
forward. Firstly, it was to create jobs. And 
yet they did not even ask how many jobs 
would be created by each individual project. 
That was not one of the conditions of atten-
dance. Secondly, it was to enhance educa-
tional outcomes. But what have we learned 
over the last few days? We have learned that 
there is insufficient flexibility in Building the 
Education Revolution. This is not about 
schools getting what they want; this is about 
state bureaucrats giving to schools what they 
think they should have. And do not believe 
me; believe Mr Harry Grossek, the principal 
of Berwick Lodge Primary School. On page 
2 of the Australian today he says: 
Our option was a gymnasium complex, I was 
told. It didn’t matter that we already had a 
perfectly suitable gymnasium. 

Senator Jacinta Collins—It gets better. 

Senator MASON—No, it gets worse; it 
gets much worse. He goes on to call them the 
‘notorious templates’—that lovely whiff of 
central planning that I know Senator Carr 
loves—designed by state governments. So, 
in fact, there is insufficient flexibility in this 
scheme and, worse, there is overcharging. 
This is much more expensive than it should 
be. Mr Grossek goes on to say:  
Furthermore, never have we been able to access 
any real cost figures for the now notorious tem-
plates. Independent valuations we obtained made 
a mockery of the— 

department of education’s— 
claims about the value of the templates. All could 
be built for embarrassingly lower costs than the 
notional figures. 

What have we got here? We have a waste of 
money. We do not have the best spend at all. 
We do not even have a good spend; we have 
a shocking spend. This is the worst possible 
way to spend $14.7 billion. The Building the 
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Education Revolution program is a sham-
bles. 

Senator STERLE (Western Australia) 
(3.08 pm)—I also rise to take note of the 
answers. I listened to the rhetoric from the 
other side of the chamber and I am abso-
lutely gobsmacked that the senators on that 
side have the audacity to scream at govern-
ment senators. I am referring to Senator 
Fisher from South Australia. All I could hear 
from her was the rant, ‘Jobs, jobs, jobs, jobs.’ 
I think that is absolutely wonderful, because 
it is a four-letter word that that side of the 
chamber really find offensive. We have been 
talking about that since November 2007; we 
are all about jobs. I wonder if Senator Fisher 
had the same passion for that four-letter 
word and ‘Jobs, jobs, jobs, jobs’ when she 
worked for former industrial relations minis-
ter Peter Reith. 

I want to take this opportunity to quote a 
very fine example of the education revolu-
tion—the part about the government building 
infrastructure in schools. I must say that, of 
the electorates in Perth, I have not had one 
school, whether it be primary school, high 
school, religious school, private school or 
any other school, ring me and say that they 
are not happy with the government’s Build-
ing the Education Revolution. In fact, at 
every school I have gone to, whether to 
watch children working on their new com-
puters or to open a new building, I was 
thanked profusely by not only the principals 
and the teachers but also the parents and citi-
zens associations.  

Here is an example. The Sunday Tele-
graph on 5 April this year had an article in 
relation to a quote obtained by Bobs Farm 
Public School in New South Wales for a 
building. The department provided Bobs 
Farm Public School with a quote. The school 
was told they could have the new classroom 
built for whatever amount of money it was 

that the department was quoting but, lo and 
behold, the school got another quote which 
came in substantially lower. I think it is im-
portant to note that the New South Wales 
Department of Education and Training 
looked into this quote to check it out. One 
must adhere to the basic business principle 
that you must always check the fine print.  

When the education department went 
through the contract there were number of, I 
would say, important things that were miss-
ing from the quote. I will list what they are—
and I notice the other side have all of a sud-
den gone quiet for some reason. The quote 
did not include any carpet. It did not include 
any foundations. It did not include a ceiling 
and—I hear the laughs coming but this next 
one is absolutely fair dinkum—the quote did 
not include any furniture. Not only that; it 
did not include connection to a sewerage 
system, stormwater drains or electricity. As 
part of the quote, there was absolutely no 
mention of site preparation. I am not a 
builder—and I am being serious about this; 
this did actually happen—but I have worked 
out that there are a few important things that 
you need if you are going to build a building. 
And there was no quote for demolition and 
sloping work. The quote did not include a 
railing on the balcony to stop children from 
falling off. 

Senator Jacinta Collins—In a school! 

Senator STERLE—Yes, in a school. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order! 
Senator Collins, you are in breach of stand-
ing orders, as you well know, standing over 
there. So I ask you to either take a seat or 
leave the chamber. 

Senator STERLE—I can concur with 
Senator Collins because it does sound unbe-
lievable, but this is fair dinkum.  

Senator Cash interjecting— 
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Senator STERLE—The quote finished 
with a statement that the company— 

Senator Cormann interjecting— 

Senator STERLE—It is important that 
everyone hears this, and I hope the senators 
opposite from Western Australia— 

Senator Wong—Mr Deputy President, I 
rise on a point of order. I am not one who is 
sensitive to interjections, but Senator Cor-
mann could do us the courtesy of taking his 
seat in the chamber if he is going to interject.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—I do up-
hold that point of order. I am sorry I did not 
hear the interjection; otherwise I would have 
made the comment myself. 

Senator STERLE—I hope that Senator 
Cormann and Senator Cash, the Liberal sena-
tors from Western Australia, listen very care-
fully to this. The quote finished with this, Mr 
Deputy President—and I am keeping a 
straight face as I am looking at you and quot-
ing this: the building company recommended 
that the completed building be tied down. I 
kid you not! It needs to be tied down because 
it has no ceiling and has no foundations. It 
actually said that it should be tied down. 
Wonderful! A great place for children! The 
only building I know of that would need ty-
ing down is a tent—and I am quite happy to 
be corrected if Senator Cash or Senator 
Cormann can tell me of another building that 
you need to tie down. (Time expired) 

Senator FIFIELD (Victoria) (3.14 pm)—
I also rise to take note of answers by Senator 
Arbib. The opposition’s concerns in relation 
to the Jobs Australia tender initially related 
to its design and efficacy, as Senator Arbib 
accurately quoted from the Senate hearing 
into the tender arrangements. Senator Arbib 
and I keep an eye on what each other says, 
and he was accurate in saying that that was 
my concern a week or so back. Our initial 
concern was principally that 100 per cent of 
provider services were put to tender, that the 

weighting for past performance was only 30 
per cent, that many providers with great 
track records had lost contracts and that 47 
per cent of job seekers have to find new pro-
viders and new case managers. They were 
our main concerns. The Minister for Em-
ployment Participation assured the Senate 
that all was well, that job seekers would be 
fine and that providers who lost work would 
be looked after. The minister cited in particu-
lar the Agency Adjustment Fund to assist 
those who had lost their tenders. 

There is one problem with that: there was 
only ever funding for 34 organisations. Of 
that $3.5 million of funding allocated, there 
was funding for only 34 organisations. But 
we discovered in estimates that at that time 
110 applications had already been received. 
The department has emailed the providers, 
helpfully telling them: 
Dear Provider 

Thank you for your application for funding … 

The department received many more applications 
than anticipated. The assessment process is quite 
complex …  

… This has meant that the original time line … is 
unable to be met. 

It has been oversubscribed. There are far 
more providers than there are dollars to as-
sist. So the minister’s assurance on that front 
was completely worthless. 

But a greater concern was unearthed yes-
terday by Dr Southcott in the other place. He 
discovered that phone calls were placed be-
tween a tenderer and the former minister’s 
office during the probity period—during the 
tender process itself. Why is this of concern? 
You might think it is quite reasonable for a 
tenderer to make a few harmless inquiries of 
a minister’s office during a tender process. 
There is a document called the Communica-
tion protocol for dealing with existing ser-
vice providers and tenderers, which states 
very specifically that there are: 
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•  Those who may be in positions that the pub-
lic could perceive as having the power to in-
fluence the operation of the purchasing proc-
ess … 

The people identified in that position include 
ministers and their staff. This document is 
very clear. It says: 
•  The website, Hotline and email address are 

the primary mechanisms for communications 
relating to purchasing matters. All persons, 
and in particular those who have been identi-
fied as being in positions of potential influ-
ence, are required to refer or direct any pur-
chasing related enquiries to the Hotline, 
website or email address. 

It goes further. It requires that: 
•  details of any approaches by or on behalf of 

an individual Tenderer or Tenderers will be 
fully documented— 

that is, fully documented by the person who 
receives the approach—and that: 
•  communications or conduct suspected of 

involving a breach of the probity of the pur-
chasing process or involving illegality will 
be investigated. 

So it is quite clear from the communication 
protocol that the minister’s office was in 
breach. 

The minister’s office put out a statement 
yesterday saying that the contact was ‘logis-
tical in nature’ and therefore was not re-
quired to be referred to the department. Well, 
the protocol does not have an exemption for 
discussions of a logistical nature. The proto-
col says that if there is communication from 
a tenderer to a minister or to a minister’s of-
fice it needs to be documented; more than 
that, it needs to be advised to the probity ad-
viser. It also says that any tenderer who ap-
proaches a minister or the minister’s office 
should be referred immediately to the hotline 
or the website. This was entirely inappropri-
ate. 

When the minister was asked today 
whether he had received any advice from the 

probity adviser in relation to this communi-
cation he refused to answer. There is only 
one thing to do in this situation, which is to 
call for a full, complete public inquiry, and 
Minister Arbib should do that today. 

Senator CAROL BROWN (Tasmania) 
(3.19 pm)—The Rudd government took a 
clear plan to the Australian people to reform 
the outdated, one-size-fits-all Job Network 
system. Those opposite are not interested in 
providing appropriate services for job seek-
ers. The minister today in question time indi-
cated that the independent external probity 
adviser gave an unqualified sign-off on the 
tender process. He said that on a number of 
occasions. But those opposite just do not get 
it. 

The legacy of those opposite was a system 
bogged down with red tape and incapable of 
dealing with Australia’s chronic skills short-
age, yet those opposite are happy to sit over 
there and take pot shots at the government 
over the new Job Services Australia, basi-
cally playing politics for politics’ sake. It is 
worth noting that at the end of the day it is 
those opposite who presided over a failing 
system for over 10 years and took the politi-
cally easy decision to roll over 95 per cent of 
business in the last tender of the Job Net-
work in 2006, initiating no improvements. 
That is right—those opposite were too busy 
revelling in the resources boom, focusing on 
short-term, populist spending to help them 
get re-elected, to worry about making the 
tough decisions for the future prosperity of 
Australia. 

On the other hand, on this side of the 
chamber we have a clear plan to reform the 
nation’s employment services by moving 
seven separate employment service programs 
into a one-stop shop which will more effec-
tively assist job seekers to find work and 
keep work. The Rudd government is making 
a $4.9 billion investment in the new Job Ser-
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vices Australia program. That is a $1 billion 
increase which will offer job seekers a range 
of integrated services. The new integrated 
Job Services Australia will deliver more 
comprehensive and personalised assistance 
for job seekers, allowing them to gain new 
skills and become more job ready. In the cur-
rent economic climate we are experiencing 
the greatest economic challenges since the 
Great Depression and, as we continue to see 
labour markets contract, it is imperative that 
we have a job services system that is ade-
quately equipped to assist job seekers with 
training and development and, ultimately, 
finding work. After all, we have seen those 
opposite preside over 10 years of laziness 
and playing populist politics. 

We have seen a chronic skills shortage de-
velop in the Australian labour market. This 
has severely hampered the productivity of 
the Australian economy and has affected our 
ability to drive new growth. In fact, the for-
mer Minister for Employment Participation, 
the Hon. Brendan O’Connor, highlighted that 
unless something is done in the area of quali-
fied workers we could be looking at a short-
fall of up to 240,000 workers by 2016. In-
deed, the legacy of those opposite is a 
bogged down employment service which 
helps neither businesses which require 
skilled workers nor job seekers themselves 
trying to gain the skills necessary for em-
ployment. That is why we have acted and 
from 1 July the Rudd Labor government will 
introduce more than 2,000 Job Services Aus-
tralia sites across Australia. It is worth noting 
that that is up from the 1,800 which exist 
under the current system—200 more sites. 
These sites will provide more resources 
dedicated to the most disadvantaged job 
seekers, including those who are homeless. 
The new services will also develop the Em-
ployment Pathway Plan, which details the 
services tailored to a job seeker to better help 
them secure employment. In conjunction, we 

will also operate an Employment Pathway 
Fund, which will allow employment service 
providers to purchase goods and services a 
job seeker may need to help them tackle bar-
riers to employment. 

This government is committed to provid-
ing people with the appropriate skills; that is 
why the new Job Services Australia will have 
a renewed focus on work experience pro-
grams such as the Work for the Dole and 
Green Corps schemes, which provide job 
seekers with skills and experience to help 
them get jobs. We will also offer up to 
18,900 small business training places under 
the Productivity Places Program to help ad-
dress the skills shortage problem by ensuring 
job seekers are better trained and ready to 
work, as well as a $41 million Innovation 
Fund for projects that address barriers to em-
ployment for groups of highly disadvantaged 
job seekers. With a new, integrated one-stop 
shop for job seekers, Job Services Australia 
will provide better and more specialised ser-
vices. (Time expired) 

Senator BACK (Western Australia) (3.24 
pm)—I rise to take note of answers given by 
Senators Carr and Arbib in this chamber this 
afternoon, which related respectively to the 
school building program of some $14.7 bil-
lion and the employment services tender of 
some $4.9 billion, and to comment regret-
fully at the gross mismanagement of the ex-
penditure of Australian taxpayer funds in 
both of these programs. Only today have we 
read of a very senior principal of one of Aus-
tralia’s schools—one obviously towards the 
end of his career—who out of severe frustra-
tion has come out and drawn our attention to 
the bungling, bullying and dubious account-
ing practices of this school building program. 
One can only imagine his courage in so do-
ing and in requesting so many of his col-
leagues to join him. He has drawn attention 
to the fact that the state authorities are hiving 
off vast sums of money. He draws attention 
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to the fact that the funding of school capital 
programs in Australia is a state program and 
not a federal program. 

Senator Carr drew attention to the ques-
tion of educators. Why will this government 
not listen to educators who are pleading that 
these funds be spent on educational out-
comes, not on gymnasiums and buildings 
upon which the Deputy Prime Minister can 
see a photograph or statue of herself? I draw 
the chamber’s attention to three such pro-
grams that I think these educators are calling 
on the government to fund. I can tell you the 
outcomes: they are programs that are being 
or have been cut. The first is a hearing and 
learning program. The cost? $2,000 per 
classroom throughout the north of Australia. 
Educators tell us one of the primary reasons 
why young kids do not learn is that they do 
not hear. Indigenous children are believed to 
have hearing problems of up to 70 per cent 
because of health problems. So we immedi-
ately see that this program of a very humble 
$2,000 per room—less than $1 million 
across the north of Australia—has been cut, 
and those seeking this funding heard that 
from the mouth of the Deputy Prime Minis-
ter herself. 

We secondly hear of a program called Fu-
ture Footprints, about which I sought infor-
mation in Senate estimates hearings recently. 
It is a program that supports 160 Indigenous 
children in boarding schools in Perth. These 
are Western Australian and Northern Terri-
tory schoolkids heavily subsidised by the 
boarding schools. 

Senator Wong—What’s this got to do 
with anything in question time? 

Senator BACK—It is to do with the point 
that your colleague drew attention to expen-
diture and to educators, and I am drawing 
attention to what educators are saying they 
want this money to be spent on. This pro-
gram, with $400,000 of expenditure per an-

num, is to be cut. It supports 160 students. 
Last year, 19 out of 19 participated at year 
12. They all graduated. They have all gone 
on to higher education, training, employment 
or, in one case, an overseas Rotary exchange. 
The interesting thing about these two pro-
grams, of course, is that they allow—almost 
force—me to draw attention to the speech 
given by the Prime Minister in February last 
year, in which he made a plea for the closing 
of the gap between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians, said that we would 
try to halve the education gap, the numeracy 
gap and the employment gap and said that 
we would work together across the parlia-
ment to achieve these outcomes. He said that 
it was the time for a new approach to endur-
ing problems. It certainly has been. The ap-
proach to these problems has been no fund-
ing. 

In the few minutes left, I draw attention to 
the responses from Senator Arbib today, in 
which he told us that major changes were 
necessary because surveys indicated that the 
system was not working. Last week in the 
committee, I asked if any surveys of job 
seekers were conducted. The answer was no. 
Were any surveys of employers conducted? 
It would appear to me a very interesting sce-
nario if in fact we do not know where this 
information came from. The tender commit-
tee, of course, had no employers, no service 
providers and no past job seekers. 

Question agreed to. 

Renewable Energy 
Senator MILNE (Tasmania) (3.29 pm)—

I move: 
That the Senate take note of the answer given 

by the Minister for Climate Change and Water 
(Senator Wong) to a question without notice 
asked by Senator Milne today relating to renew-
able energy and wholesale electricity prices. 

My question to Minister Wong was particu-
larly in relation to whether the expanded re-



3736 SENATE Thursday, 18 June 2009 

CHAMBER 

newable energy target would increase or de-
crease wholesale electricity prices. We are in 
a complete mess today because of the renew-
able energy target not being able to come on 
for debate and be agreed to in this fortnight, 
therefore leaving the renewable energy in-
dustry high and dry, with people losing their 
jobs and investment not being able to be 
made in the coming months. That is because 
the government made the decision to exempt 
the big polluters from the renewable energy 
target. If it had been left as a straight ex-
panded target of 20 per cent I think there is 
every chance we would have got it through 
in this fortnight. 

The decision to exempt the big polluters 
was on the assumption from the government, 
based on the special pleading of the big pol-
luters to the government, that the renewable 
energy target would increase electricity 
prices. That is why I asked what the govern-
ment’s view of that was. We know the mod-
elling from ROAM Consulting, ACIL Tas-
man and CRA has all said that there would 
be downward price pressure as a result of the 
renewable energy target. The rationale for 
that is that loading the grid with extra power 
from wind and solar generators will remove 
the need to fire up gas plants when demand 
peaks and existing electricity supply cannot 
keep up. It is when peaking gas plants swing 
into action to top up supply that wholesale 
electricity prices go through the roof. Such 
episodes account for about a third of the total 
yearly wholesale take. If you displace the 
need for these extraordinary pricing episodes 
and the wholesale price settles down to a 
more comfortable average, you actually 
overall get a lower price. That is the advice 
from those three major consulting firms. 

From what I can see, the government has 
relied on one report—the McLennan Ma-
gasanik report. But even that concluded that 
the RET scheme would have only a modest 

impact on wholesale power prices. The Her-
ald Sun reported:  

Using the CRA modelling, the cost to electric-
ity retailers of RET in 2015 would be $910 mil-
lion … 

However, the reduction in wholesale electricity 
prices of including more renewable energy would 
be $10.9 billion … 

The conclusion is that the impost on retailers due 
to RET should be overwhelmed by the reduction 
in wholesale pool prices, in this case by a factor 
of 10 … 

So I think it is critical that the government 
explains to the community why it is making 
the assumption that prices will increase un-
der the RET, when several analyses show 
that in fact they will decrease. Why on earth 
would we be exempting the major polluters 
when we actually have such a good news 
story? It is a good news story because it is 
reducing greenhouse gases from fossil fuels, 
giving incentives to new investment and jobs 
in the clean energy sector and avoiding the 
use of peaking plants, which are the drivers 
of higher electricity costs. 

I think it is imperative that the govern-
ment actually goes back and looks at this, 
because there is no justification for these 
exemptions. If you got rid of those exemp-
tions and if you did the figures and showed 
that this is actually going to drive energy 
prices down then you would get this legisla-
tion through. The coalition, the Independ-
ents, the Greens and the government all sup-
port an increase in the renewable energy tar-
get, because it is important for new jobs, new 
manufacturing and good investment. It is 
part of the excitement of the future. There 
was a report out this week about how 28,000 
jobs are likely to be generated from the re-
newable energy target. The only thing that is 
stopping us is the government’s assumption 
that the prices will go up. It is listening to the 
special pleading of the big polluters and ex-
empting them from the RET by linking it to 
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the CPRS, which wrecks the whole thing. 
This has been a political ploy and it is based 
on a complete lack— 

Senator Wong—Why don’t you have a 
go at the opposition? 

Senator Cormann—You’re the govern-
ment. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order! 
Senator Milne has a right to be heard. 

Senator Wong—This is a typical position 
from you. We’re the ones pushing for it. 
Why don’t you go and tell your constituents 
what you’re doing? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order! 
Senator Wong, I have asked for order.  

Senator MILNE—Thank you, Mr Dep-
uty President. As I have been saying, there is 
overwhelming support in the parliament for 
the renewable energy target. The reason that 
it is not going to go through is a decision to 
link the renewable energy target to the Car-
bon Pollution Reduction Scheme based on a 
false premise. 

Senator Wong—They voted against it. 
You’d think you were a member of the Lib-
eral Party! 

Senator MILNE—I do not excuse the 
coalition for the delay. That is why I opposed 
the delay this morning. I absolutely opposed 
that delay. 

Question agreed to. 

COMMITTEES 
Reports: Government Responses 

Senator WONG (South Australia—
Minister for Climate Change and Water) 
(3.35 pm)—I present two government re-
sponses to committee reports, as listed at 
item 13 on today’s Order of Business. In ac-
cordance with the usual practice, I seek leave 
to have the documents incorporated in Han-
sard. 

Leave granted. 

The documents read as follows— 

Senate Committee on Legal and Constitutional 
Affairs 

Personal Property Securities Bill 2008 

Government Response 

Recommendation 1 
4.19 The committee strongly recommends 
that the Department reconsiders the balance be-
tween certainty of the law and the accessibility of 
the provisions with a view to: 
•  simplifying the language of the exposure 

draft bill – for example, wording provisions 
clearly and limiting them to deal only with 
common circumstances; 

•  simplifying the structure of the exposure 
draft bill – to minimise the cross-referencing 
needed; 

•  simplifying the terms used - for example 
instead of ‘tangible goods’ use the term 
‘goods’ appropriately defined to ensure the 
full meaning needed for the reform is as-
cribed to the term; and 

•  using overseas provisions as often as possi-
ble to allow overseas experience to provide 
guidance for the Australian model. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Government will review the struc-
ture and language of the Bill. 

Recommendation 2 
4.27 The committee recommends that the 
commencement date for the scheme be extended 
by at least 12 months to May 2011 for the com-
mittee’s recommendations to be implemented and 
for advice from stakeholders to be taken into ac-
count before the content of the bill is finalised. 

Government response: 
Consider further. The Government will consider 
revising the timeframe for commencement of the 
PPS scheme in consultation with the States and 
Territories and, following these consultations, 
make an announcement about the timing of com-
mencement. 

Recommendation 3 
4.35 The committee recommends that the bill 
include a requirement that the operation of the bill 
be reviewed three years after it commences in a 
process that includes extensive consultation with 
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industry, governments, lawyers, consumers and 
academics. 

Government response: 

Accepted. 

Recommendation 4 
5.27 The committee recommends that the primary 
legislation for the personal property securities 
reform include the key privacy protections for 
individuals, including a prohibition on making the 
address details of any individual public. 

Government response: 
Accepted in substance. The Bill will be amended 
to clarify the information about individuals that 
may be included on the register and to better de-
scribe the key privacy protections provided to 
individuals. The Bill will make it clear that ad-
dress details of individual grantors will not be 
included on the register. Accordingly, a prohibi-
tion on making address details public is not re-
quired. 

Recommendation 5 
5.33 The committee recommends that either: 

(a) a Privacy Impact Assessment be undertaken 
by a person or organisation that is independ-
ent from the government and who has ex-
perience in undertaking such assessments 
and the results of the assessment are made 
public, or 

(b) the Department’s Privacy Impact Assessment 
is reviewed by a person or organisation that 
is independent from the government and who 
has experience in undertaking such assess-
ments, and the results of the review are made 
public. 

Government response: 
Accepted. A Privacy Impact Assessment will be 
undertaken by an appropriately qualified inde-
pendent person or organisation. The assessment 
will be published on the Department’s website. 
Having regard to recommendation 4 of the minor-
ity report, this will occur within two months of 
the completion of the assessment. 

Recommendation 6 
5.34 The committee recommends that if any 
issues raised by the Office of the Privacy Com-
mission in its submission are not considered as 

part of the Privacy Impact Assessment then these 
matters should be separately considered by the 
Attorney-General’s Department and a response to 
the issue be provided to the Office of the Privacy 
Commission in writing or made public. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Privacy Impact Assessment will 
consider all issues raised by the Office of the Pri-
vacy Commissioner in its submission to the 
Committee. 

Recommendation 7 
5.44 The committee recommends retaining 
the requirement for rights and duties to be exer-
cised honestly and in a commercially reasonable 
manner. The intended scope of these requirements 
should be explained in detail in the bill’s explana-
tory memorandum. 

5.45 The explanatory memorandum should 
particularly explain that the requirement to act in 
a commercially reasonable manner should not 
fetter or undermine the ability of parties with 
similar bargaining power to contractually agree 
about what constitutes commercially reasonable 
behaviour. 

Government response: 
Accepted. This Bill will be amended to make 
clear that the duty to act in a reasonably commer-
cial manner applies only in relation to Chapter 4 
of the Bill concerning the enforcement of security 
interests. The duty to act in a reasonably commer-
cial manner will not apply to the extent that the 
parties have contracted out of the enforcement 
provisions of the Bill under section 154 of the 
Bill. 

Recommendation 8 
5.55 The committee recommends that the bill 
adopt existing international personal property 
security conflict of laws provisions, such as the 
New Zealand conflict of laws model, unless there 
is a particular reason to depart from those provi-
sions. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Government accepts that the Bill 
should include conflict of laws provisions. The 
New Zealand conflict of laws provisions have 
been criticised as being uncertain. To avoid un-
certainty in the Bill, the Government will include 



Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3739 

CHAMBER 

conflict of laws provisions in the Bill based on 
the provisions at Appendix A to the Department’s 
submission to the Committee (the revised com-
mentary to the Bill). 

Recommendation 9 
5.62 The committee recommends that the 
scope and content of the enforcement provisions 
of the exposure draft bill be reviewed by the De-
partment with particular attention to ensuring that 
the provisions are comprehensive and adequate. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Bill will be amended to provide 
enhanced sanctions for improper use of the regis-
ter and to ensure the registrar can monitor and 
investigate suspicious register activity. Further 
consideration will be given to appropriate sanc-
tions for misusing the register which may include 
civil and criminal penalties. 

Recommendation 10 
5.70 The committee recommends that con-
sideration be given to improving the priority of an 
unperfected lessor as against unsecured or other 
unperfected interests in the goods. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Government will, in consultation 
with stakeholders, consider the appropriate prior-
ity outcomes for unperfected lessors as against 
unsecured or other unperfected interests. 

Recommendation 11 
5.78 The committee recommends that the 
explanatory memorandum and the proposed edu-
cation campaign adequately explain the purpose 
and effect of the draft intellectual property provi-
sions, including disseminating the information to 
appropriately targeted international industries, 
organisations and stakeholders. 

Government response: 

Accepted. 

Liberal Senators’ Dissenting Report 
Liberal Senators wholly support recommenda-
tions 1, 2, 3 and 10 of the majority report. 

Liberal Senators support in principle the majority 
recommendations except recommendation 7 (in 
relation to the commercially reasonable manner 
test). 

Recommendation 1 
1.10 In relation to consultation and education 
Liberal senators recommend that: 

(a) the government uses the committee report 
and the Liberal senators’ additional recom-
mendations to undertake new consultation 
about the proposed reform; 

(b) the government should particularly identify 
stakeholders who are not yet engaged with 
the reform and educate them about the scope 
and significance of the proposals; 

(c) a considerably revised draft bill should be 
publicly released within six months of the 
date of this report; 

(d) stakeholders should be extensively educated 
and consulted about the revised exposure 
draft for three months from the release of the 
draft; and 

(e) a final exposure draft bill should be referred 
to the Senate within six months of the release 
of the revised draft bill requesting that the fi-
nal exposure draft is referred to this commit-
tee for consideration accompanied by: 

(i) the proposed draft regulations; and 

(ii) a report that outlines the key concerns 
raised with the government by stake-
holders and the government’s response 
to those concerns and that identifies the 
differences between the newly referred 
bill and the November 2008 exposure 
draft bill. 

Government response: 
Accepted in part. The Government will carry out 
targeted consultation with stakeholders about 
changes to the Bill raised in the Committee’s re-
port. However, further examination of the revised 
Bill by the Committee would not be consistent 
with ensuring the final text of the Bill is settled in 
time to allow stakeholders an adequate period to 
prepare to transition to the new PPS system. In 
order to provide certainty to stakeholders, the 
Government will progress development of the 
PPS Bill with a view to its passage through Par-
liament by the end of 2009 and will develop the 
new PPS register so that its main functionality is 
complete by May 2010. 
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Recommendation 2 
1.12 Liberal senators recommend that the 
government table a report in Parliament on the 
first year of operation of the reform within 15 
months of the commencement of the Act. The 
report should include the views of stakeholders, 
including representatives of industry, govern-
ments, lawyers, consumers and academics and the 
government’s response to these views. 

Government response: 
Not accepted. Reviewing the operation of the 
reform after only 12 months of operation would 
not provide useful data about the new PPS sys-
tem. The Bill will be amended to require that the 
Government review the Bill after the new PPS 
system has been operating for three years. 

Recommendation 3 
1.15 Liberal senators recommend that the 
Privacy Impact Assessment identify key privacy 
protections which should be contained in the pri-
mary legislation. 

Government response: 

Accepted. 

Recommendation 4 
1.19 Liberal senators recommend that: 

(a) a Privacy Impact Assessment be undertaken 
by a person or organisation that is independ-
ent from the government and who has ex-
perience in undertaking such assessments; 
and 

(b) the Privacy Impact Assessment and the gov-
ernment’s response to it should be tabled in 
Parliament within 2 months of the date the 
Assessment is completed. 

Government response: 
Accepted in part. A Privacy Impact Assessment 
will be undertaken by an appropriately qualified 
independent person or organisation. The assess-
ment will be made public within two months of 
its completion. 

Recommendation 5 
1.20 Liberal senators recommend that any 
issues considered in accordance with majority 
recommendation 6 and the government’s response 
to them should be tabled in a report to Parliament 

within 2 months of the date that the Privacy Im-
pact Assessment is completed. 

Government response: 
Accepted in part. The Privacy Impact Assess-
ment will consider all issues raised by the Office 
of the Privacy Commissioner in its submission to 
the Committee. The assessment will be published 
on the Department’s website within two months 
of its completion. 

Recommendation 6 
1.27 Liberal senators recommend that the 
requirement to act in a 

commercially reasonable manner be removed 
from proposed section 235 of the bill and be ex-
cluded from any future version of the reform. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Government acknowledges the 
concerns expressed in the report about the opera-
tion of section 235 of the Bill as originally 
drafted. This Bill will be amended to make clear 
that the duty to act in a reasonably commercial 
manner applies only in relation to Chapter 4 of 
the Bill concerning the enforcement of security 
interests. The duty to act in a reasonably commer-
cial manner will not apply to the extent that the 
parties have contracted out of the enforcement 
provisions of the Bill under section 154 of the 
Bill. 

Recommendation 7 
1.30 Liberal senators recommend that the 
government further considers the content of inter-
national conflict of laws provisions and incorpo-
rate into the bill either: 

(a) a simple and effective model of conflict of 
laws provisions based on an existing interna-
tional model; or 

(b) the conflict of laws provisions at Appendix A 
to the Department’s submission. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Government will include conflict 
of laws provisions in the Bill based on the provi-
sions at Appendix A to the Department’s submis-
sion to the Committee (the revised commentary to 
the Bill). 
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Recommendation 8 
1.33 Liberal senators recommend that the 
government strengthen the 

proposed enforcement provisions with a focus on: 

(a) comprehensive and effective sanctions for 
improper use of the 

register; 

(b) ensuring the registrar’s ability to inquire into 
suspect activity; and 

(c) the availability of civil and criminal action 
with appropriate penalties. 

Government response: 
Accepted. The Government will amend the Bill to 
provide enhanced sanctions for improper use of 
the register and to ensure the registrar can moni-
tor and investigate suspicious register activity. 
Further consideration will be given to appropriate 
sanctions for misusing the register which may 
include civil and criminal penalties. 

Recommendation 9 
1.36 Liberal senators recommend that the 
government should identify any outstanding con-
cerns about the intellectual property provisions of 
the draft bill and should outline the concerns and 
its response in its report to the Senate (as per Lib-
eral senators’ recommendation 1(e)(ii)). 

Government response: 
Not accepted. See response to Liberal Senators’ 
recommendation 1. However, the Government 
will seek input from stakeholders about the intel-
lectual property provisions in the Bill to address 
any outstanding concerns about the provisions. 

————— 
GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE 
RURAL AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS AND 
TRANSPORT SENATE COMMITTEE 
REPORT 

Implementation, operation and administration 
of the legislation underpinning Carbon Sink 
Forests 
On 26 June 2008, the Senate referred the follow-
ing matter to the Senate Standing Committee on 
Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport for in-
quiry and report: 

The implementation, operation and administration 
of the legislation underpinning Carbon Sink For-
ests and any related matters. 

On 23 September 2008 the Senate Committee 
report, which included dissenting reports, was 
tabled in the Senate. 

The Government has prepared a response to the 
Senate Committee report, including dissenting 
reports, in accordance with the Department of the 
Prime Minister and Cabinet Guidelines for the 
presentation of Government documents to the 
Parliament. 

The Senate Committee report made nine conclu-
sions: 

(1) The committee considers that the tax deduc-
tions for carbon sink forests under the In-
come Tax Assessment Act (1997)  represent a 
valuable policy addition that will promote 
greenhouse gas reductions.  The structures 
and processes outlined in the Act provide for 
a sensible legislative and administrative 
framework relating to the tax treatment 
around the establishment of forest carbon 
sinks. 

(2) The committee notes that other forms of 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction activities 
by industries are tax deductible.  The change 
in the tax treatment of carbon sink forests 
addresses this anomaly in the tax system. 

(3) The committee believes that the tax deduc-
tions will provide incentives for corporate 
investment into greenhouse gas abatement 
activities which represents an ideal opportu-
nity to direct necessary capital to achieve 
positive environmental outcomes. 

(4) The new tax arrangements provide a short-
term incentive to encourage early establish-
ment of carbon sink forests that will contrib-
ute to a medium-term emissions target, while 
other options for delivering significant emis-
sions reductions are further developed.  Car-
bon sink forests also contribute to the 
achievement of national policy objectives for 
sustainable natural resource management. 

(5) The committee considers that if Australia is 
to meet its carbon pollution reduction goals 
at least cost, the support of a viable carbon 
sink industry is important.  Appropriate taxa-
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tion arrangements are one part of a range of 
measures needed to encourage the role of 
carbon sink forests in Australia’s carbon pol-
lution reduction effort. 

(6) The committee recognises the benefits of 
relying on existing state and territory regula-
tory structures for the management of the 
impacts of carbon sink forests on the envi-
ronment.  The committee has some concerns 
that in certain key areas, such as land clear-
ance legislation, natural resource manage-
ment and water sharing, some states and re-
gions may not currently have in place appro-
priate regulations or plans to manage the im-
pacts of carbon sink forests.  The committee 
notes that through the National Water Initia-
tive, states and territories are committed to 
completing comprehensive water planning 
arrangements by 2011 and that COAG is cur-
rently seeking to accelerate the pace of this 
planning.  The committee also notes that un-
der this process steps have been taken to en-
sure that those water systems under the 
greatest pressure receive early attention.  The 
committee considers that it would be desir-
able if a similar focus could be directed to 
regulation of land clearance and natural re-
source management. 

(7) More specifically, the committee notes the 
concerns raised in relation to the need to in-
clude ground water within water sharing 
plans.  The committee supports the inclusion 
of specific reference to ground water in the 
Guidelines. 

(8) The committee notes the significant support 
expressed during this inquiry for specific in-
centives to encourage the establishment of 
biodiverse forests.  The legislation as drafted 
does not distinguish between the type of for-
est planted and the committee is satisfied that 
it provides no disincentive for the plantation 
of biodiverse carbon sink forests.  The com-
mittee also notes that biodiversity considera-
tions have been taken into account in the de-
velopment of the Guidelines and that these 
should contribute to the establishment of 
carbon sink forests in conformity with good 
practice environmental and natural resource 
management frameworks.  The committee 

considers that any proposal to offer specific 
incentives for the establishment of biodiverse 
plantings must be considered within the con-
text of existing environmentally focussed 
taxation incentives. 

(9) Finally, the committee welcomes the evi-
dence received in relation to alternative op-
tions for terrestrial carbon stores, particularly 
in relation to perennial pasture cropping.  
While there clearly is some work to be done 
to demonstrate the benefits of such as ap-
proach within a carbon trading scheme, the 
committee considers that the wider benefits 
of improved soil structures and the potential 
increases in productivity of such systems 
warrant further examination.  The committee 
considers that the government should request 
CSIRO to assess the data being accumulated 
from pasture cropping trials in Western Aus-
tralia and New South Wales. 

The dissenting report by Senators Milne, Joyce, 
Nash, Boswell and Heffernan made the following 
recommendations: 

(1) The guidelines should be mandatory regula-
tions. 

(2) There should be incorporated into the regula-
tion conditions which must be met before the 
tax deductions would apply, namely: 

(a) The carbon sink forests must be regis-
tered on the property title. 

(b) No native vegetation can be cleared for 
or converted to carbon sink forests. 

(c) Carbon sink forests should be biodiverse 
and cannot be harvested or cleared, and 

(d) No carbon sink forest can be established 
in the absence of a hydrological analysis 
including groundwater and interception, 
of the proposed area to be planted. 

(3) To avoid the destruction of rural communi-
ties and the displacement of food crops, 
prime agricultural land must be excluded 
from carbon sink plantings. 

The dissenting report by Senator McGauran 
raised concerns including the potential for carbon 
sink forests to displace agriculture. 
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Government Response 
The Government has considered the findings of 
the Senate Committee report and the concerns 
indicated in the dissenting reports.  In considering 
these matters, the Government has taken into 
account the nature of the issues raised, the objec-
tives of the tax measure, implications for admini-
stration of the Income Tax Assessment Act (1997) 
and for taxpayers, and the extent to which the 
issues raised fall within the responsibilities of the 
Commonwealth.  The Government’s response to 
the issues raised is as follows. 

The Government notes that the matters raised in 
the Senate Committee report were debated in the 
Senate on 1 December 2008. 

(a) Amendments to the Environmental and Natu-
ral Resource Management Guidelines 

 The Government has amended the Environ-
mental and Natural Resource Management 
Guidelines to address a number of the issues 
raised. 

•  The guideline relating to establishing carbon 
sink forests based on regionally applicable 
best practice approaches for achieving multi-
ple land and water environmental benefits 
has been amended to include specific refer-
ence to avoiding significant negative impacts 
on groundwater activity.  This addresses 
Conclusion 7 in the Senate Committee re-
port. 

•  A new paragraph under the guideline relating 
to the recognition and adherence to all gov-
ernment regulatory requirements has been 
added to include a requirement to comply 
with applicable state and territory, and local 
government land use planning legislation re-
garding the establishment of alternative land 
uses on agricultural land.  This addresses 
concerns raised in the dissenting reports re-
lated to the displacement of prime agricul-
tural land for carbon sink forest establish-
ment (Dissenting Report (Milne, Joyce, 
Nash, Boswell and Heffernan) Recommenda-
tion 3; Dissenting Report (McGauran)). 

•  A new guideline has been added to include a 
requirement that legal rights concerning car-
bon sequestration in carbon sink forests be 
registered on the land title in accordance 

with applicable state government legislation.  
This addresses concerns related to the regis-
tration of carbon sink forests on property title 
(Dissenting Report (Milne, Joyce, Nash, 
Boswell and Heffernan) Recommendation 
2(a)). 

 Amended guidelines were registered on the 
Federal Register of Legislative Instruments 
on 10 December 2008, and took effect on 11 
December 2008. 

(b) Other findings of the Senate Committee Re-
port and the Dissenting Reports not ad-
dressed under (a) 

•  Senate Committee report Conclusions 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5 and 8: 

The Government agrees with these conclusions. 

•  Senate Committee report Conclusion 6: 

There are existing national environmental policy 
frameworks in place which provide agreed objec-
tives and management approaches for all jurisdic-
tions to protect native vegetation, including re-
growth and remnant habitats.  Such frameworks 
include the National Strategy for the Conserva-
tion of Australia’s Biological Diversity and the 
National Framework for the Management and 
Monitoring of Australia’s Native Vegetation (Na-
tive Vegetation Framework).  These national 
frameworks are agreed between all jurisdictions 
and are underpinned by specific policies, legisla-
tion and management approaches within each 
jurisdiction. 

The Government is conscious of the need for an 
effective national framework for tackling land 
clearing.  In April 2008 the Natural Resource 
Management Ministerial Council (NRMMC) 
agreed to finalise the review of the Native Vegeta-
tion Framework.  The NRMMC confirmed the 
importance of the Native Vegetation Framework 
as the national policy framework for achieving a 
reversal in the long-term decline of Australia’s 
native vegetation and improving the condition of 
existing native vegetation.  The Native Vegetation 
Framework provides a mechanism through which 
the native vegetation management commitments 
agreed to by all state and territory governments 
can be progressed in a consistent and coherent 
manner. 



3744 SENATE Thursday, 18 June 2009 

CHAMBER 

The Commonwealth, state and territory govern-
ments have also enacted legislation for environ-
mental protection, including to regulate the broad 
scale clearing of native vegetation and to protect 
threatened species and ecological communities.  
The Government protects certain specific and 
defined matters of National Environmental Sig-
nificance under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), 
including listed threatened species and ecological 
communities.  Proposals that are likely to have a 
significant impact on those matters must be re-
ferred to the Commonwealth Environment Minis-
ter for assessment.  Land Clearance is listed as a 
Key Threatening Process under the EPBC Act.  
On the advice of the Threatened Species Scien-
tific Committee, the previous government decided 
not to establish a Threat Abatement Plan for this 
process primarily because such a plan would not 
contribute any threat mitigation over and above 
existing measures such as the Native Vegetation 
Framework and state and territory vegetation 
legislation.  In accordance with the requirements 
of the EPBC Act this decision is now under re-
view by the Threatened Species Scientific Com-
mittee, which will advise the Government about 
whether this decision is still appropriate.  

In addition, the Government will invest $2.25 
billion from July 2008 to June 2013 through Car-
ing for our Country to secure improved strategic 
natural resource management outcomes across six 
national priority areas: 

•  the National Reserve System 

•  biodiversity and natural icons 

•  coastal environments and critical aquatic 
habitats 

•  sustainable farm practices 

•  natural resource management in northern and 
remote Australia, and 

•  community skills, knowledge and engage-
ment. 

Caring for our Country will be delivered in part-
nership with regional natural resource manage-
ment groups, local, state and territory govern-
ments, Indigenous groups, industry bodies, land 
managers, farmers, landcare groups and commu-
nities.   

•  Senate Committee report Conclusion 9: 

Better soil management, including carbon in soils, 
is being addressed as a priority under the 
$46.2 million Climate Change Research Program 
component of the Australia’s Farming Future 
Initiative.  The Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry, the Hon Tony Burke MP announced 
on 3 March 2009 $20 million for soil carbon re-
search under this Program.   

•  Dissenting Report (Milne, Joyce, Nash, 
Boswell and Heffernan) Recommendation 1: 

The Government notes that complying with the 
guidelines is a mandatory requirement of the leg-
islation, however, the guidelines offer some flexi-
bility in how taxpayers may comply.  Extending 
the guidelines to involve mandatory requirements 
or additional regulatory requirements would sig-
nificantly increase the cost of compliance for 
forest growers, increase the cost of administering 
the tax deduction, and would raise issues about 
the bounds of Commonwealth jurisdiction. 

•  Dissenting Report (Milne, Joyce, Nash, 
Boswell and Heffernan) Recommendation 
2(b): 

Concerns regarding the potential for native vege-
tation to be cleared, or converted to, carbon sink 
forests are already addressed in the legislation.  
Subsection 40-1010(2)(c) notes that to obtain the 
tax deduction the area occupied by the carbon 
sink forest must have been clear of trees on 
1 January 1990.  In addition, the guidelines pro-
vide that all government regulatory requirements 
be adhered to in order to obtain the tax deduction, 
and this includes relevant state and territory land 
clearing regulations. 

•  Dissenting Report (Milne, Joyce, Nash, 
Boswell and Heffernan) Recommendation 
2(c): 

Concerns that carbon sink forests should be bio-
diverse and cannot be harvested or cleared are 
also addressed in the legislation.  The Govern-
ment notes that it is not the primary objective of 
the legislation to promote biodiversity.  However, 
the guidelines require the carbon sink forest 
grower to consider regional natural resource man-
agement plans and apply best practice approaches 
for achieving multiple land and water objectives.  
This will facilitate a focus on providing habitat 
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for local flora and fauna, and providing biodiver-
sity benefits for the region.  In addition, national 
policy frameworks and programs as described 
above promote biodiversity conservation. 

A requirement for obtaining the tax deduction is 
that the trees are established for the purpose of 
carbon sequestration, and are not for felling or for 
commercial horticulture.   

•  Dissenting Report (Milne, Joyce, Nash, 
Boswell and Heffernan) Recommendation 
2(d): 

The recommendation in the dissenting report that 
a hydrological analysis be required before a car-
bon sink forest could be established would be 
cost-prohibitive.  The guidelines require water 
access entitlements be obtained for catchments 
that have been identified as fully allocated, over-
allocated or approaching full allocation, consis-
tent with the National Water Initiative commit-
ment relating to interception that poses a signifi-
cant risk to water resources. 

Senator MILNE (Tasmania) (3.36 pm)—
by leave—I wish to speak for a couple of 
moments on the Senate Standing Committee 
on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
report Implementation, operation and ad-
ministration of the legislation underpinning 
carbon sink forests and the government’s 
response to it, and I move: 

That the Senate take note of the document. 

I have to say that the government’s response 
does not satisfy the concerns that I raised in 
the dissenting report from the majority re-
port. In view of the collapse of managed in-
vestment schemes in recent times, I think the 
concerns that were put on the table by the 
Greens when this legislation was being de-
bated are now more relevant than ever. At the 
time, the majority committee report said: 
The committee notes that other forms of green-
house gas emissions reduction activities … are 
tax deductible. The change in the tax treatment of 
carbon sink forests addresses this anomaly … 

The committee believes that the tax deductions 
will provide incentives for corporate investment 
into greenhouse gas abatement activities which 

represents an ideal opportunity to direct necessary 
capital to achieve positive environmental out-
comes. 

That is exactly what they said about the 
managed investment schemes for forests. 
This was a fabulous idea to drive investment 
into rural Australia; what a good thing to do. 
It was all set up as a tax minimisation 
scheme, and look what an utter and complete 
mess and collapse has occurred because of 
that. 

At the time, I said we should be repealing 
the managed investment schemes, not bring-
ing in another managed investment scheme 
by way of carbon sink forests. Yet the gov-
ernment and the coalition overruled that and 
went ahead. Now we have two Senate inquir-
ies into the managed investment schemes 
whilst continuing with this absolutely flawed 
proposal for carbon sink forests. I said at the 
time that these forests would not be biodi-
verse plantings, and the government said, 
‘Oh yes, they will.’ But now in the govern-
ment’s own response it says: 
The Government notes that it is not the primary 
objective of the legislation to promote biodiver-
sity. 

Exactly. The trees they put in they will put 
on the best land to grow the best trees with 
the most water because the idea is to bulk up 
the trees, bulk up the carbon as quickly as 
possible, and it is not its primary objective to 
achieve biodiversity and improvements in 
the long term in rural and regional Australia. 

The other major concern I had was in rela-
tion to land clearance. I said that this would 
lead to land clearance for people to plant 
these forests. The government have said, ‘Oh 
no, that’s not the case because it can’t have 
been forested in 1990.’ But the point is when 
you are talking about native vegetation you 
are not necessarily talking about land which 
conforms to the definition of a forest. There 
is a specific definition of a forest and quite a 
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lot of areas of native vegetation across Aus-
tralia do not conform to that, and there will 
be land clearance because of this. I urge the 
government to recognise that it is all waffle 
in the government’s response here about the 
wonderful strategies that are in place nation-
ally to look at the clearance of native vegeta-
tion. We do not even have a trigger under the 
EPBC Act on land clearance, let alone any-
thing else in terms of greenhouse. In the 
Tasmanian context I can tell you now there is 
no enforcement and compliance in relation to 
land clearance and there is no enforcement 
and compliance in relation to groundwater.  

The express concerns of National Party 
senators and the Greens in relation to this 
particular legislation were specifically in 
terms of four particular areas. One was that 
carbon sinks be registered on the property 
title, and I am glad the government has taken 
that up. The second one was no native vege-
tation to be cleared or converted for carbon 
sink forests. That has not been dealt with. 
Carbon sink forests should be biodiverse and 
cannot be harvested or cleared. That has not 
been dealt with. As I said, the definitions are 
such that native vegetation will be able to be 
cleared. The third thing we said was no car-
bon sink forests could be established in the 
absence of hydrological analysis in terms of 
groundwater and groundwater interception in 
the proposed areas. That has not been dealt 
with. In fact, the government has made a 
statement saying that requiring hydrological 
analysis would be cost prohibitive. So in my 
view we have got MI schemes on steroids. 
That has always been my view. 

The MI schemes have now fallen over big 
time. The investors in them have had their 
fingers burnt very badly. The people who 
made the money out of them were the ac-
countants and the middlemen, the financial 
arrangers. They were the ones who walked 
off with the cash with these MI schemes. 
Now a lot of rural communities are stranded, 

and the communities I feel particularly sorry 
for are those where the MI schemes went in 
and bought up the water rights. Now those 
water rights will be the first things sold off as 
the MI schemes are wound up, and whole 
rural communities are going to be left with-
out water because the water rights will be 
sold somewhere else, further down the 
catchment, most likely, and that will mean 
the big corporate buyers will buy the water 
and the family farms will be left in commu-
nities without water. So this is a living disas-
ter, the MI schemes, and nobody in this place 
can say that they were not warned. They 
were warned. They were warned by the 
Greens and warned by the Nationals about 
what the impact would be in rural and re-
gional Australia, and everybody took no no-
tice, went ahead and said, ‘Let’s do it again 
with the carbon sink forests. Let’s get out 
there and give 100 per cent tax deductions 
for carbon sink forests.’ And now we have 
had proof from the government that their 
primary objective is not biodiversity: ‘It’s 
too expensive to require hydrological analy-
sis; we’ll rely on the states to oversee land 
clearance.’ But we know that, in a case like 
Tasmania, that is a joke because there is no 
enforcement or compliance with regard to 
vegetation clearance.  

I hope when this parliament starts looking 
at the mess of the MI schemes we will rap-
idly think again about this carbon sink for-
ests legislation and get rid of it, because its 
primary objective is a tax deduction. When 
you introduce a financial mechanism the pri-
mary objective of which is tax minimisation 
and not the outcome—whether it was al-
monds, whether it was trees in the case of the 
forestry ones or whether it is now in terms of 
carbon sink forests—you always get rorting. 
That is what has happened. To the detriment 
of regional and rural Australia, that is what 
happened. The Collins Street investors 
moved in, the accountants got their 30 per 
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cent commissions and the communities are 
going to end up with a mess. They are now 
surrounded by plantations that are going to 
be fire hazards this summer, that are going to 
be full of weeds and feral animals. There is 
no money to manage those MIS forests sit-
ting out there now and there will not be any 
money to manage these so-called carbon sink 
forests either once this scheme gets under-
way.  

We are still at a matter of debate in this 
parliament as to whether the tax deduction 
includes the cost of land. I believe it does 
and I have advice to say that it does which I 
provided to the parliament, and it is now 
only going to be a matter of someone taking 
this to court. We are going to have huge ar-
eas left with these MI schemes and what we 
have to make sure is that the government 
does not now enable forests that were 
planted as a result of tax deductions for 
wood production to end up suddenly con-
verted into carbon sink forests in order to 
realise some value for the investors that were 
in it to reduce their tax in the first place and 
not actually to get outcomes. That would 
make an even worse situation because you 
would then take out those plantations that 
were wood production and put them in as 
carbon sink forests and drive the logging 
further and further into native forests. That 
would be a disaster in biodiversity terms, a 
disaster in terms of the timber industry and 
the downstreaming that was meant to come 
from those plantations. It would be an Aus-
tralian rural community horror show, in fact.  

So I would like to see the government re-
think what it is doing and help to resolve the 
mess that was created because the Liberal 
and Labor parties supported this tax minimi-
sation in the first place, clean up the mess of 
the MI schemes and repeal this legislation 
before we end up with exactly the same mess 
very shortly down the track. 

Senator COLBECK (Tasmania) (3.45 
pm)—I want to make a couple of quick 
comments in respect of the government’s 
response to the Senate Standing Committee 
on Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
report Implementation, operation and ad-
ministration of the legislation underpinning 
carbon sink forests. I welcome the fact that 
the government has made the report. I would 
note that, despite the predictions of doom 
and gloom and disaster that we have just 
heard from the Greens, enormous opportuni-
ties will arise for Australian agriculture and 
farmers with the incorporation of carbon sink 
forests into their lands. 

I still have some concerns about the proc-
esses that the government is putting in place 
through this measure and also through the 
CPRS. My concern is that the opportunities 
that should exist for farmers to integrate farm 
forestry into their whole-of-farm manage-
ment plans, which is the way that this should 
be encouraged, are not being put into place 
in the way that they could be. The govern-
ment should be showing greater intensity in 
the work that it is doing to try and get some 
of the accounting procedures modified, par-
ticularly those that give the opportunity for 
the recognition of carbon stored in wood 
products. This not the case under the current 
accounting rules, which severely limit the 
capacity of farmers in rural communities to 
take advantage of the opportunities that exist 
for the sequestration of carbon and the take-
up of these opportunities. I am concerned 
that the growth in restrictions around the 
operation of some of these projects really 
does provide those limitations. 

In respect of Senator Milne’s comments, 
while I do agree with some of the prudential 
measures that are in place governing man-
aged investment schemes, the collapse of 
two companies does not mean the demise of 
the whole process. There are companies that 
are still quite successfully operating man-
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aged investment schemes and providing op-
portunities for farmers and the supply of 
timber products into the wood supply. We all 
know that the Greens have the view that you 
should close down all forestry in Australia, 
and the way they misuse terminology and 
definitions in this debate is quite deceptive at 
times. I would urge people to take real cau-
tion when they listen to some of the hysteri-
cal contributions that are being made in this 
debate. In particular, people should listen 
very carefully to some of the terminology 
that is being used. 

I welcome the fact that the government 
has made a response to the committee report, 
but there remain some concerns, as I have 
indicated. The government needs to make 
sure that the real opportunities that exist for 
rural Australia to participate properly in for-
estry are dealt with as part of both this proc-
ess and the development of the CPRS mov-
ing forward. 

Question agreed to. 

DELEGATION REPORTS 

Parliamentary Delegation to Colombia 
and Argentina 

Senator HUTCHINS (New South Wales) 
(3.49 pm)—by leave—I present the report 
of the Australian parliamentary delegation 
to   Colombia and Argentina which 
took  place from 9 to 24 August 2008 and I 
move: 

That the Senate take note of the document. 

The bilateral visit in August last year was an 
opportunity for parliamentarians to learn 
more about Colombia and Argentina, to 
promote Australia and to strengthen bilateral 
ties. The delegation was the first Australian 
parliamentary visit to Colombia and the first 
in some years to Argentina. Indeed, I think 
our first Colombian congressional delegation 
will be coming here next week. The report 

details our program activities and observa-
tions.  

I wish to acknowledge my delegation col-
leagues. The deputy delegation leader was 
Mr Don Randall. The other delegation mem-
bers were Senator Marise Payne, who has a 
very extensive and impressive knowledge of 
foreign affairs, Senator Helen Polley, Mr 
Luke Hartsuyker and Ms Melissa Parke. The 
delegation secretary was Ms Sara Edson, 
who did a great job in assisting the delega-
tion. Each delegate was an enthusiastic par-
ticipant in discussions and inspections and 
contributed significantly to the purpose of 
the delegation visit in a spirit of bipartisan-
ship and goodwill. 

The delegation visited Colombia first, 
from 8 to 15 August. In Bogota we had the 
distinct honour of meeting with the Colom-
bian President, Mr Alvaro Uribe, as well as 
the Foreign Minister, Mr Jaime Bermudez. 
The President’s administration has ushered in 
a suite of reforms which have improved se-
curity, facilitated economic growth and in-
troduced new health and education pro-
grams. Wherever we went in Colombia we 
learnt that past perceptions of Colombia are 
not necessarily the reality of Colombia today. 
Colombians have a renewed sense of self-
esteem about their institutions and an opti-
mism about their country’s future. 

We were warmly received by the Presi-
dent of the Senate, Mr Hernan Andrade, and 
parliamentarians from the Senate and the 
Chamber of Deputies, and impressed by the 
level of interest in Australia that our counter-
parts had. Engaging discussions were held on 
a range of foreign relations and trade mat-
ters, including the latest Doha Round, direct 
foreign investment, free trade agreements, 
alternative sources of energy and the scope 
for further cooperation in the mining, agri-
business and education industries. I had the 
pleasure of addressing the Colombian Sen-
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ate, which was broadcast live to a potential 
audience of 40 million Colombians. I am not 
sure that anybody else could claim that 
credit, and I hope none of my delegation col-
leagues reported it back to the Prime Minis-
ter either! 

In addition to meetings with parliamen-
tarians and officials from government de-
partments in Bogota, the delegation had a 
number of engagements outside the capital. 
Highlights included a visit to Cerrejon mine, 
which is one-third owned by BHP Billiton 
and the world’s largest open pit coalmine, 
and its local school program for indigenous 
children. We also had valuable meetings with 
local government and business representa-
tives in Cartagena and visited the award-
winning Port of Cartagena. We enjoyed par-
ticipating in a forum on Australian relations 
with Latin America with university students 
in Medellin keen to learn more about Austra-
lia. It is not that well known that Colombia 
sends 5,000 students to study in Australian 
tertiary institutions each year. In fact, one of 
the President’s sons has an engineering de-
gree from here. In Medellin, we also visited 
the Parque Biblioteca Espana, an unusual 
and successful development project which 
uses modern architecture and public spaces 
to inspire social change in disadvantaged 
communities. Indeed, Colombia was re-
garded as one of the most dangerous places 
in the world; Medellin, where we were, was 
regarded as the most dangerous place in Co-
lombia; and this project where we were was 
regarded as the most dangerous place in 
Medellin. That has certainly changed. 

From 16 to 22 August the delegation vis-
ited Argentina. This leg of the journey com-
menced in Missiones Province during a long 
weekend so that we could see the manage-
ment of large tourist flows at Iguazcu Falls 
and inspect the world’s largest hydroelectric 
dam, over the border in Brazil. 

In Buenos Aires, the delegation was hon-
oured to meet the President of the Senate and 
Vice-President of Argentina, Julios Cobos, 
and the respective chairs of the foreign af-
fairs committees in the Senate and the lower 
house, together with colleagues from differ-
ent parties in the Argentine congress, includ-
ing members of the Australia-Argentine Par-
liamentary Friendship Group. We acknowl-
edge the tremendous assistance and support 
of Senator Sonia Escudero, chair of the 
friendship group, who looked after us during 
the visit. Both the Australian and Argentine 
parliaments benefit from her passion and 
enthusiasm for Australia. It is well known 
that she is married to a former Labor mem-
ber of the upper house in New South Wales, 
Ken Reed, which might account for her pas-
sion. 

A range of bilateral issues were discussed 
at official meetings with parliamentary and 
government officials, including the respec-
tive parliamentary committee systems; 
shared interests in peacekeeping and in envi-
ronmental matters such as the preservation of 
Antarctica and whale conservation; the scope 
for further collaboration in nuclear science 
and technology and climate change; and the 
proposed work and holiday visa arrangement 
with Australia. All agreed that the latter 
would encourage greater people-to-people 
exchanges. 

We visited the Memory Museum in Ar-
gentina, which pays homage to the victims of 
the military dictatorship which was in place 
from 1976-1983, and were impressed with 
the national archive that reminds and edu-
cates future generations about this gruesome 
period in their history. 

We also met with Mr German Perez, the 
Tourism Secretary of Buenos Aires Prov-
ince—the world capital of polo and 
ranches—and discussed the scope for greater 
two-way tourist flows between our countries. 
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In November last year, Qantas added a direct 
route from Sydney to Buenos Aires. This 
welcome move will encourage further peo-
ple-to-people contact, with business and 
tourism links. 

Business representatives in Argentina told 
delegates that opportunities exist for more 
Australian investment in Argentina, espe-
cially in mining and agribusiness. In addition 
to legal and tax predictability and stability, 
having the right partner—familiar with local 
political and business conditions—is para-
mount for any long-term joint ventures be-
tween Australian and Argentine companies. 

I am delighted to inform the Senate that 
we initiated an Australia-Colombia Parlia-
mentary Friendship Group, which is in the 
final stages of being established. This will 
complement the Australia-Argentine Parlia-
mentary Friendship Group that already ex-
ists. 

In closing, delegation members join me in 
expressing sincere appreciation to the host 
parliaments, government, business and other 
representatives who contributed to a success-
ful visit. We have fond memories of our time 
spent in each country and the people we met. 

We thank our diplomatic representatives 
in Chile, who have responsibility for Colom-
bia and Argentina and who provided out-
standing support during our visit. Our special 
thanks go to the Australian Ambassador to 
Chile and Colombia, His Excellency Crispin 
Conroy, and Third Secretary, Ms Penny 
Toledo-Ocampo; the former Australian Am-
bassador to Argentina, His Excellency Peter 
Hussin, and First Secretary, Mr Nick 
McCaffrey, and Third Secretary, Ms Claire 
Rochecouste. 

We also thank His Excellency Mr Diego 
Betancur, the Colombian Ambassador to 
Australia, and His Excellency Mr Pedro Raul 
Villagra Delgado, the Argentine Ambassador 
to Australia, for meeting with delegates prior 

to departure and, in the case of the Argentine 
Ambassador, on the delegation’s return as 
well. 

Finally I would like to thank Ms Lynette 
Mollard from the Parliamentary Relations 
Office for her efforts in coordinating the 
delegation program and repeat my thanks to 
Ms Sara Edson. I commend the report to the 
Senate. 

Question agreed to. 

COMMITTEES 
Membership 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order! 
The President has received letters from a 
party leader requesting changes in the mem-
bership of committees. 

Senator WONG (South Australia—
Minister for Climate Change and Water) 
(3.58 pm)—by leave—I move: 

That senators be discharged from and ap-
pointed to committees as follows— 

Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations Legislation Committee–– 

Appointed–– 

Substitute member: 

Senator Siewert to replace Senator Han-
son-Young for the committee’s inquiry into 
the provisions of the Building and Con-
struction Industry Improvement Amend-
ment (Transition to Fair Work) Bill 2009 

Participating member: Senator Hanson-
Young 

Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 
References Committee–– 

Appointed–– 

Substitute member: 

Senator Hanson-Young to replace Senator 
Milne for the committee’s inquiry into ru-
ral and regional access to secondary and 
tertiary education opportunities 

Participating member: Senator Milne. 

Question agreed to. 
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THERAPEUTIC GOODS AMENDMENT 
(MEDICAL DEVICES AND OTHER 

MEASURES) BILL 2008 [2009] 
Assent 

Message from the Governor-General re-
ported informing the Senate of assent to the 
bill. 

BUSINESS 
Rearrangement 

Senator WONG (South Australia—
Minister for Climate Change and Water) 
(3.59 pm)—by leave—I move: 

That general business orders of the day Nos 76 
(Renewable Energy (Electricity) Amendment 
(Feed-in-Tariff) Bill 2008) and No. 63 (Building 
and Construction Industry (Restoring Workplace 
Rights) Bill 2008) not be proceeded with today. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (4.00 
pm)—Because we have such a congested 
and important list of matters to deal with in 
the next five days of sittings, I am not going 
to oppose this motion from the government. 
However, the precedent here of the govern-
ment moving to amend private members’ 
time is not a good one. It is a matter for 
the opposition and the crossbench. We get 
very little time in this place and I do not be-
lieve the government should be ordering 
the business for private members. Moreover, 
as I have made clear a number of times be-
fore, I think private members’ time ought to 
be not only kept intact but also, in fact, ex-
tended.  

I will not get into a debate now about the 
need for a much better defined private mem-
bers’ time with the ability for private mem-
bers legislation to pass, but we will be hav-
ing a debate on that soon enough. The move 
here is really to enable government business 
to be brought back on at the expense of pri-
vate members’ business when there are im-
portant pieces of legislation that I think 
should be dealt with. I have a contrary view 

to the government on this. The Greens have a 
contrary view to the government on this. 
While we are not going to get into a long 
debate about this at the moment, it is very 
important that that view be heard by the gov-
ernment.  

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (4.02 
pm)—I want to place on record that my of-
fice contacted Senator Brown’s office about 
this motion procedurally, there having been, 
as we understood it, an agreement that the 
only matter that would proceed would be the 
first bill on the list of bills and that it was 
necessary to clean up the list for that pur-
pose. The discussion took place and as far as 
we were aware there were no issues with the 
moving of this motion. We believed it was 
procedural. We hear what Senator Brown 
says and I can assure him that it is not our 
intention to establish any precedent of inter-
fering with general business in any way. On 
this occasion, this was a procedure to give 
effect to what we understood was an agree-
ment. 

Senator PARRY (Tasmania) (4.03 pm)—
The opposition will be supporting the gov-
ernment’s motion but I do agree with Senator 
Brown in respect of the lack of clarity in re-
lation to general business this afternoon. I 
should indicate to Senator Brown that it is 
general business and not private members’ 
business, but I think it is a matter that the 
Procedure Committee should discuss in fu-
ture in order to more clearly define what 
happens in general business. I do note that I 
understand from a motion previously moved 
in the chamber today the Senate will actually 
have the potential to divide if required at the 
conclusion of general business. This has not 
happened before in my time here, and I think 
we just need to have those matters clarified 
by the Procedure Committee and clearly step 
out issues that govern general business time. 
Maybe then, Senator Brown, the opposition 
and the minor party crossbench will have 
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greater clarity about the time available for 
use by them. 

Question agreed to. 

PROTECTING CHILDREN FROM 
JUNK FOOD ADVERTISING BILL 2006 

[2008] 
Second Reading 

Debate resumed from 14 February 2008, 
on motion by Senator Allision: 

That this bill be now read a second time. 

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia) 
(4.04 pm)—Senator Brown will not be sur-
prised to hear me say that Liberal and Na-
tional Party senators are of the view that in-
dividual and parental responsibility is the 
key component to good family health. We do 
not support the measures proposed in the 
Protecting Children from Junk Food Adver-
tising (Broadcasting Amendment) Bill 2008 
and we will not be supporting it. In govern-
ment we did initiate a range of healthy-eating 
and lifestyle programs which were aimed at 
enabling families to make better informed 
choices, and in the lead-up to the 2007 elec-
tion we announced that we would establish a 
new ABC children’s TV channel that would 
provide children’s age appropriate content 
without advertising as another option for 
parents. We are very pleased to see that the 
Rudd government has decided to follow our 
lead on this, picking up on this very good 
idea and going ahead with it.  

We do take the issue of children’s health 
very seriously. However, we do not believe 
that simply banning junk food advertising is 
the silver bullet that some people want us to 
believe it is. It is not a silver bullet to stop 
increasing rates of childhood obesity. It is 
just too simplistic to suggest that it is. What 
we do need, however, is to equip families 
with the information and support to make 
positive health and lifestyle choices. That is a 
far better long-term solution to these issues 

than just pursuing what we consider to be a 
nanny state approach to the issue.  

This bill seeks to ban junk food advertis-
ing for children; yet, what is conveniently 
ignored by those promoting this approach is 
the fact that such a ban would in fact be inef-
fective. In Quebec and Sweden, food adver-
tising to children was banned 25 years and 
12 years ago respectively without any appre-
ciable impact on obesity rates. The issues 
surrounding childhood obesity are complex 
and cannot be addressed by a single simplis-
tic response such as banning advertisements. 

I would also point out that reviews of the 
Children’s Television Standards and the 
Commercial Television Industry Code of 
Practice, both of which impose obligations 
on broadcasters regarding advertising during 
children’s viewing times, have been con-
ducted in recent years, and I understand that 
the final version of the revised Children’s 
Television Standards are due to be gazetted 
in mid-2009. I am sure that senators would 
be aware of the extensive process that the 
Australian Communications and Media Au-
thority went through in reviewing children’s 
television standards, and of course there are 
a whole range of restrictions and regulatory 
arrangements around what kind of advertis-
ing can occur in which time periods. For ex-
ample, advertisements are prohibited in what 
are called P periods under the Children’s 
Television Standards. P periods are the peri-
ods between 7 am and 4.30 pm Mondays to 
Fridays. Advertisements are limited to five 
minutes in any 30-minute C period. During 
any 30 minutes of a C period, a licensee may 
broadcast the same advertisement no more 
than twice. Advertisements must not be de-
signed to put undue pressure on children to 
ask their parents or other people to purchase 
an advertised product or service. There is a 
series of other regulatory restrictions that I 
encourage senators to review at their leisure. 
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Suffice to say that the main point that the 
opposition want to place on the record is that 
we think the best way to ensure healthy eat-
ing habits for children is to rely on individual 
and parent responsibility and to support 
families in whatever way we can to make 
well-informed choices. With those few 
comments, I place on record that the opposi-
tion will not be supporting this bill. 

Senator SHERRY (Tasmania—Assistant 
Treasurer) (4.09 pm)—The Protecting Chil-
dren from Junk Food Advertising Bill 2006 
[2008] seeks to amend the Broadcasting Ser-
vices Act 1992 and the Schools Assistance 
(Learning Together—Achievement Through 
Choice and Opportunity) Act 2004 to impose 
restrictions on food and beverage advertising 
on television during children’s viewing times 
and provides that financial assistance for 
schools is conditional upon schools not dis-
playing advertisements or sponsorships by 
companies whose principal activity is the 
manufacture, distribution or sale of junk 
food. 

The bill was referred to the Senate Stand-
ing Committee on Community Affairs on 4 
September 2008 and the committee’s report 
was tabled on 2 December 2008. The report 
recommended that the bill not be passed. An 
inquiry into obesity in Australia was recently 
undertaken by the House of Representatives 
Standing Committee on Health and Ageing, 
and the report was tabled in parliament on 1 
June 2009. The inquiry considered the fac-
tors that affect obesity in Australia, including 
advertising and what governments, individu-
als and the community can do to manage 
increasing obesity levels. Recommendation 
No. 11 of the report seeks more research on 
the effects of advertising on the eating be-
haviour of children and other vulnerable 
groups. The report did not recommend a ban 
on junk food advertising.  

This bill pre-empts a number of very im-
portant and detailed policy development and 
evidence-gathering processes which look at 
this issue as part of an integrated approach. I 
think that an outline of the government’s 
actions and outlook will provide some useful 
context and backdrop for this debate. 

Let me state at the outset that there is no 
doubt that obesity, and childhood obesity in 
particular, is a serious issue. I think that 
health experts from across Australia would 
agree that the causes of the problem are mul-
tifactoral and require an integrated range of 
measures. Ad hoc or piecemeal responses are 
unlikely to succeed. The government has 
demonstrated policy leadership in this re-
spect, as it recognises that children’s health, 
eating habits and lifestyle are very important. 
This is why the government is implementing 
a range of measures aimed at improving the 
health of Australian children and adults. 
First, the government has put its money 
where its mouth is. Our commitment is dem-
onstrated by the $872 million over six years 
provided by the Rudd Labor government 
towards preventative health through COAG. 
There has been nothing like this level of in-
vestment commitment ever before, and I 
think that all senators would support the 
government’s actions. 

Programs will be implemented in settings 
such as preschools, schools and workplaces 
to help individuals modify their lifestyles in 
order to reduce their risk of chronic disease, 
and the development of a national preventa-
tive health agency designed to provide ongo-
ing policy leadership is currently in devel-
opment. This unprecedented investment in 
preventative health programs builds on the 
more than $50 million provided for obesity 
prevention initiatives in the government’s 
first budget, including a range of initiatives 
targeting children. The initiatives include 
$25.6 million over four years for Healthy 
Kids Checks for all four-year-olds to im-
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prove childhood health, claimable under 
Medicare. That was launched on 1 July 2008. 
The Get Set 4 Life—habits for healthy kids 
guide, was launched on 1 July 2008 and pro-
vides $2.9 million over two years for parents 
of four-year-olds receiving the Healthy Kids 
Check. Under the Stephanie Alexander 
Kitchen Garden program, up to 190 govern-
ment primary schools will receive a grant of 
up to $60,000 to build a vegetable garden 
and kitchen facilities. That program was 
launched on 21 August 2008 and will pro-
vide $12.8 million over four years. The Ac-
tive After-schools Communities program, 
through the Australian Sports Commission, 
encourages participation in after-school 
physical activity and is funded at $124.4 mil-
lion over four years from 2007-08; and the 
Healthy Eating and Physical Activity Guide-
lines for Early Childhood Settings is funded 
at $4.5 million over five years. So the Rudd 
Labor government’s commitment has been 
solid, tangible and there for all to see. One of 
the hallmarks of this government has been 
the recognition that a good and rigorous evi-
dence base is essential if policy development 
is to be effective and have a lasting effect. 
Once again, I think all senators would agree 
with this proposition.  

There are currently a number of interre-
lated policy processes underway which are 
relevant to the objectives of this bill. The 
government has established the National 
Preventative Health Taskforce, chaired by 
Professor Rob Moodie, to examine ways to 
reduce health problems caused by alcohol, 
tobacco and, as is especially relevant here, 
obesity. I would like to emphasise that this 
task force underlines our commitment to 
identify root causes and the best evidence to 
help us develop a policy prescription. In Oc-
tober 2008, the task force released a discus-
sion paper, Australia: the healthiest country 
by 2020, and three comprehensive technical 
reports on obesity, tobacco and alcohol for 

public comment. The discussion paper aimed 
to initiate debate that will assist in the devel-
opment of a national preventative health 
strategy. The task force will be reporting in 
the near future. To introduce legislation now 
would pre-empt the work of the task force 
and is, therefore, inappropriate. 

As with any complex issue, there is no 
magic cure for the trend towards childhood 
obesity. There are many and varied causes of 
for being overweight and obese amongst our 
children. During the Australian Communica-
tions and Media Authority’s recent review of 
the Children’s Television Standards, ACMA 
commissioned independent research on the 
issue. ACMA has issued a draft report for 
comment and will be issuing its final report 
in the near future. Once again, to introduce 
sweeping legislation now would inappropri-
ately pre-empt the work of ACMA. 

Food and beverage advertising is already 
subject to substantial regulation. Rules about 
advertising to children are set out in broad-
casting standards and codes. The Broadcast-
ing Services Act 1992 sets out a co-
regulatory system for the regulation of 
broadcasting content, in which commercial 
free-to-air broadcasters comply with the 
Commercial Television Industry Code of 
Practice and Children’s Television Standards. 
Under the system, the viewing day is divided 
into a series of time zones or bands to ensure 
appropriate material is broadcast, to assist 
viewers to make informed choices about the 
content they access and to provide parents 
with information regarding the suitability of 
material for children. 

Under the current Children’s Television 
Standards, no commercials are permitted to 
be broadcast in P periods, and each 30 min-
utes of C periods may contain no more than 
five minutes of commercials, with the excep-
tion of some Australian drama programs. The 
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standard also includes strict content rules, 
which include: 
An advertisement for a food product may not 
contain any misleading or incorrect information 
about the nutritional value of that product.  

Under the Children’s Television Standards: 
No material broadcast during a C period or P 

period may: 

(a) demean any person or group on the ba-
sis of ethnicity, nationality, race, gender, sexual 
preference, religion, or mental or physical disabil-
ity; 

(b) present images or events in a way which 
is unduly frightening or unduly distressing to 
children; 

(c) present images or events which depict 
unsafe uses of a product or unsafe situations 
which may encourage children to engage in ac-
tivities dangerous to them; 

(d) advertise products or services which 
have been officially declared unsafe or dangerous 
by a Commonwealth authority or by an authority 
having jurisdiction within the licensee’s licence 
area. 

These requirements may apply equally to 
program content and advertisements. 

The Commercial Television Industry Code 
of Practice provides another layer of protec-
tion in relation to advertising to children. The 
Commercial Television Industry Code of 
Practice provides that:  

Advertisements to Children for food and/or 
beverages: 

(a) should not encourage or promote an in-
active lifestyle combined with unhealthy eating or 
drinking habits; and 

(b) must not contain any misleading or in-
correct information about the nutritional value of 
that Product.  

The merits of co- and self-regulatory systems 
are well established and apply equally across 
advertising media channels, including the 
internet and emergent media. These other 
increasingly influential media platforms 
would not be covered by a ban on television 

advertising. Complaint mechanisms within 
the existing co-regulatory systems enable 
broadcasters and advertisers to quickly and 
transparently respond to complaints and to 
make adjustments in responding to prevail-
ing community standards. 

In addition to the co-regulatory require-
ments within the broadcasting and advertis-
ing sectors, some key industry groups and 
bodies are implementing their own codes. I 
could give some further arguments but, due 
to the nature of the debate and the agreed 
time limits, I conclude by saying that the 
government has made obesity a preventative 
health priority. It is investing heavily to sup-
port efforts to reduce the numbers of people 
who are overweight and obese. The govern-
ment is determined to take a careful, evi-
dence based approach to this issue. There-
fore, the government does not support this 
bill. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (4.20 
pm)—in reply—I thank the contributors to 
the debate on the Protecting Children from 
Junk Food Advertising (Broadcasting 
Amendment) Bill 2008, which not only is an 
important bill but also is quite urgent in view 
of the ever-worsening statistics about obesity 
in Australia, which has a quarter of adults 
obese now and the speculation in medical 
circles that we may actually see a reduction 
in the longevity of the Australian population 
within the next decade or two starting to oc-
cur due to the increase in obesity in the 
community. 

The evidence continues to grow that junk 
food advertising on television materially in-
creases the chances of children becoming 
obese and that once that happens it is very 
difficult to reverse it. I point the Senate’s 
attention to the European Journal of Public 
Health Advance Access, published on 14 
April this year. The article ‘By how much 
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would limiting TV food advertising reduce 
childhood obesity?’ is by four researchers, J. 
Lennert Veerman, Eduard F. Van Beeck, Jan 
J. Barendregt and Johan P. Mackenbach of 
the Erasmus University Rotterdam and the 
University of Queensland. In summary, it 
says: 
A complete ban on food advertising on TV may 
reduce the prevalence of obesity among US chil-
dren by about 2.5 percentage points. Based on 
expert opinion, this could be as much as 6.5 per-
centage points. In other words, given a baseline 
prevalence of about 17%, possibly as many as 
one in seven—or even one in three—obese chil-
dren would not have been obese in the absence of 
food advertising on TV. Comparable numbers of 
overweight children might have had a normal 
weight. 

This is the latest article that I could find, and 
I thank my staff—not the least Prue Cam-
eron—for the hard work that has been put 
into backing the necessity for this legislation 
and for the increasing evidence I have been 
able to bring before the Senate as to why we 
should be acting on this piece of legislation. 

I hear what both the government and the 
opposition are saying about parental guid-
ance being important, and it does echo to me 
a debate that Senator Siewert and I have had 
in the past in this place with regard to the 
terrible scourge of petrol sniffing in Central 
Australia, where a former minister for health, 
Mr Tony Abbott, said that that was a matter 
for parental guidance. However, government 
intervention there has saved hundreds of 
children from brain damage and potential 
lifelong physical and mental damage as a 
result of that scourge. It is not different to 
say that we have increasing obesity in the 
whole of the Australian community and it 
does require government control on those 
who are pushing junk food onto children. 

What are government and opposition 
members saying—that children should not be 
allowed to watch commercial TV; that it is 

irresponsible of parents to allow that to hap-
pen? Or are they saying that children should 
have parents sitting with them during all ad-
vertising times, when they see food adver-
tisements on television, so that they can be 
dissuaded from believing what they see on 
TV? Or are government and opposition 
members saying that the psychologists are 
wrong when they tell us that children up to 
the age of 12 cannot discern between the 
factual material they may see on television 
and advertising? Or have government and 
opposition members not read about the em-
ployment by the big food manufacturers of 
banks of psychologists to help them in their 
advertising presentation to vulnerable chil-
dren who do not know the difference, using 
established psychological techniques to per-
suade children to buy junk food from adver-
tising and, indeed, to employ the pester fac-
tor—that is, to pester their parents to buy 
junk food when they are at the supermarket 
or when they are out in the area of restau-
rants? 

It is not naivety; it is very close to irre-
sponsible that we are not seeing legislative 
action backed by the big parties on this mat-
ter—and here is the opportunity. As with the 
moves towards banning tobacco advertising, 
which saved the public health system billions 
of dollars and saved massive social problems 
and heartache—because it saved thousands 
of Australians from lung cancer, heart dis-
ease, stomach cancer, circulatory disease and 
a whole range of other factors that shortened 
lives in this country, through government 
action—can senators not see that acting to 
prevent the rapidly increasing toll of obesity 
in this country is a responsibility that is on 
our shoulders, and an urgent one at that? 

Nobody has claimed in this debate—and 
nor will I—that ending junk food advertising 
pushed to children is going to solve the prob-
lem, because it will not. There are a range of 
other factors that have to be dealt with, in-
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cluding, for example, ensuring that not just 
children but also adults get adequate exercise 
and that there is public education on what is 
healthy food. This legislation from the 
Greens gives the minister the ability to en-
able good food to be advertised in children’s 
TV viewing hours. It therefore enables the 
minister of the day to be able to get expert 
advice on that matter. In other words, it gives 
the minister the ability to see whether food is 
in fact not just neutral or is not unhealthy but 
is healthy when it is being pushed in chil-
dren’s TV viewing hours. 

Moreover, as a result of listening to the 
increasing evidence on the impact on chil-
dren’s TV viewing hours, I have with me 
amendments that I would move in the com-
mittee of the whole were we to get the gov-
ernment and/or the opposition to support this 
legislation which would increase the restric-
tion on junk food advertising to 9.30 at night. 
It would be from 6 am to 9.30 at night in 
period C or period P, and variously extending 
the hours, because it has been found that the 
greatest impact that the junk food advertiser 
is having on children is targeting them before 
9.30 at night—in other words, very often 
when they are watching with their parents. 

It is not fatuous, but it is a flawed argu-
ment for both the big parties to be saying this 
is a parental responsibility. The fact is that it 
is manifestly not working. We have the same 
argument here that we had with petrol sniff-
ing: that responsible parents will stop their 
children from getting into trouble that way. 
But it is a reality that we have a range of pa-
rental guidance in our community and that 
children who do not have the benefit of the 
best of caring from their parents may be the 
most vulnerable to the junk food advertisers. 
I am aware of the enormous power of the 
food manufacturers in this country, and they 
have it over the body politic. They talk about 
self-regulation. Every time this issue comes 
up, on comes the issue of self-regulation. It 

is not working and it has not worked and it is 
our responsibility to ensure that we do make 
it work. 

It is an absolute failure of the Rudd gov-
ernment and the Minister for Health and 
Ageing that not only is this legislation being 
opposed by the Labor government but there 
is no substitute for it. And there is no appar-
ent intention to substitute it. The health min-
ister has been apparently struck with inani-
tion on this issue and I have heard no argu-
ment as to why that is the case. This is our 
responsibility. This is a serious matter. The 
Greens here are acting on a public health 
matter of high priority to the experts in this 
country and around the world, and the gov-
ernment is failing to act in a similarly re-
sponsible way. It is very, very hard to under-
stand why the government is not taking ac-
tion on this unless you factor in the sheer 
power of the food manufacturers in the big 
end of town who always, of course, come in 
with the argument of parental responsibility 
and self-regulation. 

I have here a letter from Choice, the re-
markably effective consumer advocacy voice 
in Australia. This is addressed to Senator 
Milne but it has come, I presume, to all of us. 
It is entitled: ‘Re: Junk food advertising to 
children: who is the biggest loser?’ Mr 
Gordon Renouf, the Director of Policy and 
Campaigns says this: 

I am writing to you to urge you to support 
tougher Australian regulations and international 
recommendations that will protect children from 
the unhealthy influence of junk food marketing. I 
am also pleased to provide you with Choice’s 
latest report on junk food marketing, entitled 
Food advertising to children: who is the biggest 
loser? which demonstrates the need for better 
restrictions on junk food advertising on TV. 
Choice assessed all the food and drinks advertised 
between 6 am and 9 pm during a one week period 
using the nutrient profiling scoring criteria devel-
oped by Food Standards Australia and New Zea-
land (FSANZ) for regulating health claims on 
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food labels. The FSANZ criteria are based on the 
nutrient profiling system first developed by the 
UK Food Standards Agency to regulate junk food 
advertising to children. 

Choice goes on to say this:  
It found that 54 per cent of all food advertise-

ments promoted unhealthy foods. 

It is talking about advertisements on televi-
sion. It goes on: 
Most junk food ads were aired between 6 pm and 
9 pm when there are no government restrictions 
but a larger number of children watching. Our 
research clearly demonstrates current advertising 
restrictions that apply during so-called children’s 
viewing periods are out of touch with children’s 
real TV viewing habits and do little to minimise 
their exposure to advertisements for unhealthy 
foods. Current voluntary industry efforts fail to 
protect children from the glut of junk food ads 
that appear during the programs that are most 
popular with children. Choice wants UK-style 
restrictions to be introduced in Australia based on 
the nutrient profiling scoring criteria developed 
by FSANZ. 

Parents also want government action. 88 per 
cent of parents in our 2008 Newspoll survey said 
that junk food marketing undermined parents’ 
efforts to encourage children to eat healthy foods. 
82 per cent were in favour of increasing govern-
ment regulation of the way unhealthy food is 
marketed to children. International research 
shows that food advertising influences children’s 
food preferences and diets. The World Health 
Organisation recommends restrictions on food 
marketing to children as part of a global strategy 
to prevent diet related diseases and is currently 
developing recommendations on the marketing of 
food and non-alcoholic beverages to children. 
Children in Australia and across the globe have a 
right to be protected from marketing that in the 
long term has a detrimental impact on their 
health. Choice supports Consumers International, 
its recommendations for an international code on 
marketing of foods and non-alcoholic beverages 
to children and calls on the Australian govern-
ment to do the same. 

Then it cites: 
www.choice.com.au/junkfoodcode 

for more information about the proposed 
code and says: 

Restricting junk food marketing to children is 
just one action required to address rising rates of 
overweight and obesity in children. This has al-
ready been highlighted by the Commonwealth 
government’s own National Preventative Health 
Taskforce. We are hopeful that food marketing 
restrictions will form part of the final National 
Preventative Health Strategy that will soon be 
presented to government. Choice urges you to 
support the development of Australian regulations 
including the strengthening of children’s televi-
sion standards and WHO recommendations that 
protect children under 16 from the promotion of 
foods high in fat, sugar and salt in broadcast me-
dia between 6 am and 9 pm and non-broadcast 
media, including on-pack promotions and the use 
of movie tie-ins, toys, characters and celebrities 
to appeal to children. 

The reality here is that we are unlikely to 
get legislation like the Greens have brought 
forward in this period of government, and 
that is not acceptable. The government will 
be failing the Australian populace in this 
matter if it does not support this move. We 
are told, ‘Wait on’. That is the result of the 
pressure of the big food advertisers. It is the 
‘wait on’ factor that always has bedevilled 
trying to deal adequately with the serious-
ness of cigarette advertising and pushing by 
the big tobacco companies. We have here a 
real epidemic and an increasing impact 
which costs the public purse billions of dol-
lars and a lot of heartache for those people 
caught up with it in increasing obesity and 
the number and percentage of Australians 
who are overweight. 

This legislation should be supported. I 
submit there has been no cogent argument 
except an attempt to delay and to substitute 
inaction on behalf of the government and the 
opposition for the action that the Greens 
want to see taken in the interests of the pri-
mary health care, and this is preventative 
health care, of Australians. Finally, this will 
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be looked back on in the future with a great 
deal of incredulity by people researching the 
matter. How can we allow millions of chil-
dren every day to be exposed to junk food 
purveyors pushing food at these children 
which injures their health? How is it that we 
allow these big corporations their manipulat-
ive advertising based on millions of dollars 
spent on psychological research not in the 
interests of the health of children but to in-
crease profit lines against the interests of the 
health of children. This is the public domain. 
We are here to look after the public interest. 
This bill is all about the public interest and it 
should be supported. 

Question put: 
That this be now read a second time. 

A division having been called and the 
bells being rung— 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Hanson-
Young, you will have to take the child out-
side for a division. We cannot allow children 
to be in here for a division. 

Senator Bob Brown—I request that you 
provide a childminder for the division so that 
Senator Hanson-Young has somebody to 
provide the care that you insist she gets. 
Senator Hanson-Young, I want you to stay 
here. 

The PRESIDENT—I think the action is 
being taken. Someone is going to mind the 
child. 

Senator Bob Brown—I object. President, 
there is no such rule as the one you have just 
employed. Although it is in the form of a 
request, I ask you to come back to this 
chamber on this ruling that I object to, and 
object to in the strongest terms. 

The Senate divided. [4.45 pm] 

(The President—Senator the Hon. JJ 
Hogg) 

Ayes…………  5 

Noes………… 43 

Majority……… 38 

AYES 

Brown, B.J. Hanson-Young, S.C. 
Ludlam, S. Milne, C. 
Siewert, R. *  

NOES 

Adams, J. Arbib, M.V. 
Back, C.J. Bernardi, C. 
Bilyk, C.L. Birmingham, S. 
Bishop, T.M. Boyce, S. 
Brown, C.L. Cameron, D.N. 
Cash, M.C. Colbeck, R. 
Collins, J. Crossin, P.M. 
Eggleston, A. Farrell, D.E. 
Feeney, D. Fielding, S. 
Fifield, M.P. Fisher, M.J. 
Furner, M.L. Heffernan, W. 
Hogg, J.J. Humphries, G. 
Hurley, A. Johnston, D. 
Kroger, H. Marshall, G. 
McEwen, A. McLucas, J.E. 
Moore, C. Nash, F. 
O’Brien, K.W.K. Parry, S. 
Payne, M.A. Pratt, L.C. 
Ryan, S.M. Scullion, N.G. 
Sherry, N.J. Sterle, G. 
Troeth, J.M. Williams, J.R. * 
Wortley, D.  
* denotes teller 

Question negatived. 

DISSENT FROM RULING 
Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—

Leader of the Australian Greens) (4.48 
pm)—I move: 

That the ruling of the President be dissented 
from. 

Mr President, I ask that the matter be put on 
the Notice Paper for debate at the next day 
of sitting. 

Senator Boyce—I would like to support 
Senator Brown’s call. Children have come 
into this chamber in the past, and it is a situa-
tion that needs to be debated so that people 
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have a sense of what they can do and what 
they cannot do. 

Senator Fielding—Mr President, very 
quickly on the same point: I have the utmost 
respect for your position and the role but I 
also support Senator Brown. There could 
have been a better handling of that. 

Ordered that debate be adjourned till the 
next day of sitting, pursuant to standing or-
der 198. 

DOCUMENTS 
Consideration 

The following orders of the day relating to 
government documents were considered: 
Bureau of Meteorology—Report for 2007-08. 
Motion of Senator Williams to take note of 
document agreed to. 

Australian Communications and Media Author-
ity—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Wil-
liams to take note of document agreed to. 

Airservices Australia—Report for 2007-08. Mo-
tion of Senator Williams to take note of document 
agreed to. 

Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Local Government—Report for 
2007-08. Motion of Senator Williams to take note 
of document agreed to. 

Wet Tropics Management Authority—Report for 
2007-08, including State of the Wet Tropics report 
for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Williams to take 
note of document agreed to. 

Australian Trade Commission (Austrade)—
Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Williams 
to take note of document agreed to. 

Australian Customs Service—Report for 2007-
08. Motion of Senator Williams to take note of 
document agreed to. 

Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism—
Report for the period 3 December 2007 to 30 
June 2008. Motion of Senator Williams to take 
note of document agreed to. 

Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage 
and the Arts—Reports for 2007-08— 

Volume 1—Department of the Environment, Wa-
ter, Heritage and the Arts. Volume 2—Legislation. 

—Motion of Senator Williams to take note of 
document agreed to. 

National Transport Commission (NTC Austra-
lia)—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Wil-
liams to take note of document agreed to. 

Australian Bureau of Statistics—Report for 2007-
08. Motion of Senator Williams to take note of 
document agreed to. 

Commonwealth Ombudsman—Report for 2007-
08. Motion of Senator Williams to take note of 
document agreed to. 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare—
Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Williams 
to take note of document called on. On the motion 
of Senator Ryan debate was adjourned till Thurs-
day at general business. 

Australian Institute for Teaching and School 
Leadership Limited (Teaching Australia)—Report 
for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Williams to take 
note of document agreed to. 

Australian Electoral Commission (AEC)—Report 
for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Williams to take 
note of document agreed to. 

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commis-
sion—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator 
Williams to take note of document agreed to. 

Australian Fair Pay Commission—Report for 
2007-08. Motion of Senator Adams to take note 
of document agreed to. 

Australian Fair Pay Commission Secretariat—
Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Adams to 
take note of document agreed to. 

Department of Immigration and Citizenship—
Report for 2007-08—Corrections. Motion of 
Senator Parry to take note of document agreed to. 

National Health and Medical Research Council 
(NHMRC)—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Sena-
tor Parry to take note of document agreed to. 

Sugar Research and Development Corporation—
Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Parry to 
take note of document agreed to. 

Australian River Co. Limited—Report for 1 De-
cember 2006 to 30 November 2007. Motion of 
Senator Parry to take note of document agreed to. 
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Audio-Visual Copyright Society Limited (Screen-
rights)—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator 
Parry to take note of document agreed to. 

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority—
Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Parry to 
take note of document agreed to. 

Murray-Darling Basin Commission—Report for 
2007-08. Motion of Senator Parry to take note of 
document agreed to. 

General Practice Education and Training Lim-
ited—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator 
Parry to take note of document agreed to. 

Aged Care Act 1997—Report for 2007-08 on the 
operation of the Act. Motion of Senator Parry to 
take note of document agreed to. 

Migration Act 1958—Section 486O—Assessment 
of detention arrangements—Personal identifiers 
481/08 to 491/08—Government response to 
Commonwealth Ombudsman’s reports. Motion of 
Senator Parry to take note of document agreed to. 

Migration Act 1958—Section 486O—Assessment 
of detention arrangements—Personal identifiers 
481/08 to 491/08—Commonwealth Ombuds-
man’s reports. Motion of Senator Parry to take 
note of document agreed to. 

Crimes Act 1914—Authorisations for the acquisi-
tion and use of assumed identities—Report for 
2007-08—Australian Crime Commission. Motion 
of Senator Parry to take note of document agreed 
to. 

National Rural Advisory Council—Report for 
2007-08. Motion to take note of document moved 
by Senator Parry. Motion of Senator Parry to take 
note of document agreed to. 

Australian Fisheries Management Authority—
Report for 2007-08. Motion of Senator Parry to 
take note of document agreed to. 

Schools Assistance (Learning Together - 
Achievement Through Choice and Opportunity) 
Act 2004—Report on financial assistance granted 
to each state in respect of 2007. Motion of Sena-
tor Mason to take note of document agreed to. 

Australian Public Service Commission—State of 
the service—Report for 2007-08. Motion of Sena-
tor Parry to take note of document agreed to. 

Telstra Sale Company Limited—Report for 2007-
08. Motion of Senator Macdonald to take note of 
document agreed to. 

Australian Electoral Commission—Report for 
2007-08—Correction. Motion of Senator Wil-
liams to take note of document agreed to. 

Commonwealth Grants Commission—Report on 
State revenue sharing relativities—2009 update. 
Motion of Senator Brandis to take note of docu-
ment agreed to. 

Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear 
Safety Agency—Quarterly report for the period 1 
October to 31 December 2008. Motion of Senator 
Macdonald to take note of document agreed to. 

Telecommunications Act 1997—Funding of re-
search and consumer representation in relation to 
telecommunications—Report for 2007-08. Mo-
tion of Senator Barnett to take note of document 
agreed to. 

Indexed lists of departmental and agency files, 
Departmental and agency grants, Departmental 
and agency appointments and vacancies and De-
partmental and agency grants—Orders for the 
production of documents—Documents tabled 15 
June 2009. Motion of Senator Williams to take 
note of documents agreed to. 

General business orders of the day nos 34 to 37 
and 40 to 54 relating to government documents 
were called on but no motion was moved. 

COMMITTEES 
Consideration 

The following orders of the day relating to 
committee reports and government responses 
were considered: 
Finance and Public Administration Legislation 
Committee—Report—Plebiscite for an Australian 
Republic Bill 2008. Motion of Senator O’Brien to 
take note of report agreed to. 

Climate Policy—Select Committee—Report 

Economics Legislation Committee—Report—
Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme Bill 2009 
and related bills [Provisions]. Motion of Senator 
O’Brien to take note of reports called on. On the 
motion of Senator Fisher debate was adjourned 
till the next day of sitting. 
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Environment, Communications and the Arts 
Committee—Report—The reporting of sports 
news and the emergency of digital media. Motion 
of Senator McEwen to take note of report agreed 
to. 

National Broadband Network—Select Commit-
tee—Second interim report—Another fork in the 
road to national broadband. Motion of the chair of 
the committee (Senator Fisher) to take note of 
report agreed to. 

Environment, Communications and the Arts—
Standing Committee—Second report [Final]—
The operation of the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Motion of 
Senator Birmingham to take note of report agreed 
to. 

Environment, Communications and the Arts—
Standing Committee—Report—Water Amend-
ment (Saving the Goulburn and Murray Rivers) 
Bill 2008. Motion of Senator Nash to take note of 
report agreed to. 

Finance and Public Administration—Standing 
Committee—Report—Residential and commu-
nity aged care in Australia. Motion of the chair of 
the committee (Senator Polley) to take note of 
report called on. On the motion of Senator Parry 
debate was adjourned till the next day of sitting. 

Legal and Constitutional Affairs—Standing 
Committee—Report—Exposure draft of the Per-
sonal Property Securities Bill 2008. Motion of 
Senator O’Brien to take note of report agreed to. 

Treaties—Joint Standing Committee—Report 
100—Treaties tabled on 25 June 2008 (2). Motion 
of Senator Parry to take note of report agreed to. 

Community Affairs—Standing Committee—
Report—Grasping the opportunity of Opal: As-
sessing the impact of the Petrol Sniffing Strategy. 
Motion of the chair of the committee (Senator 
Moore) to take note of report called on. On the 
motion of Senator Parry debate was adjourned till 
the next day of sitting. 

Environment, Communications and the Arts—
Standing Committee—First report—The opera-
tion of the Environment Protection and Biodiver-
sity Conservation Act 1999. Motion of the chair 
of the committee (Senator McEwen) to take note 
of report agreed to. 

Legal and Constitutional Affairs—Standing 
Committee—Report—Disability Discrimination 
and Other Human Rights Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2008. Motion of Senator Barnett to take note 
of report called on. Debate adjourned till the next 
day of sitting, Senator Parry in continuation. 

Economics—Standing Committee—Report—
Disclosure regimes for charities and not-for-profit 
organisations. Motion of Senator Crossin to take 
note of report agreed to. 

Community Affairs—Standing Committee—
Report—Government expenditure on Indigenous 
affairs and social services in the Northern Terri-
tory. Motion of Senator Crossin to take note of 
report called on. Debate adjourned till the next 
day of sitting, Senator Parry in continuation. 

Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport—
Standing Committee—Report—Climate change 
and the Australian agricultural sector. Motion of 
Senator Crossin to take note of report agreed to. 

Corporations and Financial Services—Joint Statu-
tory Committee—Report—Opportunity not op-
portunism: Improving conduct in Australian fran-
chising. Motion of Senator Williams to take note 
of report called on. Debate adjourned till the next 
day of sitting, Senator Parry in continuation. 

National Broadband Network—Select Commit-
tee—Interim report. Motion of Senator Parry to 
take note of report agreed to. 

Community Affairs—Standing Committee—
Report—Towards recovery: Mental health ser-
vices in Australia. Motion of the chair of the 
committee (Senator Moore) to take note of report 
called on. Debate adjourned till the next day of 
sitting, Senator Parry in continuation. 

AUDITOR-GENERAL’S REPORTS 
Consideration 

The following orders of the day relating to 
reports of the Auditor-General were consid-
ered: 
Auditor-General—Audit report no. 11 of 2008-
09—Performance audit—Disability employment 
services—Department of Families, Housing, 
Community Services and Indigenous Affairs; 
Department of Education, Employment and 
Workplace Relations. Motion of Senator Parry to 
take note of document called on. Debate ad-
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journed till the next day of sitting, Senator Parry 
in continuation. 

Auditor-General—Audit report no. 37 of 2008-
09—Performance audit—Online availability of 
government entities’ documents tabled in the Aus-
tralian Parliament. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Parry. Debate adjourned 
till the next day of sitting, Senator Parry in con-
tinuation. 

Auditor-General—Audit report no. 40 of 2008-
09—Performance audit—Planning and allocating 
aged care places and capital grants—Department 
of Health and Ageing. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Parry. Debate ad-
journed till the next day of sitting, Senator Parry 
in continuation. 

Orders of the day nos 2 to 11, 13, 14 and 16 relat-
ing to reports of the Auditor-General were called 
on but no motion was moved. 

ADJOURNMENT 
The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 

(Senator Hurley)—Order! There being no 
further consideration of committee reports, 
government responses and Auditor-General’s 
reports, I propose the question: 

That the Senate do now adjourn. 

Australian Refugee Week 
Senator McEWEN (South Australia) 

(4.55 pm)—In 1986, Australia’s refugee and 
asylum seeker advocacy groups joined to-
gether for the first time to create a better un-
derstanding and a positive social awareness 
of refugees in the community when they es-
tablished the inaugural Australian Refugee 
Week. Since those very first celebrations, 
Refugee Week has become an annual event, 
and this week Australia celebrates Refugee 
Week for the 24th time. I also note that on 20 
June—that is, this coming Saturday—it will 
be World Refugee Day, a fact acknowledged 
by the Senate earlier today. Refugee Week 
provides an important opportunity for asy-
lum seekers and refugees in Australia to be 
seen, to be listened to and to be heard. It 
provides those people with the chance not 

only to share their stories and their cultures 
but to celebrate the contributions that they 
have made to our communities. 

Almost four years ago, when I made my 
first speech, I spoke of my concern for the 
plight of asylum seekers and refugees in 
Australia. I am still concerned with the plight 
of those people, but I am also pleased that in 
the intervening four years many positive im-
provements have been made. Principally, I 
am most pleased with the last year’s intro-
duction by the Minister for Immigration and 
Citizenship, Senator Chris Evans, of the 
seven key immigration values that will drive 
the new detention policy and practice into 
the future. These values take a more compas-
sionate and tolerant stance towards asylum 
seekers coming to our shores, and they are a 
step in the right direction in our treatment of 
those who are fleeing their native lands. 

Australian Refugee Week, as I said, is a 
time to celebrate stories but also a time and 
an opportunity for all of us to reflect on why 
there are people who are refugees. It is a 
celebration of some 740,000 refugees who 
have made Australia their new home since 
we became a federation. This year’s theme 
for Australian Refugee Week is ‘freedom 
from fear’, and that encapsulates the refugee 
experience. In seeking refuge in Australia, 
refugees hope to find freedom from the trau-
matic circumstances that have forced them to 
flee from their own countries. ‘Freedom 
from fear’ focuses our attention on the efforts 
we should all make to provide protection for 
refugees and to allow their children to grow 
up without fear of violence and persecution. 

Additionally, this year’s theme will draw 
attention not just to the fear and atrocities 
that compel refugees to flee but to the free-
dom and relief they feel when they are given 
the opportunity to rebuild their lives in coun-
tries like ours, where they should be safe 
from persecution and violence. As a member 
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of the parliament’s Joint Standing Committee 
on Migration, I have been privileged to share 
the stories of many refugees and migrants in 
our country. I have heard firsthand stories of 
atrocious environments from which many of 
these people have fled in fear of war and 
persecution—persecution usually because of 
their ethnicity, their race, their political or 
religious beliefs, or their sexual preferences. 
The things that I have seen and heard as part 
of my role on the Joint Standing Committee 
on Migration are, frankly, horrendous, and 
many of those things are beyond the experi-
ence of most Australians. 

Usually a refugee will undergo extreme 
danger in order to flee their country and to 
find shelter. Often they will spend a consid-
erable period of time in tent camps with 
thousands of other refugees in countries that 
can barely accommodate them and with ser-
vices that are barely adequate, despite the 
best efforts of many international organisa-
tions who attempt to assist them. Many refu-
gees do not have the time or the chance to 
take many of their belongings, if they have 
many, with them when they flee their own 
countries. They become dependent on hand-
outs of food, shelter and clothing. Unfortu-
nately, many people do not make it at all. As 
I said, those people are fleeing from persecu-
tion, war and other atrocities. They experi-
ence much adversity and suffer through great 
obstacles and conflicts. If they are lucky 
enough to make it to a refugee camp, their 
fortune is still unknown. Often they are sepa-
rated from some of their closest family 
members and await their fate completely 
unaware of what has happened to the people 
they have left behind. 

In the early 1990s, Australia’s immigra-
tion policy was to detain all people who ar-
rived in this country unlawfully. Originally, 
the persons amongst that group who were 
asylum seekers and refugees were detained 
only for a relatively short period of time 

while their immigration status was resolved. 
Unfortunately, under the reins of the former 
government that policy was amended and the 
time limit was lifted. People began to spend 
years and years in immigration detention. 
Prior to the election of the current govern-
ment, far too many people were spending far 
too long in immigration detention, with little 
hope for speedy resolution of their cases. 

The Rudd government is currently in the 
midst of reviewing its immigration policy, 
aiming to create a fairer and more just sys-
tem for all. In the Joint Standing Committee 
on Migration’s ongoing inquiry into immi-
gration detention in Australia, a recommen-
dation was made in the first report for a time 
frame to be placed on the length of time that 
unlawful noncitizens should be detained in 
Australian detention centres. As I said, some 
refugees and asylum seekers that arrive here 
have already spent months, if not years, in 
refugee camps. The last thing any genuine 
refugee or asylum seeker needs is to be de-
tained again when they are here, so close to 
the safety that they have been looking for. It 
is very welcome indeed that the Australian 
government is now focused on limiting the 
amount of time, as much as possible, that 
people spend in detention. 

The opposition has claimed that the aboli-
tion of the temporary protection visa system 
has made Australia a soft target for people 
smugglers and asylum seekers. However, if 
you look at the statistics globally, the number 
of asylum seekers has been on the rise for 
some time. According to the UNHCR, the 
increase in asylum seekers is reflected in 
global trends. From 2001 to 2006 there was a 
global decrease in the number of asylum ap-
plications. In 2007-08, however, there was a 
universal increase of around 11 per cent. In 
2008 a UNHCR report showed that asylum 
claims increased by a staggering 28 per cent, 
due to an escalation in worldwide insecurity, 
persecution and conflict. The recent spate of 
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vessels that have been intercepted in our wa-
ters cannot be accredited to any policy 
change. Rather, it merely reflects the global 
trend and the fact that people always have 
attempted and always will attempt to find a 
safer, better future for themselves and their 
children. That is a goal of those people and it 
should not be decried and condemned, as it is 
by so many. We should be grateful that peo-
ple have that attitude to their future, particu-
larly for their children. 

Last month’s budget saw the government 
increase its humanitarian program up 250 
places from this year’s figure of 13,500 
places. The regional component of that pro-
gram will continue to see us focus on the 
three key regions of Africa, Asia and the 
Middle East, primarily settling refugees who 
have been suffering in refugee camps for 
many years. I am pleased to say Australia is 
an international leader in the resettlement of 
refugee women. In 2009-10 Australia will 
increase the intake of women at risk and 
their dependants from 10.5 per cent to 12 per 
cent of the refugee program. Of the ap-
proximately 15.2 million refugees world-
wide, 44 per cent are aged under the age of 
18, and there are 17 countries that currently 
offer them protection or aid in their settle-
ment. 

Australia resettles the third highest num-
ber of refugees in the world, following the 
United States and Canada. In 2009-10 Aus-
tralia will accept 13,750 onshore and off-
shore refugees under our humanitarian pro-
gram. Approximately 1,500 of those people 
will settle in our home state, Acting Deputy 
President Hurley, of South Australia, many 
with the help of advocacy organisations such 
as the Australian Refugee Association, the 
longest-serving organisation assisting the 
settlement of refugees in South Australia and 
an organisation intimately involved in the 
celebrations that are part of Refugee Week in 
South Australia. I commend all of the organi-

sations that assist asylum seekers and refu-
gees to settle in our community. We know 
that there is much more that needs to be done 
to assist those people to make it in Australia, 
but we should always give due regard to the 
people who do what they can to assist those 
people to make a new life here. 

Party Preselections 
Senator RONALDSON (Victoria) (5.05 

pm)—It is a great pleasure to speak tonight. I 
have found with experience over the years 
that before you make a comment you need to 
be very, very sure of your facts. There was a 
very interesting comment made by the mem-
ber for Corangamite—the new and hopefully 
not long-lasting member for Corangamite—
last Sunday night, reported on Monday 
morning, following the election of the Lib-
eral Party candidate for Corangamite, Sarah 
Henderson. Mr Cheeseman very foolishly 
did not check his facts before he opened his 
very substantial mouth. Rather than welcom-
ing the endorsed Liberal candidate, as is tra-
ditional downstairs, by congratulating the 
candidate and welcoming the fight that might 
come, Mr Cheeseman very, very foolishly 
made a flippant, throwaway and stupid 
comment about where Ms Henderson was 
from. The comment he made was that Ms 
Henderson was from Sydney. Mr Cheeseman 
should have perhaps checked his facts before 
he did so, because Ms Henderson was actu-
ally born in Geelong, Ms Henderson was 
actually raised in Geelong and Ms Hender-
son actually went to school in Geelong and 
then went off to pursue a career. 

But what about the member for Coran-
gamite, Mr Cheeseman? When he was first 
preselected on 27 February 2007, did Mr 
Cheeseman move to Corangamite? No, he 
did not move to Corangamite. Indeed, he 
said that he may well move down there after 
the election. So here was a man who alleg-
edly was showing his commitment to Coran-
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gamite, who indeed was preselected on 27 
March 2007, and did he move down to that 
area? No, he did not. Why did he not do so? I 
will tell you why, Mr Acting Deputy Presi-
dent. Because Mr Cheeseman was not, is not 
and will never be a local in Geelong. He is a 
local in my area; he is a Ballarat local—
always was, always will be. So here we have 
the member for Corangamite in a cheap shot 
not prepared to go through some of those 
courtesies that are normally extended when 
you have a candidate, not prepared to extend 
the normal courtesies, taking a cheap shot 
without doing his homework. 

When did Mr Cheeseman actually move 
into Corangamite? Did he move in on 28 
February or 29 February 2007? No, he did 
not. His lack of commitment to Corangamite 
was such that he did not move in until late 
2007-early 2008. In a classic report in the 
Geelong Advertiser on 15 January 2008, they 
stated that he would be maintaining his Tor-
quay property, which he had just moved into 
apparently; he had not bothered moving in 
after preselection or before the election. The 
Geelong Advertiser said that he would be 
maintaining his Torquay property and his 
house in, guess where? Ballarat, where he is 
indeed a local. Mr Cheeseman was raised in 
Ballarat. He was on the Ballarat City Coun-
cil. In his first press commentary about the 
election of Ms Sarah Henderson as the Lib-
eral endorsed candidate, why did he not ac-
knowledge that she was born in Geelong and 
raised in Geelong and educated in Geelong 
and the fact that she was everything he is not 
in the Geelong area—everything he is not. 
She is a local. 

I would like to say some quick words in 
the time left open to me, and I will have a lot 
more to say about Mr Cheeseman, I can as-
sure you, between now and the next election. 
And I can assure Mr Cheeseman that I will 
have a lot more to say between now and the 
next election. And I can assure Mr Cheese-

man that both Sarah Henderson and I will be 
watching his every move. And I will have a 
lot more to say about what Mr Cheeseman 
has not done since he was elected as the 
member for Corangamite. And I will have a 
lot more to say to Mr Cheeseman about the 
fact that you cannot do what he has been 
trying to do in the last two weeks and claim 
credit for a project in which he had no in-
volvement whatsoever. I am referring to the 
Geelong ring road. Mr Cheeseman has com-
mitted the cardinal sin in politics that always 
gets you caught out, and that cardinal sin is 
claiming credit for something that you did 
not do. This is the man who has been caught 
red-handed gilding the lily in relation to the 
Geelong ring road. I am interested to see 
what Mr Cheeseman has to say about the fact 
that this road was initiated by the former 
Howard government and the great bulk of 
the funds were supplied by the former Lib-
eral government. But Mr Cheeseman put a 
sign up in Geelong claiming credit for the 
Geelong ring road. There are a litany of ex-
amples of where this man has said a lot and 
done absolutely nothing at all. He has made 
promises, he has gone out and said he will be 
delivering tens of millions of dollars to 
Corangamite, but he has not done a thing. 

Let us have a look at the resume of the 
Corangamite local Sarah Henderson. Let us 
have a look at Sarah Henderson’s CV. What 
a remarkable candidate we have been lucky 
enough to get. If you look through her CV— 

Senator Pratt—She would not have 
voted for new buildings for schools in 
Corangamite, would she. 

Senator RONALDSON—I beg your par-
don? 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 
(Senator Forshaw)—Order, Senator Pratt 
and Senator Ronaldson. This is not question 
time— 
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Senator RONALDSON—What an ex-
traordinary— 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT—
Excuse me, Senator Ronaldson. I am speak-
ing. You have got two minutes and 30 sec-
onds to go. I would appreciate it if senators 
would not interject and I would appreciate it, 
Senator Ronaldson, if you would not respond 
by starting a discussion across the chamber. 

Senator RONALDSON—Absolutely. I 
will send this very new senator a map of 
where Corangamite is, because I suspect she 
probably thinks it is near the Cocos Islands. 
It is not. It is near Geelong, where Sarah 
Henderson is a local and where Darren 
Cheeseman most certainly is not. 

I will go through the CV of Ms Sarah 
Henderson and I will again expand on this in 
due course. Ms Henderson has had a wide 
variety of experiences. You may have seen 
her heading the 7.30 Report in Victoria, 
where she was the anchor person for the 7.30 
Report. You may be aware—probably not, 
Senator Pratt, because you really have not 
made a significant contribution about any-
thing since you had been here—that indeed 
Ms Henderson has been actively involved in 
a number of ABC programs. She also re-
ceived a Quill award. Again, you probably 
do not know what that is— 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT—
Order! Senator Ronaldson, please direct your 
remarks through the chair, not across the 
chamber. 

Senator RONALDSON—Through you, 
Chair, to the senator: you have probably got 
no idea what you are talking about. 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT—
Senator Ronaldson, I trust that you are not 
referring to me when you make those com-
ments. Please direct your remarks through 
the chair. You have 59 seconds to go. Let us 
get there without further interruption. 

Senator RONALDSON—Mr Acting 
Deputy President, I have enormous respect 
for you. I will go through this CV at greater 
length. Here is a person who has made a sub-
stantial contribution. Just out of interest, Ms 
Henderson was a consultant to National In-
digenous Television Ltd. This is a woman 
who has vast experience. She is a lawyer, she 
has been self-employed, she is a mother and 
she is a local. Mr Cheeseman, a non-local, in 
his first commentary about a preselected 
candidate, has attacked them for not being a 
local. I can tell you now, Mr Acting Deputy 
President, that he will be taken to task on 
this. Everywhere Mr Cheeseman turns be-
tween now and the next election, we will be 
there. Every time Mr Cheeseman is back in 
the papers claiming credit for things he has 
not done, we will be there. Every time— 
(Time expired)  

Senator FIELDING (Victoria—Leader 
of the Family First Party) (5.16 pm)—Mr 
Acting Deputy President, I seek leave to 
make a very short statement. 

Leave granted. 

Senator FIELDING—I would like to 
withdraw the remarks I made just after the 
last vote before the adjournment debate. 
They were a reflection on the President, and 
that should never happen. I sincerely apolo-
gise to the President and to this chamber. I 
am sorry. 

Politician Adoption Scheme 
Senator PRATT (Western Australia) 

(5.16 pm)—I rise this evening to acknowl-
edge a very important person in my life and 
an equally important program. The person is 
Mr Aden Deery and the program is the Poli-
tician Adoption Scheme. I would like to give 
the Senate a little bit of context and talk 
about this wonderful scheme. The Politician 
Adoption Scheme is run by the Developmen-
tal Disability Council of Western Australia, 
otherwise known as the DDC. This is a fabu-
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lous community organisation that I have 
been pleased to support and have an associa-
tion with for many years. In its own words, 
the DDC says it ‘provides a voice, takes a 
stand and fights for the rights of people with 
intellectual and other developmental disabili-
ties and their families’. 

We all know that people with disabilities 
and their families face many issues. The 
DDC takes up many of these issues and 
makes sure that the community, including 
politicians, are aware of these issues so that 
we can take appropriate action. One of the 
ways the DDC undertakes its important ad-
vocacy role is through the Politician Adop-
tion Scheme. The scheme assist politicians 
from all political parties to understand dis-
ability issues by gaining a personal insight 
into a family’s life. The politicians are 
adopted by a person with a disability and 
their family. I was very fortunate to be 
adopted by Aden and his family at an adop-
tion ceremony in 2005, when I was a state 
MP. The idea is that, by getting to know 
Aden and his family by spending time with 
him and participating in family activities, I 
will be better able to represent Aden and his 
family’s needs. Indeed, that has certainly 
been my experience. I have seen Aden and 
his family, particularly through my associa-
tion with his mother, Christine, struggle with 
the endless applications they have had to 
make over many years to try and find Aden a 
full-time living placement so that he could 
move out of home like other young men his 
age. 

Christine and the rest of his family and 
their carers had lived with Aden for a great 
many years. But, like all young men his age, 
it was time for Aden to move out of home. It 
is a very arduous process, making those ap-
plications. It involves saying over and over 
again what the daily struggles for the family 
are. They have had to put that on record over 
and over and over again, over many years, in 

one application after another. Families are 
forced to dwell on all the negative things 
about their family dynamic and the burden—
and also the joy—of providing full-time care, 
because that is what they are forced to em-
phasise in their application. 

Aden and his family are really pleased 
that he has finally been able to move out of 
home and into a full-time residential place-
ment. His new home has just been set up, so 
the team there are busy working out activi-
ties and routines and getting to know each 
other. Aden is getting on well with his new 
housemate, and I understand that a third 
resident is going to be joining them soon. 
Aden’s family are having to adjust to his ab-
sence, as any parent has to do when their 
child moves out of home. When a member of 
your family requires full-time care, it brings 
a particular intensity to their moving out of 
home. I am particularly pleased that Aden’s 
family still have plenty of family time to-
gether. I would really like to wish Aden’s 
mother, Christine, well in her new pursuits, 
which she now has more time for. I have 
learnt so much from Aden and his family. 

I am really pleased that, since coming to 
office, the Rudd Labor government has taken 
up the cudgels for people with disability. For 
too long, people with disability have been 
locked out of their own lives and locked out 
of participating in the community. For many 
years under the Howard government, people 
with disability and their organisations were 
fighting for recognition. People with disabil-
ity are not looking for pity or charity. It is 
very simple, really: people with disability 
just want their rights and entitlements. They 
want their rights as citizens, such as being 
able to vote in person and privately. They 
want their rights as service users, such as 
being able to access services that meet their 
needs and having a say about what services 
they need. They want their rights as women 
and men to be able to make decisions about 
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their lifestyles and relationships, including 
where they live, who they live with and the 
type of work they want to do. The bottom 
line is that people with disability want the 
right to be treated equally. These rights are 
not abstract concepts. They are enshrined in 
law at the international, national and state 
level, and they have an impact on the lives 
and choices of people with disability every 
day. 

The challenge for us as parliamentarians is 
to continue to put these rights into practice. 
Indeed, this is a challenge that faces the na-
tion as a whole. The Rudd government, I am 
pleased to say, has been working away doing 
just that. I am very pleased that in July last 
year the government ratified the United Na-
tions Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities. Australia was one of the 
first Western nations to ratify this important 
international instrument. It was particularly 
important because it signified that the Rudd 
government has a strong commitment to 
Australia’s human rights obligations. 

The Attorney-General is progressing rati-
fication of the optional protocol to the con-
vention, which will further strengthen it. The 
Parliamentary Secretary for Disability Ser-
vices is listening to people with disability 
about what should be included in a proposed 
National Disability Strategy. In fact, we have 
had 2,500 people attend consultations, re-
ceived 750 submissions and currently the 
government is actively considering the things 
that have come up in the consultations. 

I also know that the Minister for Families, 
Housing, Community Services and Indige-
nous Affairs is working to improve income 
support and related entitlements. All this 
groundwork has to be done because the for-
mer government chose to play down Austra-
lia’s responsibilities at an international level 
and it hid behind a veil of insularity. I think 
that, in doing so, people with disability were 

left alone to fight for their rights for a long 
time. 

I would like to return to my adopted fam-
ily, the Deery family. Aden has shown me 
firsthand what it is like to live every day with 
a disability. His family has given me insights 
into what it is like to struggle to access ser-
vices. But the focus is not on Aden’s im-
pairments. It must be on the way in which 
our society locks Aden and his family out of 
participating in everyday activities because 
of the lack of access to rights or services. 
That is the real disability in my opinion. 

The disabling conditions are those we 
construct in our society, things like the way 
we build our buildings and our transport sys-
tems so that some people cannot access 
them, the priority we give to our decision 
making on the types of services that we fund 
in this country and the attitudes that we hold 
about the kinds of things that people with 
disability can and cannot do. So I would 
really like to thank personally Aden and his 
family for sharing their lives with me and for 
showing me the importance of making sure 
that all the things we do as parliamentarians 
include all people. I restate the commitment 
that I have given to Aden that I will continue 
to work to make sure that the rights of people 
with disability are met. 

Australian Defence Force Parliamentary 
Program 

Senator BUSHBY (Tasmania) (5.25 
pm)—I rise tonight to speak on the Austra-
lian Defence Force Parliamentary Program 
and the recent opportunity that I had to par-
ticipate in that program. Before I relate my 
experiences, I would like to reflect a little on 
the ADFPP and why it exists. In doing so, I 
acknowledge my heavy reliance on the his-
tory of the program as presented on the 
ADFPP website. 

Early this decade, it became apparent to 
both the then government and the Defence 
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Force that the numbers of parliamentarians 
who have had direct experience with the 
Australian Defence Force were far fewer 
than had been throughout most of the last 
century. It was considered that this lack of 
direct involvement or experience was not 
ideal when it came to parliamentarians’ un-
derstanding and consideration of defence and 
national security issues. As such, it was con-
sidered desirable to increase parliamentari-
ans’ exposure to the ADF by providing them 
with an opportunity to directly interact with 
ADF personnel and to experience many of its 
activities. 

The ADFPP has the following objectives: 
to provide an understanding of the unit’s role 
and missions; to provide an opportunity to 
experience life as a service person and to 
provide an awareness and understanding of 
defence capabilities, personnel and manage-
ment issues. The pilot ADFPP was offered 
for the 2001 parliamentary winter recess pe-
riod. Seven senators and one MP participated 
in the pilot program. Following the success 
of this pilot program, the Minister for De-
fence approved its ongoing implementation 
in January 2002. Since then the program has 
continued to offer parliamentarians an oppor-
tunity to experience the diverse range of 
ADF activities firsthand. Options available 
include deployment to the Middle East, train-
ing with the Special Air Services Regiment, 
participation in naval exercises, officer cadet 
training and even a voyage on the Young En-
deavour. 

I participated in the 2008 program, as a 
relatively new member of the Senate at that 
time, and found the opportunity to spend 
time with members of our Defence Force and 
to hear of and even experience some of the 
challenges they face to be an absolutely fas-
cinating and an extremely valuable experi-
ence. So when the 2009 program for the 
ADFPP was released earlier this year, I read 
it with great interest as I was again keen to 

participate and to learn more about our de-
fence forces and the people who represent 
and protect the interests of all Australians. 
Upon doing so, I was immediately struck by 
the inclusion of a new option—that of spend-
ing time with our defence forces in Afghani-
stan. 

Despite suspecting that this option would 
be oversubscribed, I applied and was ex-
tremely fortunate to be selected. I understand 
that my name, together with that of the other 
participant, the member for Calare, John 
Cobb, was actually drawn out of a hat. Luck-
ily, we were the two that went. So earlier this 
year, we set off for Afghanistan. 

The ADF uses a charter plane to regularly 
move personnel and freight into the Middle 
East region. This was how we were trans-
ported and, as such, we had the opportunity 
to spend 20-plus hours on the plane travel-
ling—we actually stopped at a couple of 
places along the way; it takes a long time to 
get there—and interacting with ADF person-
nel who were also making their way to the 
Middle East. We were able to talk to them 
about their expectations if they had not been 
there before and also about some of their 
past experiences if they had. That was a very 
valuable experience. 

At the pre-trip briefing held at Headquar-
ters Joint Operations Command in Bungen-
dore, I asked what risk there would be to us 
on the trip. The answer I received was that 
the biggest risk would be from the drivers 
from the allied nations on the base in Kanda-
har. But I learned a little bit more about the 
risk on the plane, that being that both the 
bases we would be going to in Kandahar and 
Tarin Kowt regularly come under indirect 
rocket fire. But more about that later. 

The ADF conducts a training course for 
all personnel arriving in the Middle East 
theatre at Billabong Flats, a base Australia 
maintains in Kuwait. This is where we were 
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taken to upon arrival. The training course is 
designed to acclimatise personnel to the risks 
they will face in the Middle East and nor-
mally takes four days. But because we ar-
rived a few days before Anzac Day, this was 
compressed to permit ADF personnel to par-
take in the activities planned for that day. 

Mr Cobb and I were slotted into this train-
ing course and probably participated in about 
50 per cent of it over the following days. 
This included briefings on everything from 
dangerous insects to actions and protocols to 
minimise the risks of underground explosive 
devices, training on the appropriate medical 
response if someone was injured—
specifically noting the use of the tourniquet 
in the event that someone actually stood on 
an IED—and also dry rapid fire training, 
conducted with real weapons in full body 
armour but with no ammunition. Interest-
ingly, we learnt at this point that our troops 
now take a new stance when in a firefight—
they face the enemy more directly rather than 
adopting the traditional side-on stance. This 
is because the body armour provides more 
protection when you are facing your enemy. 
The statistics have apparently shown that our 
guys are also more accurate when they adopt 
the face-on stance. I found that quite interest-
ing. 

Outside the training with the troops, we 
also received briefings on the operations of 
Billabong Flats and the logistics required to 
support our activities in the Middle East. A 
lot of the briefings noted the changes re-
quired to be made following our withdrawal 
from Iraq. 

From there, we travelled to an Australian 
Air Force base in a nearby friendly host na-
tion, and from there we flew  into Afghani-
stan. We arrived in Kandahar about 2 am on 
the morning of 25 April, which of course was 
Anzac Day. I feel truly privileged to have 
had the opportunity to attend the dawn ser-

vice with our troops while they were serving 
in a live theatre of war. Every single one of 
our defence personnel in Kandahar that 
morning faced a real live threat to their per-
son, as they do every day. And they do so in 
the service of our nation and in the interests 
of every Australian. They also serve with and 
know people who have been injured or even 
killed in the line of duty—people from both 
Australia and other ISAF nations. Their 
dedication to the job they do, their expertise 
and the respect they earn are something 
every single Australian back home should be 
very proud of. 

After the service we all participated in the 
traditional Anzac Day breakfast, including 
the rum coffee, and during the day we were 
all allowed two real beers. This is a very un-
usual situation for serving personnel, but I 
believe it is a great tradition and one which, 
in itself, highlights the Australian spirit. No 
other nation gets it—not even New Zealand. 
In conversations I had with representatives 
of other ISAF nations who attended the dawn 
service, I was told how they were struck by 
the poignance and strength of feeling that the 
service had invoked and that they had gained 
a sense of what Anzac Day has meant for 
Australians and still does. But it was clear 
that, unless you are an Australian or a New 
Zealander, you can never fully understand 
what it means to us. Later, we spent the day 
receiving briefings on the support provided 
for Australian operations in Oruzgan Prov-
ince and, indeed, for the International Secu-
rity Assistance Force, or ISAF, from our op-
eration in Kandahar. This included briefings 
with the Special Forces commander in Kan-
dahar, the rotary wing section and others. 

The other main event that affected me 
most while in Kandahar was one that drove 
home to me the conditions that each and 
every one of our personnel face every minute 
of the day that they represent us in Afghani-
stan. We had been trained in Kuwait what to 
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do if we came under indirect fire. This hap-
pens when the Taliban operatives sit a few 
kilometres outside the base and indiscrimi-
nately shoot live rockets into the base. As 
mentioned, I had been told that this happens 
a few times a week in Kandahar. One of 
those times occurred while we were there.  

We had been told that the danger from the 
rockets is the shrapnel. As such, when sirens 
go off you run to the nearest concrete wall or 
other blast-proof structure and lie face down. 
After two minutes, if the all clear is not 
given, you are instructed to get up and run to 
the nearest blast-proof bunker. The reality is 
that the blast-proof walls and bunkers will 
protect you from shrapnel but, if you take a 
direct hit, you die regardless. This applies 
wherever you are, whether you are eating, 
sleeping, working or doing anything else. So, 
we hit the deck and waited. I recall lying 
there thinking about the possibility of a di-
rect hit, or even of a rocket landing nearby 
and shrapnel blasting over us. It was, to say 
the least, a very sobering moment of my life. 
As it turned out, I did not hear any impact 
and I do not know whether the rocket failed 
to explode or did so a sufficient distance 
away not to be heard by us. But, given that a 
number of local contractors had been killed 
by indirect rocket fire just a few hundred 
metres from the Australian camp a few 
weeks earlier, I knew the danger was real—
and it is a danger that every one of our peo-
ple face 24 hours a day, every day, while 
they are in Afghanistan. 

From Kandahar we moved to Tarin Kowt. 
While there we experienced the food that 
was on offer at both the Dutch dining area 
and the Special Forces area. Coincidentally, 
we were there when the issue of food quality 
in Tarin Kowt broke publicly in Australia. 
Can I say that the move to deliver better food 
for those not eating in the Special Forces 
area was long overdue and it was shameful 
that it took public pressure for the govern-

ment to act on something it had known about 
since at least last year. Of course, I was also 
present while a number of stories were told 
about our dear Prime Minister, including the 
one about the hair dryer. They have been 
worked over pretty well, so I will not dwell 
on them here. We again received briefings on 
the operations and met diggers from all as-
pects of our operations in Tarin Kowt. 

I also learned a number of important 
things while I was in TK, as it is affection-
ately known. One of these was what a fantas-
tic vehicle the Australian made Bushmaster 
is. I cannot believe that the government is 
looking at putting money into an alternative 
vehicle from outside Australia, because this 
vehicle saves Australian lives. People might 
still get injured if they go over an under-
ground explosive device with a Bushmaster, 
but they survive. The other important matter 
of note is the role of the Mentoring and Re-
construction Task Force. What a lot of peo-
ple back home fail to realise is what the addi-
tion of the ‘mentoring’ role to what was the 
Reconstruction Task Force actually means 
for our troops. It means our troops are actu-
ally out there fighting alongside the Afghan 
army every day, putting their own lives at 
risk. 

It was an honour to be able to travel to 
Afghanistan and I feel very proud of the sac-
rifice that our troops make on our behalf. 

Senate adjourned at 5.36 pm 
DOCUMENTS 

Tabling 
The following documents were tabled by 

the Clerk: 
[Legislative instruments are identified by a 
Federal Register of Legislative Instruments 
(FRLI) number] 

Broadcasting Services Act—Commercial 
Television Conversion Scheme 1999— 

Digital Television Commencement Date 
(Remote and Regional Western Austra-
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lia TV1 Licence Area) Determination 
2009 [F2009L02370]*. 

Digital Television Commencement Date 
(South West and Great Southern TV1 
Licence Area) Determination 2009 
[F2009L02369]*. 

Civil Aviation Act—Civil Aviation Safety 
Regulations—Airworthiness Directives—
Part— 

105— 

AD/DH 85/1 Amdt 1—Flight Limi-
tations and Structural Inspection 
[F2009L02192]*. 

AD/DHC-8/148—Elevator Power 
Control Unit [F2009L02260]*. 

AD/FA-200/2—Nose Landing Gear 
Piston Stop Plate and Screws – 
Modification [F2009L02198]*. 

AD/FA-200/5—Fuselage Skin – 
Modification [F2009L02199]*. 

AD/FA-200/7—Rudder Cables – In-
spection and Modification 
[F2009L02200]*. 

AD/FA-200/8—Pitot Static Water 
Drain Access – Modification 
[F2009L02201]*. 

AD/FA-200/13—Spin Recovery 
Placard – Replacement 
[F2009L02202]*. 

AD/FA-200/14—Main Landing Gear 
Assemblies – Modification 
[F2009L02203]*. 

AD/FA-200/15—Nose Landing Gear 
Piston Stop Plate Screws – Modifica-
tion [F2009L02204]*. 

AD/L200/5—Front (Pilot) Seats Re-
straint Installation – Modification 
[F2009L02209]*. 

AD/LA-4/2—Fuel Line – Replace-
ment [F2009L02279]*. 

AD/LA-4/17—Fuel Cell – Inspection 
[F2009L02285]*. 

AD/LA-4/21—Auxiliary Fuel Tank 
Lines – Inspection and Replacement, 
Modification [F2009L02286]*. 

AD/LA-4/22—Engine Mount Tie 
Rod Ends [F2009L02217]*. 

AD/MU-2/2—Windows – Cabin and 
Cockpit – Modification 
[F2009L02218]*. 

AD/MU-2/33—Rudder and Elevator 
Trim Idler Installation – Modifica-
tion [F2009L02219]*. 

AD/ROBIN/2—Flap Control 
Mechanism Dented Plate – Inspec-
tion [F2009L02221]*. 

AD/ROBIN/10 Amdt 1—Control 
Column Assembly Welds 
[F2009L02222]*. 

AD/ROBIN/26—ATL Rudder Bar 
[F2009L02223]*. 

AD/RUTAN/1—Rudder Travel – 
Modification [F2009L02224]*. 

AD/RYAN/1B—Lower Flying Wire 
Lug – Replacement 
[F2009L02225]*. 

AD/S-76/2—Engine Oil Filler Ser-
vice Door – Modification 
[F2009L02226]*. 

106— 

AD/AL 250/13—Improved Indicat-
ing Magnetic Drain Plugs – Modifi-
cation [F2009L02245]*. 

AD/AL 250/76—Falcon Helicopters 
[F2009L02246]*. 

AD/AL 250/77—Third Stage Tur-
bine Wheel P/N 23001977 
[F2009L02247]*. 

AD/ARRIEL/24 Amdt 2—Constant 
Delta Pressure Valve Diaphragm 
[F2009L02249]*. 

AD/CFM56/30—Engine – High 
Pressure Compressor 
[F2009L02255]*. 

107— 

AD/AIRCON/14 Amdt 4—Zonal 
Drying System Regeneration Air 
Duct Overheat [F2009L02244]*. 

AD/SUPP/18 Amdt 1—SIREN Load 
Release Units [F2009L02372]*. 
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Corporations Act—Accounting Stan-
dards— 

AASB 2009-4—Amendments to Aus-
tralian Accounting Standards arising 
from the Annual Improvements Project 
[F2009L02366]*. 

AASB 2009-5—Further Amendments 
to Australian Accounting Standards aris-
ing from the Annual Improvements Pro-
ject [F2009L02367]*. 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act—Threat Abatement Plan 
for Disease in Natural Ecosystems Caused 
by Phytophthora Cinnamomi (2009) 
[F2009L02168]*. 

Fisheries Management Act—Southern and 
Eastern Scalefish and Shark Fishery Man-
agement Plan 2003—Fisheries Manage-
ment (Southern and Eastern Scalefish and 
Shark Fishery – Variation of Total Allow-
able Catch) Temporary Order 2009 
[F2009L02392]*. 

Migration Act—Migration Regulations—
Instruments IMMI— 

09/038—Payment of visa application 
charges and fees in foreign currencies 
[F2009L02148]*. 

09/039—Places and currencies for pay-
ing of fees [F2009L02149]*. 

09/058—Substantive visa classes 
[F2009L02362]*. 

National Health Act—Instruments Nos 
PB— 

54 of 2009—Special Arrangements – 
highly specialised drugs program 
[F2009L02363]*. 

55 of 2009—Special Arrangements – 
Chemotherapy Pharmaceuticals Access 
Program [F2009L02364]*. 

59 of 2009—National Health (Pharma-
ceutical Benefits – Early Supply) 
Amendment, July 2009 
[F2009L02368]*. 

* Explanatory statement tabled with legis-
lative instrument. 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 
The following answers to questions were circulated: 

   

Climate Change and Water: Staffing 
(Question No. 957) 

Senator Ronaldson asked the Minister for Climate Change and Water, upon notice, on 24 
November 2008: 
(1) Can details be provided, as of 24 November 2008, of the total number of all staff in: 

(a) the Minister’s office whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) 
public relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy; 
and 

(b) the department whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) pub-
lic relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy. 

(2) Can details be provided of the aggregate salary and superannuation costs during the 2008 calendar 
year for all staff in: 

(a) the Minister’s office whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) 
public relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy; 
and 

(b) the department whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) pub-
lic relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy. 

(3) Can details be provided of the aggregate travel costs during the 2008 calendar year for all staff in: 

(a) the Minister’s office whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) 
public relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy; 
and 

(b) the department whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) pub-
lic relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy. 

(4) Can details be provided of the aggregate mobile phone costs during the 2008 calendar year for all 
staff in: 

(a) the Minister’s office whose job description involves: (i) media relations, (ii) media advice, (iii) 
public relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy; 
and 

(b) the department whose job description involves: (i) media relations,(ii) media advice, (iii) pub-
lic relations, (iv) public affairs, (v) communications, and (vi) communications strategy. 

(5) Can a breakdown be provided of every review, inquiry and committee which is being conducted in 
the department that has been announced since 1 December 2007. 

(6) (a) How many of the department’s reviews, inquiries and committees are in progress or incomplete 
as of 24 November 2008; and (b) what are their reporting dates. 

(7) In regard to each of the department’s review, inquiry and committee (completed and incomplete as 
of 24 November 2008) that has or is being conducted during the 2008 calendar year: 

(a) what is the number of departmental staff allocated to each; 

(b) what is the aggregate number of departmental staff allocated to all; 

(c) were external consultants engaged to assist in any; if so, which consultants and how much has 
each consultancy cost (please itemise for each); and 
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(d) what have been the travel costs associated with those staff involved in each (please itemise for 
each). 

(8) For the 2008 calendar year, what is the total cost of each departmental review, inquiry and commit-
tee, including staff wages, consultancy costs, travel and any other associated expenditure (please 
itemise for each). 

Senator Wong—The answer to the honourable senator’s question is as follows: 
Climate Change 
(1) (a) One media adviser, covering both climate change and water issues. (B) 8.5 FTE within the De-

partment of Climate Change (DCC). 

(2) Aggregate salary and superannuation as of 24 November 2008. Only salary range and the allow-
ance is provided for the staff member in the Minister’s office so as not to identify personal infor-
mation for the individual employee. Depending on their individual circumstances, employees under 
the Commonwealth Members of Parliament Staff Collective Agreement 2006-2009 may be eligible 
to be a member of the CSS, PSS or PSSap or may have an employer superannuation contribution of 
15.4 per cent paid to an eligible superannuation fund of their choice. Individual details are not sup-
plied due to privacy reasons. 

(a) Period – from 17 March 2008 onwards; Salary range - $74,516 to $109,967; Allowance - 
$17,874 Parliamentary Staff Allowance. 

(b) Aggregate salary and superannuation for staff in DCC: $841,241 

(3) Aggregate travel costs during the 2008 calendar year. 

(a) $35,961. 

(b) Travel costs for DCC staff: $60,045. 

(4) (a) and (b) The precise detail requested in the question is not readily available and I am not pre-
pared to authorise the commitment of resources required to provide a detailed response. 

(5) to (8) Nil. 

Water 
(1) (a) Refer to Climate Change response. (b) Six staff engaged in media/communications in the Water 

Group of the Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA). 

(2) (a) Refer to Climate Change response. (b) Aggregate salary and superannuation for DEWHA (Wa-
ter Group) staff: $496,149.95. 

(3) (a) Refer to Climate Change response. (b) Travel costs for DEWHA (Water Group) staff: 
$5,364.29. 

(4) (a) The precise detail requested is not readily available and I am not prepared to authorise the 
commitment of resources required to provide a detailed response. (b) DEWHA (Water Group): 
$67.84 (excluding GST). 

(5) to (8) Nil. 

Private Health Insurance 
(Question No. 1368) 

Senator Cormann asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Ageing, 
upon notice, on 5 March 2009: 
(1) Given that the Minister’s press release of 2 March 2009 indicated that the premium application 

deadline will be a month earlier in future to enable the Government ‘to analyse and assess applica-
tions to ensure that the increases sought by insurers are necessary’ and will ‘allow more time for 
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negotiations with insurers’, does this mean that the process to be followed in 2009, involving ex-
tensive personal intervention by the Minister, will become standard procedure for future years. 

(2) Was the decision to bring forward premium application deadlines by a month for future rounds 
made in consultation with the private health insurance industry. 

(3) (a) When will the industry be advised of the future procedures, rules and requirements for premium 
applications from 2010 onwards; and (b) will there be consultation with the industry before these 
rules and requirements are finalised. 

(4) Given the Minister’s interventions in the most recent premium round, will the Minister accept per-
sonal responsibility for the full consequences of the Government’s final decisions on private health 
insurance premiums. 

Senator Ludwig—The Minister for Health and Ageing has provided the following answer 
to the honourable senator’s question: 
(1) I intend to continue my personal involvement in future years. 

(2) Informal discussions had previously occurred with industry concerning the possibility of bringing 
forward the closing date for premium applications. 

(3) (a) It is expected that industry will be provided with further information concerning the premium 
approval process for 2010 in August 2009. 

(b) The Department and I will have ongoing consultations with the private health insurance indus-
try. 

(4) As Minister, I am required under the legislation to assess whether a proposed premium change is 
contrary to the public interest, and I fully intend to discharge my statutory responsibilities. 

Education: Media Contracts 
(Question Nos 1392, 1393, 1394, 1420 and 1425) 

Senator Ronaldson asked the Minister for Education, upon notice, on 12 March 2009: 
For the 2008 calendar year, can details be provided of the start date, duration and nature (direct source 
or open source) of tender for each contract for external speechwriting services entered into by the de-
partment. 

Senator Carr—The Minister for Education has provided the following answer to the hon-
ourable senator’s question: 
The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations contracted the services of one 
speechwriter during the 2008 calendar year, from 4 February 2008 to 6 February 2009. The services 
were contracted, by direct source, in accordance with the department’s procurement guidelines. 

Climate Change 
(Question No. 1500) 

Senator Bob Brown asked the Minister for Climate Change and Water, upon notice, on 12 
May 2009: 
Can all figures be provided of greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation (defined for this question as 
the deliberate, human-induced conversion of native forest to any land use, including reafforestation or 
plantation) for each of the past 10 years, including on a state or enterprise basis. 

Senator Wong—The answer to the honourable senator’s question is as follows: 
Australia reports detailed national deforestation accounts under provisions of the Kyoto Protocol and, 
similarly, under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. Deforestation is de-
scribed as the deliberate human-induced conversion of forest to an alternative land use. 
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Greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation for the 10 years from 1998 to 2007 inclusive, as reported 
in Australia’s 2007 National Greenhouse Gas Inventory, are provided in total and for each state and 
territory in the following table. 

Deforestation does not include the conversion of native forest to another forest type. The Government 
reports emissions from forest land remaining forest land, including native forests converted to planta-
tions, in its annual National Inventory Report, prepared in accordance with the United Nations Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change. The 2007 National Inventory Report is available at 
http://www.climatechange.gov.au/inventory/2007/national-report.html. 

Attachment A 

Land use change (Deforestation) emissions (Mt C02-e) for 1998 to 2007 from the Australian Govern-
ment submission to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change – Australia’s Na-
tional Inventory Report 2007 

   AUSTRALIA             NATIONAL 
Inventory 
Year 

NSW & ACT NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA Total 

1998 13.1312 0.7076 53.2471 0.4345 2.1994 2.298 4.4867 76.5044 
1999 11.8582 0.5474 47.288 0.1802 2.2223 2.0378 3.5762 67.7101 
2000 11.5721 0.4993 55.5256 -1.2795 1.8664 2.245 2.3993 72.8271 
2001 8.2264 0.5002 52.3853 -1.5622 2.0626 2.0342 7.2571 70.9036 
2002 14.3617 0.453 51.2167 1.7999 1.8162 2.6933 7.1124 79.453 
2003 8.6161 0.7196 41.0332 0.5265 2.3854 2.5745 2.5262 58.3813 
2004 9.2531 0.7898 43.3482 -1.5504 2.4502 4.0293 6.0449 64.3652 
2005 13.5896 1.7544 58.4234 -1.8845 2.6444 4.5016 3.5273 82.5562 
2006 15.4095 4.3379 47.4132 2.719 2.1187 6.1443 6.3205 84.463 
2007 12.7508 2.294 49.7283 -0.2387 2.4044 4.8917 5.2976 77.1281 

Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement 
(Question No. 1501) 

Senator Bob Brown asked the Minister representing the Minister for Trade, upon notice, 
on 12 May 2009: 
(1) Has a date been set for the start of negotiations on the Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement, fol-

lowing the deferred March 2009 start. 

(2) Has the United States Congress approved a commencement of negotiations on the agreement; if so, 
when does the Minister expect the negotiations to start. 

(3) Does the suspension of Fiji from the Pacific Islands Forum mean it will not be represented at the 
forum’s Trade Ministers’ Meeting or Leader’s meeting in 2009. 

(4) Will Fiji be part of any decision to initiate a process towards negotiating a free trade agreement 
between Australia, New Zealand and Pacific Island countries, as per the Pacific Agreement on 
Closer Economic Relations. 

(5) Will the Government table its priorities, objectives and trade impact assessments of a possible 
Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement before it begins any negotiations, as promised before the 
2007 federal election. 

Senator Carr—The Minister for Trade has provided the following answer to the honour-
able senator’s question: 
(1) No. 

(2) The decision as to whether to participate in negotiations towards a Trans-Pacific Partnership 
Agreement (TPP) is one for the US Administration, in consultation with the US Congress. The 
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Obama Administration has not yet agreed to proceed with TPP negotiations, however domestic 
processes to this end are ongoing. 

(3) Consistent with the decision taken by Pacific Islands Forum Leaders in January this year, Fiji’s 
Interim Government is suspended from all meetings of the Pacific Islands Forum and from regional 
cooperation initiatives. While the Interim Government is suspended from the Forum, it will not 
participate in Forum Trade Ministers’ and Forum Leaders’ meetings. 

(4) While Fiji’s Interim Government is suspended from the Pacific Islands Forum, it will not partici-
pate in Forum Trade Ministers’ and Forum Leaders’ meetings. Therefore, while suspended, the In-
terim Government will not participate in Forum decision making by Trade Ministers and Leaders 
on the commencement of negotiations for a comprehensive free trade agreement between Australia, 
New Zealand and other Forum island countries (commonly known as PACER Plus). 

(5) On 26 November 2008 I (Mr Crean) tabled a document in both houses of Parliament conveying the 
assessments that emerged in wide-ranging public consultations on the costs and benefits of partici-
pation in the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), including the expected economic, regional, social, 
cultural, regulatory and environmental impacts of a TPP. The document also addressed priorities 
and objectives for the negotiations. The Government will continue to consult fully on the terms of 
its participation and to convey feedback on the course of negotiations. 

Climate Change 
(Question No. 1507) 

Senator Ian Macdonald asked the Minister for Innovation, Industry, Science and Re-
search, upon notice, on 12 May 2009: 
(a) For the past 5 years, what Australian Research Council research grants have gone to scientists and 

researchers associated with work related to climate change; and 

(b) for each of these grants: (i) who was the recipient, (ii) what was the amount, and (iii) what was the 
short title of the research 

Senator Carr—The answer to the honourable senator’s question is as follows: 
(a) Details of grants awarded in the past five years under the ARC’s National Competitive Grants Pro-

gram (NCGP) to projects related to climate change are provided in the table at (b). 

(b) To identify projects either directly or indirectly related to climate change research, a search of pro-
jects awarded funding under the NCGP was undertaken using the following search criteria: (i) the 
keywords ‘climate change’, ‘global warming’ or ‘greenhouse gas’ in the ‘Project title’, ‘Project ab-
stract’ or ‘National Benefit Text’ fields of the application; and (ii) projects that had selected the 
Socio-Economic Objective (SEO) code of 770101 (climate change) as being relevant to the re-
search. The list of projects identified through this search was then checked for relevance. In addi-
tion, a separate search was undertaken of Centres funded through the ARC Centres of Excellence 
scheme. The details are as at the time research proposals were approved for funding and exclude 
any post-award variations that may subsequently have been approved. 

Start Year 
(Note 1) 

Administering Or-
ganisation (Note 2) 

First-named 
Chief Investi-
gator (Note 3) 

Project title Funding allo-
cation (over 
the life of the 
project) 

2005 The University of 
Western Australia 

Wernberg, T Effects of physical disturbance 
on kelp-dominated reef com-
munities across a broad tem-
perate-tropical transition zone 

$210,000 
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Start Year 
(Note 1) 

Administering Or-
ganisation (Note 2) 

First-named 
Chief Investi-
gator (Note 3) 

Project title Funding allo-
cation (over 
the life of the 
project) 

2005 The University of 
New South Wales 

Humphrey, T High efficiency thermoelectric 
nanomaterials 

$215,000 

2005 Monash University Beardall, J Effects of global climate 
change on marine phytoplank-
ton: interactions between UV 
radiation and elevated atmos-
pheric carbon dioxide levels 

$190,000 

2005 Monash University McNaughton, 
D 

Vibrational Spectroscopy and 
Imaging from Interstellar Dust 
to Life 

$555,000 

2005 The University of 
Sydney 

Armfield, S Turbulent fountains in strati-
fied fluids with opposing 
buoyancy flux 

$375,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Lukey, G Design of Advanced Geopoly-
meric Materials Based on 
Nanostructural Characterisa-
tion and Modelling 

$238,000 

2005 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Gore, D The Antarctic ice sheet through 
the Last Glacial Cycle - nu-
merical modelling constrained 
by field evidence 

$229,000 

2005 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Lamont, B Quantifying long-distance seed 
dispersal and its role in the 
metapopulation dynamics of 
plants with contrasting life 
histories 

$670,000 

2005 The University of 
New South Wales 

England, M Australian climate extremes 
and predictability in a changing 
CO2 world: the unique role of 
the Southern Hemisphere ex-
tratropical ocean-atmosphere 

$225,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Barnett, J Climate Change and Security 
in the South Pacific 

$687,000 

2005 The University of 
Queensland 

Fine, M Microendoliths, coral bleach-
ing and environmental change 

$220,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Barrows, T Cosmogenic isotopes in glacial 
landscapes: climate change and 
production rates 

$290,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Stephenson, W Erosion Morphodynamics and 
Evolution of Shore Platforms  

$140,000 

2005 University of Tas-
mania 

Vaillancourt, R Genetic legacy of climate 
change in Australian temperate 
forests 

$225,000 



Thursday, 18 June 2009 SENATE 3781 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Start Year 
(Note 1) 

Administering Or-
ganisation (Note 2) 

First-named 
Chief Investi-
gator (Note 3) 

Project title Funding allo-
cation (over 
the life of the 
project) 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Farquhar, G Oxygen-18 in water, carbon 
dioxide, and organic matter: a 
tool for linking plant biological 
processes, hydrology and cli-
mate change 

$400,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Weber, K High Temperature Silicon Ni-
tride for Improved Silicon 
Photovoltaics 

$193,000 

2005 University of Wol-
longong 

Jones, N Biomass Burning Emissions - 
An Innovative Technique for 
Assessing Global Climate Im-
pacts 

$472,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Walker, J High resolution mapping of 
surface and root zone soil 
moisture 

$667,000 

2005 La Trobe University Mitchell, N Calls and constraints: do male 
frogs signal direct benefits? 

$270,000 

2005 Griffith University Cropp, R A modelling analysis of the 
implications of biogenic feed-
backs on environment for the 
adaptation of ecosystems 

$77,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Drinnan, A Fossil evidence for the evolu-
tion of Australia’s modern 
vegetation 

$180,000 

2005 The University of 
New England 

Geiser, F The Role of Torpor in the Life 
of Arid Zone Mammals 

$300,000 

2005 The University of 
Sydney 

Field, J First Australians, Last 
Megafauna? Modern Ap-
proaches To A Prehistoric Puz-
zle 

$474,000 

2005 University of Wol-
longong 

Murray-
Wallace, C 

A one million year record of 
relative sea-level, climatic and 
environmental changes - Ae-
olianites of the southern Aus-
tralian continental margin 

$210,000 

2005 The University of 
Adelaide 

Bulleri, F The interplay between natural 
and human perturbations in 
structuring marine habitats 

$336,000 

2005 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Wright, I Leaf economics, and the acqui-
sition and use of water and 
nitrogen for photosynthesis 

$370,000 

2005 The University of 
Adelaide 

Williams, M The environmental impact of 
an extreme event: the Toba 
mega-eruption, volcanic winter 
and the near demise of humans 

$360,000 
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2005 Monash University Sanjayan, J Development of an Alkali Ac-
tivated Slag based Construc-
tion Material for High Fire 
Risk Infrastructures 

$280,000 

2005 The University of 
Western Australia 

Gao, J Nonlinear and Nonstationary 
Time Series Econometrics: 
Theory and Applications 

$355,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Wallace, M Murray Basin: A unique ar-
chive of late Neogene global 
change 

$285,000 

2005 Griffith University Dale, P Predicting Malaria and Other 
Vector-borne Disease Risk 
Using Eco-epidemiological 
Models 

$150,000 

2005 University of Tech-
nology, Sydney 

Ralph, P When corals bleach, what is 
the weakest photosynthetic 
link?  

$134,000 

2005 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Majer, J Effects of ants and ant-
mediated dispersal on speci-
ation rates, biogeography and 
diversity of angiosperms 

$230,000 

2005 The University of 
Sydney 

Minasny, B How do soils grow? Modelling 
soil development in the land-
scape 

$298,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

McCulloch, M Impact of increased sediment 
and nutrient discharges on the 
long-term sustainability of the 
Great Barrier Reef 

$705,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

McCulloch, M Deep sea corals as high resolu-
tion recorders of southern 
ocean nutrient chemistry and 
circulation  

$270,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Mills, F Photochemistry of the Middle 
Atmospheres of Venus and the 
Earth 

$260,000 

2005 Charles Darwin 
University 

Christian, K Competition between regula-
tory processes in Amphibians: 
Testing the effects of physical 
and physiological factors on 
thermoregulation and hy-
droregulation 

$220,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Eggins, S A new approach to the U-series 
dating of fossil molluscs - a 
major advance for the earth 
and archaeological sciences 

$245,000 
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2005 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sherwin, W Testing indicators of genetic 
exchange and adaptation of 
populations, essential for bio-
diversity assessment and man-
agement 

$260,000 

2005 The University of 
Sydney 

You, Y Simulating the evolution of the 
Southern Ocean and Australia’s 
Palaeo-environment over 40 
million years  

$180,000 

2005 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Thwaites, R Reducing uncertainties in 
greenhouse gas emissions from 
sub-tropical land use systems 

$335,000 

2005 The University of 
Sydney 

Masri, A Innovative Research in Gase-
ous and Spray Combustion 

$445,000 

2005 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Gavrilov, A Acoustic observation of Ant-
arctic ice rifting and calving 
events using remote hy-
droacoustic listening stations  

$90,904 

2005 The University of 
Sydney 

Shine, R Ecology and evolution in dy-
namic systems: a new approach 
to conserving Australian biodi-
versity 

$1,551,625 

2005 The University of 
New South Wales 

England, M Genesis of Australian Climate 
Extremes in the Southern 
Hemisphere Extratropical 
Ocean-Atmosphere 

$1,551,625 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Blakers, A A furnace stack for advanced 
photovoltaic, photonic and 
microfabrication applications 

$321,953 

2005 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Grice, K Accelerated solvent extractor 
and evaporator for molecular 
and stable isotope analyses of 
sedimentary organic matter 

$110,000 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Ireland, T SHRIMP SI - Microscale sta-
ble-isotope analysis in the 
Earth Sciences 

$552,475 

2005 The University of 
Adelaide 

Reid, I The Buckland Park Lidar Fa-
cility 

$142,138 

2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Fifield, L A new-generation gas-source 
radiocarbon system for inte-
grated environmental and ar-
chaeological research 

$854,354 
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2005 The Australian Na-
tional University 

McCulloch, M World-leading elemental and 
isotopic microanalysis and 
chemical speciation facilities 
for an environmentally sustain-
able Australia 

$397,100 

2005 University of Wol-
longong 

Chivas, A 14CHRONOS (Chronologies 
from High-ResolutiON Or-
ganic Separations): a centre for 
radiocarbon dating of specific 
compounds for the environ-
mental and archaeological sci-
ences 

$267,767 

2005 Deakin University Luther, M Determination of key parame-
ters and control strategies for 
fabric energy storage (FES) 
systems for the various cli-
mates of Australia 

$72,444 

2005 Monash University Mac Nally, R Models for biodiversity futures 
for massively altered agricul-
tural landscapes 

$344,237 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

McCalman, J Science and Citizenship: De-
mocracy in the age of science-
mediated risk 

$216,592 

2005 Southern Cross 
University 

Vanclay, J Integrated Carbon Accounting 
and Information Management 
Systems 

$124,000 

2005 The University of 
Queensland 

Possingham, H A Bayesian framework for 
metapopulation dynamics of 
species in endangered commu-
nities: integrating demo-
graphic, environmental and 
genetic data  

$328,860 

2005 The University of 
Western Australia 

Murphy, D Integrating microbiology and 
climatic drivers to determine 
triggers for nitrous oxide emis-
sions from arable soils in semi-
arid Western Australia 

$387,941 

2005 University of Wol-
longong 

Griffith, D Novel, Cost-Effective Methods 
for Measuring Methane Emis-
sions from Grazing Livestock 

$144,844 

2005 The University of 
Western Australia 

Hertzler, G Designing Weather Derivatives 
and Yield Index Contracts for 
Rural Australia 

$72,444 

2005 Australian Catholic 
University 

Saintilan, N Trophic associations involving 
fish and crustaceans in coastal 
saltmarsh 

$79,844 
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2005 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sorrell, C Surface Processing of Photo-
Sensitive Semiconducting Ox-
ides for Solar-Hydrogen 

$1,250,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Yuen, S Phytocapping for sustainable 
waste containment systems and 
reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions and odour from 
waste disposal sites 

$735,000 

2005 University of Wol-
longong 

Monaghan, B Insoluble Oxide Product For-
mation and its Effect on Coke 
Dissolution in Liquid Iron 

$82,444 

2005 The University of 
Queensland 

Hoegh-
Guldberg, O 

New tools for managing eco-
system responses to climate 
change on the southern Great 
Barrier Reef 

$1,100,000 

2005 University of the 
Sunshine Coast 

Shapcott, A National Macadamia Conser-
vation Program 

$72,444 

2005 University of Wol-
longong 

Griffith, D Innovative measurement and 
modelling of greenhouse fluxes 
at regional scales across Aus-
tralia 

$125,000 

2005 The University of 
Queensland 

Lu, G Nanostructured Magnesium-
base Composites for High-
density Hydrogen Storage 

$342,200 

2005 University of the 
Sunshine Coast 

Wallace, H Genetic variation of the vul-
nerable Eucalyptus argophloia, 
and its development for sus-
tainable hardwood forestry in 
low rainfall areas 

$135,000 

2005 The University of 
Melbourne 

Kentish, S The separation of carbon diox-
ide from industrial sources 
using nanoporous carbon 

$24,100 

2005 University of Tas-
mania 

Roberts, J Earth Systems Science OPeN-
DAP computer server frame-
work  

$81,900 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Warren, C How do plants cope with tem-
poral variability in water and 
nutrients? 

$820,000 

2006 The University of 
Western Australia 

Judd, K Forecasting and management 
using imperfect models, with a 
focus on weather and climate 

$231,000 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

Cavicchioli, R The molecular basis of cold 
adaptation: an integrated ge-
nomic and proteomic study of 
Antarctic archaea 

$259,000 
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2006 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Henderson-
Sellers, A 

Stable water isotopic simula-
tion and analysis to improve 
Earth System models and de-
liver better predictions of Aus-
tralian water resource vulner-
ability 

$905,000 

2006 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Pitman, A  Do terrestrial processes inten-
sify Australian droughts ? 

$240,000 

2006 The University of 
Adelaide 

Marschner, P Understanding plant residue 
decomposition by linking or-
ganic matter chemistry and soil 
microbiology 

$260,000 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Memmott, P Isolation, Insularity and 
Change in Island Populations - 
an Interdisciplinary Study of 
Aboriginal Cultural Patterns in 
the Gulf of Carpentaria 

$365,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Gao, Q Band gap engineering of novel 
(In,Ga)SbN epitaxial semicon-
ductors for high-performance 
long-wavelength optoelec-
tronic devices 

$330,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Gagan, M The Indian Ocean Dipole, Aus-
tralasian drought, and the 
great-earthquake cycle: Long-
term perspectives for improved 
prediction 

$1,016,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Gagan, M Monsoon extremes, environ-
mental shifts, and catastrophic 
volcanic eruptions: quantifying 
impacts on the early human 
history of southern Australasia 

$445,000 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Chong, M The structure of turbulent 
boundary layers 

$520,000 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Waller, R Molecular-genetic organization 
and evolution of dinoflagellate 
mitochondria 

$264,000 

2006 The University of 
Western Australia 

Waite, A Biological Oceanographic 
Mechanisms Driving Austra-
lia’s Coastal Fisheries 

$310,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Sumner, J Testing Theories of Historical 
Divergence using South East-
ern Australian Reptiles 

$318,000 
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2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Simmonds, I Global objective identification 
and tracking of atmospheric 
fronts and the role of fronts in 
climate change 

$180,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Griffiths, R From The Ocean Depths To 
Abrupt Climate Change - 
Missing Processes In The 
Global Overturning Circulation 

$401,000 

2006 Griffith University Xu, Z Fingerprints of global climate 
change and forest management 
on rhizosphere carbon and 
nutrient cycling 

$280,000 

2006 Deakin University Arnould, J The cost of a meal: life-history 
consequences of foraging 
mode in fur seals and sea lions 

$219,000 

2006 University of Wol-
longong 

Woodroffe, C Variability in El Niño fre-
quency and intensity over the 
past 4000 years 

$115,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Weber, K Investigation of P Type Emit-
ters for Future Generation 
Photovoltaics 

$265,000 

2006 Murdoch University Lyons, T Impact of land use on cloud 
formation 

$145,000 

2006 The University of 
Adelaide 

Cooper, A Using ancient DNA to investi-
gate the environmental impacts 
of climate change and humans 
through time 

$470,000 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Woodhead, J Of caves, bones, and climate 
change: new insights from old 
speleothems 

$240,000 

2006 Museum of Western 
Australia 

McNamara, K Extinction and survival: biotic 
responses to environmental 
change in Late Devonian 
oceans during a greenhouse-
icehouse transition 

$235,000 

2006 The University of 
Western Australia 

Ghadouani, A Predicting plankton patchiness 
in lakes using a high resolution 
sampling system 

$140,000 

2006 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Willis, B The role of algal endosymbi-
onts in acclimation and adapta-
tion of reef corals to climate 
change 

$356,000 

2006 The Flinders Uni-
versity of South 
Australia 

Schwarz, M Origins of invertebrate fauna in 
Australia since the Cretaceous: 
a molecular approach using 
bees as a model taxon 

$297,000 
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2006 University of Wol-
longong 

Turney, C Testing the hypothesis of syn-
chronous inter-hemispheric 
climatic change during the Last 
Termination (20,000-10,000 
years ago) 

$379,000 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Skilleter, G Ecological consequences of 
global warming: predicting 
effects on biodiversity on inter-
tidal assemblages on the east 
coast of Australia 

$362,000 

2006 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Cooper, C Evaporative water loss and 
relative water economy in mar-
supials 

$175,000 

2006 The University of 
Sydney 

Chen, M Novel Chlorophylls and New 
Directions in Photosynthesis 

$420,000 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sorrell, C P-Type Titanium Dioxide for 
Hydrogen Generation from 
Water using Solar Energy 

$350,000 

2006 Griffith University Heazle, M Global Warming, Iraq, and the 
Washington Consensus: Three 
Case Studies on the Role of 
Specialist Advice in Policy 
Making 

$240,000 

2006 The University of 
Sydney 

Underwood, A Connecting ecological proc-
esses controlling variation 
across spatial scales 

$1,185,237 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Lowe, A Developing biogeographic 
know-how: Improving species 
divergence and dispersal esti-
mations to examine geological 
and climatic evolutionary driv-
ers 

$282,000 

2006 Monash University Holmes, D Optimal Control of Modular 
Multilevel Power Electronic 
Converter Systems for Electri-
cal Distribution Networks 

$325,000 

2006 Monash University Stegman, D Planetary Pulsations: Explor-
ing Links between Super-
plumes, Supercontinents, and 
Superchrons with 3-D Spheri-
cal Mantle Convection Models  

$305,000 

2006 The University of 
Sydney 

Harris, A Selective generation of hydro-
gen from biomass and waste 
fuels 

$260,000 
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2006 University of Wol-
longong 

Innis, P Self-Assembled Porphyrin-
Fullerene Photovoltaic Elec-
trodes: Towards Nanostruc-
tured Organic Solar Cells 

$429,000 

2006 University of Tas-
mania 

Coleman, R Active Ice-Shelf Rift Systems 
on the Amery Ice Shelf, East 
Antarctica 

$290,000 

2006 University of Wol-
longong 

Ayre, D Setting the limits: Ecological 
and genetic tests of the status 
of marine populations at spe-
cies borders 

$275,000 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

England, M Abrupt Southern Hemisphere 
Climate Change: The Role Of 
The Southern Ocean Thermo-
haline Circulation 

$270,000 

2006 University of Wol-
longong 

Nanson, G Palaeoclimatic and environ-
mental significance of major 
Late Quaternary drainage con-
tributions and disruptions in 
the Lake Eyre basin 

$270,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Grove, R British Empire and the Natural 
World: the Environmental His-
tory of the British Empire and 
Commonwealth 1600-2000 

$673,200 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Karoly, D Improving understanding of 
climate change and its impacts 
in Australia through detection 
and attribution of climate 
change 

$1,901,110 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

McFadden, G Drug targets in malaria para-
sites 

$1,581,110 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

Suthers, I Sydney Harbour Institute of 
Marine Science (SHIMS) 
aquarium facility 

$160,000 

2006 The University of 
Melbourne 

Woodhead, J A new X-ray spectrometer 
facility for VIEPS: major and 
trace element characterisation 
of geological materials 

$186,000 

2006 The University of 
Western Australia 

Li, Z Western Australia Palaeomag-
netic and Rock-magnetic Facil-
ity 

$246,000 

2006 The University of 
Newcastle 

Drysdale, R A high-throughput stable iso-
tope ratio mass spectrometer 
for water resource management 
and climate change studies 

$100,000 
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2006 University of Wol-
longong 

Griffith, D High resolution Fourier trans-
form infrared spectrometer for 
atmospheric remote sensing 
and laboratory spectroscopy  

$250,000 

2006 Griffith University Quinn, R Upgrade of existing university 
low field and high field nuclear 
magnetic resonance facilities 

$350,000 

2006 Monash University Dixon, P Combining hydrological in-
formation with a multi-
regional, computable general 
equilibrium model 

$169,100 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

Wang, J Process models and control 
strategies for abrasive waterjet 
precision cutting of amorphous 
magnetic metal parts for en-
ergy efficient electrical ma-
chines 

$295,000 

2006 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Nayar, C Variable speed diesel power 
conversion system using a 
doubly fed induction generator  

$280,000 

2006 The University of 
Adelaide 

Bi, P Risk assessment for environ-
mental health in Adelaide 
based on weather, air pollution 
and population health out-
comes  

$73,950 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Rudolph, V Dynamic Gas Permeability 
Investigations of Highly 
Stressed Coals 

$400,000 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sharma, A A Stochastic Downscaling 
Framework for Catchment 
Scale Climate Change Impact 
Assessment  

$278,918 

2006 The University of 
Sydney 

Munn, A Avoiding Environmental Bank-
ruptcy: the grazing impacts of 
red kangaroos and sheep 

$259,340 

2006 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Buys, L Managing the social, environ-
mental & economic impacts of 
high density-living within in-
ner-urban sub-tropical envi-
ronments  

$350,000 

2006 The University of 
Sydney 

Jeng, D Port Stephens Flood Tide 
Delta: Shoreline Management 
Issues 

$370,920 
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2006 The Flinders Uni-
versity of South 
Australia 

Matisons, J The Nanotechnology Desalina-
tion Research Project - Low 
Energy Desalination Mem-
branes 

$735,000 

2006 The University of 
Western Australia 

Balme, J Aboriginal landscape transfor-
mations in south-west Australia 

$379,278 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Batstone, D Advanced Stability Sensor for 
Anaerobic Digestion Processes 

$164,000 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Hyde, R  Exploring synergies with in-
novative Green Technologies 
for Advanced Renovation: 
Redefining a Bioclimatic ap-
proach for multi residential and 
office buildings in warmer 
climates 

$221,004 

2006 The University of 
Western Australia 

Chua, H Near zero-emission hydrogen 
and carbon production from 
natural gas and bio-methane 

$295,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Blakers, A Efficient photovoltaic concen-
trator receivers utilising com-
mercial non-concentrator solar 
cells 

$127,901 

2006 Monash University Leblanc, M Satellite based monitoring sys-
tem of lakes and wetlands wa-
ter quality 

$223,020 

2006 The University of 
Queensland 

Hankamer, B Developing a competitive H2 
production system based on 
engineered cells of green algae 

$140,000 

2006 The University of 
New South Wales 

England, M Eddy mixing and water mass 
formation in the Southern 
Ocean in a global 1/4 degree 
model 

$14,000 

2006 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Hogg, A Nonhydrostatic waves and 
instabilities in rotating fluids 

$16,400 

2007 The University of 
New England 

Andrew, N Ecology of insect herbivore 
assemblages: influence of cli-
mate, evolutionary history and 
plant traits 

$256,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Feng, B Regenerable CO2 adsorbing 
materials for zero emission 
power generation systems 

$230,000 

2007 The University of 
Adelaide 

Nathan, G Investigating the coupled de-
pendencies of soot in turbulent 
flames by advanced laser diag-
nostics and modelling  

$541,063 
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2007 University of Wol-
longong 

Dou, S Current limiting mechanisms 
in magnesium diboride super-
conductors 

$1,430,000 

2007 The University of 
Western Australia 

Li, Z Neoproterozoic global geody-
namic and climatic events: 
were they linked? 

$230,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Froyland, G A Dynamical Systems Ap-
proach to Mapping Southern 
Ocean Circulation Pathways 

$285,000 

2007 The University of 
Melbourne 

Lane, T Tropical convection and its 
contribution to climate vari-
ability 

$238,000 

2007 Monash University Stamatov, V Physics of combustion of mul-
ticomponent alternative trans-
port fuels 

$250,000 

2007 Monash University Suzuki, K Novel nanostructured alloy 
membranes for hydrogen per-
meation: Advanced materials 
technology for renewable en-
ergy 

$280,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Hand, S Unravelling the last great 
Gondwanan mystery: the first 
land vertebrate fauna from the 
Tertiary of New Zealand 

$513,902 

2007 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Pratchett, M Climate change and coral reef 
communities: predicting and 
managing future impacts 

$483,070 

2007 University of Can-
berra 

Maher, W Southern Ocean nutrients and 
their links to climate change: 
insights from the isotope and 
elemental signature of diatoms 
and sponges 

$390,000 

2007 University of Tas-
mania 

Hindell, M Winter Foraging Locations Of 
Southern Ocean Predators In 
Relation To Stochastic Varia-
tion In Sea-Ice Extent 

$263,000 

2007 The University of 
Western Australia 

Chen, Z Reconstruction of marine eco-
systems following the greatest 
mass extinction during the 
Phanerozoic history of Earth 
life: Lessons for the present 

$563,070 

2007 The University of 
Adelaide 

Murphy, N Evolution of the unique fauna 
of the Great Artesian Basin 
mound springs: the impact of 
aridification and climate 
change 

$300,004 
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2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Brocks, J Molecular fossils, environ-
mental genomics and the natu-
ral history of an Australian salt 
lake 

$263,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Middleton, J Hydrodynamics and Mixing 
around Coral Reefs 

$280,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Buckley, Y How do characteristics of seeds 
and landscape heterogeneity 
determine plant spread in new 
environments? 

$790,000 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Evans, J What limits CO2 diffusion 
inside leaves? Dissecting the 
diffusion path with Arabidopsis 
mutants 

$263,000 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Eggins, S The Southern Ocean’s role in 
determining atmospheric CO2 
levels: new insights from novel 
biogenic silica records of sea-
water pH 

$262,000 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

O’Neill, H An experimental exploration of 
silicate melt therrmodynamics 

$122,000 

2007 The University of 
Melbourne 

Eckersley, R Regime interplay: from con-
flict to integration in overlap-
ping international regimes 

$111,000 

2007 Murdoch University Bunce, M Ancient DNA as a tool to study 
Australia’s paleome: exploring 
climatic change, past biodiver-
sity, extinctions and long-term 
survival of DNA 

$192,000 

2007 Deakin University Shi, G The bipolarity of Late Palaeo-
zoic marine faunal distribu-
tions: origin, processes and 
implications for modern global 
marine biogeography 

$170,000 

2007 University of Tas-
mania 

Hovenden, M Ecosystem level impacts of 
climate change on a temperate 
grassland 

$178,000 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Masri, A Finite Rate Chemistry Effects 
in Turbulent Combustion 

$500,000 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Phillips, B Disperse or die: the evolution 
of dispersal ability in a chang-
ing climate 

$332,000 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Seebacher, F Genetic mechanisms of meta-
bolic control and thermal sens-
ing during thermoregulation 

$228,000 
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2007 University of Wol-
longong 

Westaway, K Landscape evolution and pa-
laeoclimates in Indonesia: en-
vironmental, faunal and ar-
chaeological implications 

$306,090 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

McCallum, H Network structure, connec-
tivity and wildlife disease 

$210,000 

2007 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Evans, J Vulnerability of the Murray-
Darling basin hydrometeorol-
ogy to human modification 

$658,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Chenoweth, S The Genetic Basis of Differ-
ences Between the Sexes 

$838,000 

2007 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Nott, J Are humans responsible for 
recent changes in the behaviour 
of tropical cyclones? Decoup-
ling natural variability from 
human influence using isotopes 

$315,118 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Hermann, J Experimental and natural con-
straints on trace element and 
volatile recycling in subduction 
zones 

$300,000 

2007 Monash University Sunnucks, P Understanding responses to 
climate change: a mechanistic 
approach integrating functional 
genetics, physiology and bio-
physical models for the Com-
mon brown butterfly 

$240,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sijp, W What controls the shift from a 
hot house climate to a cold 
house climate: the Eocene/ 
Oligocene climate transition 
and greenhouse warming 

$243,090 

2007 The Flinders Uni-
versity of South 
Australia 

Prideaux, G Responses of southern Austra-
lian mammal faunas to climate 
change before and after human 
arrival 

$629,274 

2007 Monash University Beringer, J Patterns and processes of car-
bon and water budgets across 
northern Australian landscapes: 
From point to region 

$668,000 

2007 The University of 
Melbourne 

McMahon, T Understanding and modelling 
of interannual hydroclimatic 
variability in the context of 
historic streamflow 

$195,000 
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2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Lambeck, K Sea-level change in the Aus-
tralasian region during the past 
6000 years: Understanding the 
past to predict the future 

$361,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Zhao, J Characterising the tropical 
“heat engine” of global cli-
mate: combined coral, stalag-
mite and tree-ring records from 
the Indo-Pacific region 

$681,070 

2007 The University of 
Melbourne 

Simmonds, I Tropical and mid- and high 
latitude cyclones in a time of 
climate change: New insights 
and integration  

$330,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Steinberg, P Bacterial disease and bleaching 
of chemically defended marine 
algae 

$313,000 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Hoskin, C Understanding “reinforce-
ment”, an evolutionary process 
that can lead to the origin of 
new species and generate spe-
cies diversity 

$265,000 

2007 University of Tech-
nology, Sydney 

Ralph, P Bio-optical model of Antarctic 
sea-ice algae photosynthesis 

$263,000 

2007 The University of 
Newcastle 

Drysdale, R Improving climate models 
through new insights on long-
term inter-hemispheric climate 
synchronicity from speleo-
thems 

$329,000 

2007 University of Tech-
nology, Sydney 

Zhu, J Application Oriented System 
Level Optimum Design 
Method for Advanced Electri-
cal Drive Systems 

$135,000 

2007 Southern Cross 
University 

Parr, J Enhancing long-term soil or-
ganic carbon sequestration  

$255,000 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Liu, Z Development of Carbon Nano-
tube Nanothermometers and 
Their Application for Tempera-
ture Measurement in the Cata-
lytic Layers of Fuel Cells 

$695,000 

2007 The University of 
Newcastle 

Saco, P Role of vegetation patchiness 
and self organisation in the 
ecohydrologic response of 
water limited ecosystems to 
climate variability and change 

$180,000 
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2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Ball, M Interactive effects of salinity 
and nutrients: linking physio-
logical processes with patterns 
in mangrove forest productiv-
ity 

$263,000 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Stopher, P Developing Tour Based Mod-
els for an Integrated Land Use, 
Transport and Environment 
Model System for Australia 

$207,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Postma, E The genetic basis of differen-
tiation: Towards a predictive 
understanding of evolution in 
the wild 

$234,000 

2007 The Flinders Uni-
versity of South 
Australia 

Lawrance, W Energetics, spectroscopy and 
dissociation dynamics of bi-
molecular complexes of at-
mospheric importance 

$305,141 

2007 The University of 
Newcastle 

Moghtaderi, B A Fundamental Study on Re-
dox Behaviour of Oxygen Car-
riers in Chemical Looping 
Combustion 

$365,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Quiggin, J Climate change: adaptation and 
resilience in the face of uncer-
tainty 

$1,606,210 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Honda, M A New Generation Noble Gas 
Mass Spectrometer Facility for 
Advanced Research in the 
Earth, Planetary and Environ-
mental Sciences 

$700,000 

2007 Monash University Webley, P Characterisation Equipment for 
Advanced Gas Separation Ap-
plications 

$345,000 

2007 Monash University Pathegama, R Advanced Testing Facility for 
Geological Sequestration of 
Greenhouse Gases  

$350,000 

2007 University of Wol-
longong 

Buttemer, W Flora and Fauna Research Fa-
cility 

$200,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Adams, M Environmental Research Iso-
tope Ratio Mass Spectrometer 
(ERIRMS)  

$135,000 

2007 Charles Darwin 
University 

Hutley, L Integrative assessment of dis-
turbance and land-use change 
on total greenhouse gas bal-
ance and nutrient cycling in 
savanna ecosystems 

$190,000 
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2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Kingsford, R Managing Ecosystem Change 
in the Greater Blue Mountains 
World Heritage Area 

$450,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Possingham, H Marine conservation planning 
for persistent coral reef com-
munities: Incorporating con-
nectivity and resilience 

$200,000 

2007 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Zare, F High Efficient and Reliable 
Power Converters with Low 
Electromagnetic Interference 
Based on an Intelligent Dis-
tributed Control System in 
Train Systems 

$195,000 

2007 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Pitman, A Reengineering a dynamic 
vegetation model to explore the 
stability of Australian terres-
trial carbon 

$191,921 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Munroe, P Chicken Litter Char for Soil 
Health and Carbon Sequestra-
tion 

$105,000 

2007 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Grun, R Environmental Evolution of 
the Willandra Lakes World 
Heritage Area 

$570,884 

2007 RMIT University Horne, R Carbon neutral communities: 
making the transition 

$169,000 

2007 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Brown, R Optimisation of Dual Fuel 
Compression Ignition (Diesel) 
Engines With Respect to En-
gine Performance and Pollutant 
Emissions 

$300,000 

2007 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Morawska, L Quantification of current and 
future traffic emissions of 
greenhouse gases and particu-
late matter for application in 
transport and urban planning 

$219,995 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

McAlpine, C Restoration of Fragmented 
Brigalow Landscapes for Con-
servation: Evaluating Alterna-
tive Futures in a Changing 
Climate 

$355,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Dove, S Assessing the risk of ocean 
acidification for the Great Bar-
rier Reef 

$476,950 
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2007 Griffith University Stewart, R Impact of urban water conser-
vation strategies on end-use 
water consumption in residen-
tial households 

$240,000 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Adams, M Quantifying tree and soil respi-
ration and their responses to 
global change 

$150,708 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sahajwalla, V Recycling waste plastics in 
electric arc furnace steelmak-
ing: Fundamental understand-
ing of plastics/slag interactions 
and slag foaming 

$560,354 

2007 The University of 
New South Wales 

Lucien, F Carbonate binding: an ecologi-
cally sustainable alternative to 
cement 

$209,250 

2007 The University of 
Adelaide 

Nathan, G Assessment and Optimisation 
of Mixing and Aerodynamic 
Characteristics of Multi-Fuel 
Burners for Rotary Kilns 

$280,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Schmidt, S Accelerated breeding for a 
changing environment: ge-
nomic and physiological profil-
ing of newly generated poly-
ploid trees 

$510,000 

2007 The Flinders Uni-
versity of South 
Australia 

Driscoll, D Spatial-dynamic models to 
identify optimal fire mosaics, 
based on demography, disper-
sal and fire responses of plants, 
birds and reptiles 

$431,052 

2007 University of Wol-
longong 

Zhu, S Wave to Wire: Optimising Hy-
drodynamic Performance and 
Capture Efficiency of Next 
Generation Ocean Wave En-
ergy Systems 

$313,869 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Shine, R Understanding and reversing 
the habitat shifts that have en-
dangered the broad-headed 
snake 

$773,060 

2007 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Leishman, M Invasive plant species and cli-
mate change in Australia: pre-
dicting the threat and project-
ing the future 

$311,296 

2007 RMIT University Horne, R Lifetime Affordable Housing 
in Australia: Integrating envi-
ronmental performance and 
affordability  

$339,000 
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2007 RMIT University Roddick, F Enhancing the productivity of 
wastewater desalination 

$86,372 

2007 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Tong, S Development of a framework 
for assessing the vulnerability 
of eco-environmental health to 
climate change 

$177,585 

2007 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Schwarzkopf, 
L 

Are frogs in fragmented low-
land rainforest especially sus-
ceptible to both disease and 
climate change? 

$98,299 

2007 The University of 
Western Australia 

May, E Increased liquified natural gas 
(LNG) production efficiency 
through nitrogen and carbon 
dioxide capture using high-
pressure cryogenic adsorption 
onto tailored nanopore sub-
strates 

$263,000 

2007 University of South 
Australia 

Saman, W Advancing the Thermal Insula-
tion Performance of Australian 
Roofing Systems 

$70,000 

2007 Deakin University Hancock, L Community Engagement for 
Localised Greenhouse Reduc-
tion: a local government de-
mand-management model for 
business and household water, 
energy and waste reduction 

$84,461 

2007 The University of 
Sydney 

Trethowan, R Improved Indian Mustard for 
sustainable biodiesel produc-
tion  

$120,000 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Wardell-
Johnson, G 

Biodiversity in high rainfall 
mediterranean-climate ecosys-
tems: Integrating fields of eco-
logical enquiry to achieve im-
proved conservation outcomes 

$22,000 

2007 The University of 
Adelaide 

Kear, B Global implications of Austra-
lian Cretaceous faunas: bio-
geography, evolution and ef-
fects of climate change 

$40,306 

2007 The University of 
Queensland 

Possingham, H Determining global and re-
gional conservation priorities 
for biodiversity hotspots 

$123,343 

2007 University of Wol-
longong 

Turney, C Australasian climate recon-
struction for the past two mil-
lennia 

$64,297 

2007 University of Tas-
mania 

Haward, M The Future of Oceans Govern-
ance in Polar Areas 

$17,000 
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2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Hunter, C The impact of climate change 
on the resilience of Australian 
marine systems: linking cli-
mate and ecosystem models  

$160,000 

2008 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Westoby, M Plant ecological strategies 
across species and an evolu-
tionary-ecology vegetation 
model 

$690,000 

2008 University of Tas-
mania 

Bindoff, N The Southern Ocean Merid-
ional Overturning Circulation: 
New observations of vertical 
mixing 

$318,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Hankamer, B  Targeted bioengineering and 
systems biology for solar pow-
ered hydrogen production in 
green algal cells 

$286,000 

2008 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Grice, K Characteristics of organic mat-
ter formed in toxic, sulfide-rich 
modern and ancient environ-
ments  

$660,000 

2008 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Ainsworth, T Coral Reefs Sensing Our 
Changing Climate  

$235,944 

2008 Griffith University Cartwright, N Contribution of surf zone wind 
stress to storm surge inunda-
tion 

$268,000 

2008 The University of 
Melbourne 

Wong, W Novel organic materials for 
efficient low-cost solar cells 

$138,000 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Tregoning, P Environmental geodesy: varia-
tions of sea level and water 
storage in the Australian region 

$1,160,000 

2008 Monash University Nicholls, N Scientific basis for improved 
climate predictions on seasonal 
and climate-change timescales 

$1,010,936 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Curnoe, D The Late Pleistocene Peopling 
of East Asia and Associated 
Climate-Environment History 

$665,000 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Bradbrook, A Creating a Comprehensive 
International Law of Sustain-
able Energy: The Contribution 
of Law to Sustainable Devel-
opment and Climate Change 

$361,000 

2008 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Munday, P Global climate change and the 
future for coral reef fishes 

$461,482 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Hogg, A Causes of Enhanced Warming 
of the Southern Ocean 

$287,000 
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2008 University of Tas-
mania 

Wapstra, E Maternal effects and sex allo-
cation: an integrated approach 

$181,752 

2008 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Beaumont, L Where will species go? Revo-
lutionising projections of spe-
cies distributions with climate 
change 

$519,697 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Williams, M Environmental impacts of cli-
mate change in the Nile basin 
over the past 30,000 years  

$250,000 

2008 The University of 
Newcastle 

Connor, L Climate change, place and 
community: An ethnographic 
study of the Hunter Valley, 
New South Wales 

$422,000 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Reid, I The aeronomy of the atmos-
phere between 50 and 110 km 

$515,000 

2008 University of Tas-
mania 

Bowman, D Understanding the impact of 
global environmental change 
on Australian forests and 
woodlands using rainforest 
boundaries and Callitris growth 
as bio-indicators 

$570,000 

2008 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Lusk, C The physiological ecology of 
forest succession: explaining 
shade tolerance variation in 
evergreen and deciduous trees 

$127,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Riginos, C Coral reef connectivity: an 
empirical and theoretical syn-
thesis 

$473,640 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Soong, W Innovative Grid-Connected, 
Small-Scale Wind Turbine 
Generators Offering Low Cost 
and Wide Operating Speed 
Range 

$265,000 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

O’Connor, S Cultural and Environmental 
Shifts in Late Holocene East 
Timor: Evidence for Climate 
Change? 

$380,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Anderson, E Understanding the interactions 
between emissions trading and 
wholesale electricity markets 

$428,000 

2008 Charles Darwin 
University 

Bradshaw, C Density regulation as a major 
determinant of population per-
sistence: advancing empirical 
and theoretical approaches to 
conserve biodiversity 

$315,000 
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2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Yu, X Improvement and synthesis of 
advanced hydrogen storage 
materials for fuel cell applica-
tions 

$288,444 

2008 The University of 
Sydney 

Minasny, B Devising a methodology for 
the digital soil map of the 
world 

$880,000 

2008 The University of 
Newcastle 

Kennedy, E Process for treatment of fluo-
rine-containing synthetic 
greenhouse gases 

$1,225,000 

2008 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Gale, J A virtual exploration of iron-
sulphur-world in search of the 
precursors to life on earth 

$267,911 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Dou, S Giant Magnetocaloric Materi-
als and Room Temperature 
Refrigeration 

$760,000 

2008 The University of 
Western Australia 

Gao, J Nonlinear Panel Data Econo-
metrics: Theory and Practice 

$370,077 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Niemeyer, S Social Adaptation to Climate 
Change in the Australian Pub-
lic Sphere: A comparison of 
individual and group delibera-
tive responses to scenarios of 
future climate change 

$378,500 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Rabaey, K Extracellular electron transfer 
in bio-electrochemical systems 

$485,000 

2008 The University of 
Melbourne 

Duffy, M Transcriptional control of anti-
genic variation in the malaria 
parasite Plasmodium falcipa-
rum 

$294,606 

2008 Deakin University Hodgson, P Development of new steel 
products by thin strip casting 
and direct thermomechanical 
processing 

$825,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Richardson, A Integrating climate and ecosys-
tem models to predict climate 
change impacts on Australian 
marine systems 

$285,300 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Griffith, D The carbon cycle and climate: 
new approaches to atmospheric 
measurements and modelling 

$393,000 

2008 Monash University Pringle, J Advanced Ionic Materials for 
Organic Photovoltaics 

$718,000 

2008 Monash University Ranjith, P Hydro-mechanical interactions 
in coal geo-sequestration of 
carbon dioxide 

$298,000 
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2008 University of West-
ern Sydney 

Tissue, D Eucalypt growth in past and 
future environments - a novel 
approach to understanding the 
impacts of atmospheric CO2 
and climate 

$300,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

White, C The evolution of periodic ven-
tilation in insects 

$400,000 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Peleckis, G Development of novel high 
efficiency thermoelectric ox-
ides for high temperature 
power generation 

$105,000 

2008 The University of 
Sydney 

Williams, S Autonomous Exploration and 
Characterization of Benthic 
Habitats Linked to Oceano-
graphic Processes 

$134,000 

2008 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Paulsen, I A functional genomic approach 
for understanding metal ion 
adaptation in marine cyanobac-
teria 

$352,800 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Roderick, M Water availability, evaporative 
demand and climate change 

$370,000 

2008 Charles Darwin 
University 

Christian, K Do frogs hydroregulate? Regu-
lation versus tolerance of ther-
mal and hydric states 

$270,000 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Cardillo, M Anatomy of a biodiversity hot-
spot: investigating the evolu-
tionary and ecological basis of 
high plant diversity in south-
western Australia 

$710,571 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Eggins, S Atmospheric CO2, global tem-
perature, and surface ocean 
acidity response to fossil car-
bon burning - insights from an 
ancient analogue 

$313,000 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Catchpole, K Photonic structures for high 
efficiency, low cost solar cells 

$595,286 

2008 Monash University Evans, A Megafauna and mega-
extinction: assessing palaeo-
community change using den-
tal complexity and shape 
analyses 

$600,000 

2008 University of Tas-
mania 

McMinn, A Dark survival in the polar win-
ter 

$255,000 

2008 The University of 
Melbourne 

Van Deventer, J Gel interactions in geopoly-
mers for sustainable construc-
tion 

$300,000 
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2008 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Tadé, M Multiscale Integrated Model-
ling and Control of an Ethanol-
Fuelled Tubular Solid Oxide 
Fuel Cell 

$300,000 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Roberts, R Monsoons and migrations: 
Quaternary climates, land-
scapes and human prehistory of 
the Arabian peninsula and the 
Indian subcontinent 

$620,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

McNeil, B An Investigation into Oceanic 
CO2 Variability and its Influ-
ence on Atmospheric CO2 
Concentrations 

$617,418 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Gibson, S Sulfuric acid formation from 
atmospheric sulfur trioxide and 
disulfur oxide: is one water 
molecule enough? 

$390,000 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Bi, P Extreme weather and popula-
tion health in Australia: risk 
assessment, prediction of 
health impacts and disease 
burden, and adaptive strategy 
exploration 

$189,485 

2008 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

De Dear, R Occupant comfort in naturally 
ventilated and mixed-mode 
spaces within air-conditioned 
offices 

$129,000 

2008 The University of 
Newcastle 

Jameson, G New process for mineral flota-
tion 

$800,000 

2008 University of Can-
berra 

Sarre, S Sex in Dragons: Evolution of 
sex determination in reptiles 

$383,000 

2008 University of West-
ern Sydney 

Ellsworth, D How will Eucalypt tree archi-
tecture and growth adapt to 
future atmospheric CO2 and 
drought? 

$360,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Price, G Constructing a temporally-
constrained palaeoecological 
model of Quaternary faunal 
evolution and extinction in 
eastern Australia 

$300,000 

2008 The University of 
Sydney 

Byrne, M Development and calcification 
in benthic marine invertebrates 
(Mollusca and Echinodermata) 
in an acidified and warm ocean 

$269,504 
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2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Hand, S Precious time-capsule: discov-
ery of fossil-rich amber from 
Australia 

$245,000 

2008 The University of 
Newcastle 

Geigenberger, 
P 

Investigations of signals in-
volved in redox-regulation of 
carbon storage 

$376,000 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Brook, B Reconstructing past population 
dynamics to understand human 
and climatic impacts in prehis-
tory 

$624,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

McMurtrie, R Explaining forest responses to 
rising carbon-dioxide concen-
trations at stand scale using a 
new, simple model of plant 
carbon economy 

$318,000 

2008 Monash University Chaffee, A Carbon dioxide conversion 
over nanostructured mixed 
metal catalysts 

$308,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Tran, N Towards efficient development 
of geothermal resources in 
Australia: an improved simula-
tion package for fluid flow in 
fractured geothermal reservoirs 

$303,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

England, M Coupled ocean-carbon-
atmosphere feedbacks in the 
global climate system 

$415,000 

2008 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Bird, M Environmental change, carbon 
cycling and human impact in 
tropical Australia 

$2,137,508 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Dryzek, J Deliberative Global Govern-
ance 

$1,638,730 

2008 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Grice, K A novel isotope facility to 
characterise high-molecular-
weight fractions of natural 
organic matter in soils, sedi-
ments, water, petroleum and 
coal 

$160,000 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Arculus, R Australian Membership of the 
Integrated Ocean Drilling Pro-
gram 

$6,000,000 

2008 The University of 
Sydney 

Warren, C Tuneable diode laser for field 
and laboratory measurement of 
stable isotopes of CO2 

$110,000 

2008 The University of 
Melbourne 

Arndt, S MEGA - Mobile Ecosystem 
Gas-exchange Analyser for 
Australian landscapes 

$135,000 
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2008 Monash University Bach, U Organic Solar Cells Fabrica-
tion and Characterisation Facil-
ity 

$150,000 

2008 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Ghosh, A Distributed Generation Evalua-
tion Facility and Power Con-
trol 

$600,000 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Chivas, A A stable-isotope mass spec-
trometer for novel determina-
tions of past temperatures 

$250,000 

2008 University of South-
ern Queensland 

Gururajan, R Remote patient assessment 
using digital stethoscope for 
telehealth systems in Australia 

$478,862 

2008 University of West-
ern Sydney 

Cameron, F Global Citizenship and the 
Agency of the Museum Sector 
in Climate Change Interven-
tions 

$570,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

McAlpine, C The conservation of widely 
distributed species: implica-
tions of differences between 
western and eastern koala 
populations 

$459,804 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Connell, S Forecasting change in subtidal 
habitats: connecting local pol-
lution with global climate in 
temperate Australia 

$296,112 

2008 Monash University Webley, P Renewable energy from carbon 
dioxide: Process engineering to 
obtain bio-oil from algae 

$682,717 

2008 Southern Cross 
University 

Bush, R Impacts of climate change on 
coastal floodplain wetland 
biogeochemistry and surface 
water quality 

$246,000 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Zhang, C Novel methods for enhancing 
room temperature figure of 
merit of thermoelec-
tric/thermionic materials for 
refrigeration applications  

$247,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Lanyon, J Animal movement between 
populations deduced from fam-
ily trees - a test case on du-
gongs in southern Queensland 

$225,000 

2008 Swinburne Univer-
sity of Technology 

Young, I A Global Satellite Altimeter 
Database for Ocean Engineer-
ing Applications 

$240,000 
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2008 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

De Dear, R Residential Air Conditioning, 
Comfort and Demand Re-
sponse in Australia 

$234,950 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

McLaughlin, M Explaining the interactions 
between drought and fertiliser 
use efficiency using tracing 
and imaging techniques 

$248,752 

2008 The University of 
Western Australia 

May, E Fundamental Data and Ther-
modynamic Modelling for 
Cryogenic LNG Fluids to Im-
prove Process Design, Simula-
tion and Operation 

$390,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Rudolph, V Flue Gas and CO2 Geoseques-
tration in Surat and Bowen 
Basin Coals 

$785,221 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sahajwalla, V Recycling waste plastics in 
aluminium processing: Fun-
damental investigations of 
carbon/gas reactions 

$265,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Ge, L Measurement of paddock scale 
pasture biomass using syn-
thetic aperture radar remote 
sensing 

$250,944 

2008 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Goonetilleke, A Adaptation of Water Sensitive 
Urban Design (WSUD) to 
Climate Change, Changing 
Transport Patterns and Urban 
Form 

$270,000 

2008 Murdoch University Jones, M Assessing plant virus threats to 
indigenous Western Australian 
flora: implications for biodi-
versity, conservation, ecosys-
tem reclamation and the wild-
flower industry 

$255,000 

2008 The University of 
Adelaide 

Nathan, G Aerodynamic enhancement of 
the capture of fine particle 
emissions and gaseous pollut-
ants by sorbents 

$550,000 

2008 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Doherty, W Effect of cane sugar juice 
composition on scaling rate 
and scale composition in sugar 
mills 

$90,000 
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2008 The University of 
Melbourne 

Hoffmann, A An Integrated Assessment of 
the Impacts of Climate Change 
on Victorian Alpine Ecosys-
tems: Detecting and Managing 
Ecological Change  

$596,250 

2008 RMIT University Zhang, K Satellite-Based Radio Occulta-
tion for Atmospheric Sound-
ing, Weather Forecasting and 
Climate Monitoring in the Aus-
tralian Region 

$536,322 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sharma, A Integrated assessment of cli-
mate change, climate input 
errors and land-use change on 
soil-moisture and carbon-
balance in a catchment simula-
tion framework 

$262,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Hankamer, B Second generation biofuels: 
developing environmentally 
friendly high-efficiency micro-
algae for biofuel production 

$674,345 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Simnett, R Improving the Credibility of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Disclosures 

$167,958 

2008 The Flinders Uni-
versity of South 
Australia 

Bull, C Translocation as a Conserva-
tion Strategy for the Pygmy 
Bluetongue Lizard 

$215,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Scott, P Genetic transformation of the 
biodiesel producing tree leg-
ume Pongamia pinnata 

$370,000 

2008 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Weber, K Minimising charge carrier re-
combination at silicon surfaces 
with improved dielectric coat-
ings 

$420,000 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Possingham, H Spatial prioritization in the 
context of climate change and 
unforeseen opportunities: 
maximizing conservation out-
comes in Gondwana Link 

$431,968 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Foster, J Assessing the impacts of pro-
posed carbon trading and tax 
schemes on the Australian elec-
tricity industry and the overall 
economy  

$318,674 
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2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Richardson, A Resilience of Moreton Bay to 
climate change: Links between 
nutrient inputs and plankton 
dynamics 

$480,000 

2008 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Simpfendorfer, 
C 

Spatial ecology of inshore 
predators in tropical marine 
systems and implications of 
marine protection zones 

$195,000 

2008 The University of 
Western Australia 

Cawood, P Chronostratigraphic Frame-
work for the Devonian Can-
ning Basin - A Multidiscipli-
nary Record of Environmental 
Change 

$580,000 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Monaghan, B The Fundamentals of Liquid 
Flow Through A Reactive 
Packed Bed 

$76,881 

2008 The University of 
Queensland 

Gilbert, R Graft copolymers from starch 
and synthetic monomers 

$420,000 

2008 Monash University Jakob, C Assessing clouds and rainfall 
in Australia’s community cli-
mate model - Towards an im-
proved simulation of Austra-
lia’s water resources 

$260,000 

2008 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Tong, S An evaluation of the environ-
mental health risk of heatwaves 
associated with global warm-
ing 

$316,029 

2008 University of South 
Australia 

Boland, J Unlocking the Grid: the future 
of the electricity distribution 
network 

$160,000 

2008 The University of 
New South Wales 

Loosemore, M Assessing the adaptive capac-
ity of hospital facilities to cope 
with climate-related extreme 
weather events: A risk man-
agement approach 

$435,000 

2008 University of Wol-
longong 

Dou, S Development of nano-
structured thermoelectric mate-
rials for power generation from 
heat 

$58,600 

2008 University of West-
ern Sydney 

Cairney, J Future climate change: conse-
quences for decomposition and 
pathways of carbon flow 
through rhizosphere fungal 
communities  

$69,700 
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2008 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Grice, K Chemostat experiments to 
mimic toxic environments as-
sociated with mass extinction 
events 

$18,450 

2009 Monash University Mac Nally, R Change ecology - gaining 
broad-scale, timely biodiver-
sity knowledge in a time of 
uncertainty 

$440,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Moles, A How are weeds adapting to life 
in Australia? Quantifying the 
rate and direction of evolution 
in introduced species 

$730,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Walker, J Active-passive microwave soil 
moisture remote sensing: To-
wards sustainable land and 
water management from space 

$540,000 

2009 The University of 
Western Australia 

Judd, K Synthesis of dynamics, sto-
chastics and information in 
forecasting and management of 
complex systems 

$279,000 

2009 Murdoch University Bain, P Collective futures: The effects 
of beliefs about future states of 
society on the support for and 
enactment of social change 

$268,000 

2009 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Lu, Z Nonlinear spatial and spatio-
temporal econometrics: theory 
with applications  

$105,000 

2009 University of Tas-
mania 

Hovenden, M How does warming prevent 
soil nitrogen availability from 
declining in response to ele-
vated CO2? 

$450,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Gunningham, 
N 

States, Coalitions and Climate 
Change Governance 

$390,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Hoffmann, A Testing the DNA decay hy-
pothesis of ecological speciali-
zation 

$780,000 

2009 James Cook Univer-
sity 

McCormick, M Catch me if you can: predator 
recognition and anti-predator 
behaviour in marine fishes 

$185,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Keogh, J Climate change and cryptic 
biodiversity in the Australian 
arid-zone: Molecular phylog-
eny-based assessment of con-
servation priorities 

$230,000 
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2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Tregoning, P Tracking the response of ter-
restrial and ocean waters to 
climate variations using space 
gravity observations 

$480,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Woodhead, J Ancient weather stations of 
Australia: charting a conti-
nent’s descent into aridity and 
its ecological consequences 

$220,000 

2009 The University of 
Western Australia 

Ivey, G Transient coastal upwelling 
along Western Australia: The 
dynamics of the Ningaloo Cur-
rent system 

$360,000 

2009 University of Tas-
mania 

Lannuzel, D Iron in the Antarctic sea ice 
zone and its role in the past and 
future climate 

$300,000 

2009 The University of 
Sydney 

Fillios, M The Taphonomy of Waterhole 
Faunal Death Assemblages: A 
model for Archaeological Con-
texts in the Australian Semi-
Arid Zone 

$335,978 

2009 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Newman, P Drivers and barriers to sustain-
ability in residential and com-
mercial buildings 

$100,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Crisp, M Distinguishing among patterns 
of extinction and speciation 
through geological and cli-
matic change: a molecular 
modelling approach 

$280,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Prebble, M Tracking 3000 years of agricul-
tural adaptation to the resource 
poor, climate sensitive and 
remote Solomon Islands using 
biomarkers and palaeoecology 

$308,591 

2009 The University of 
New England 

Geiser, F Cool mammals: responding to 
thermal and energetic chal-
lenges in the Australian tropics 

$250,000 

2009 Monash University Jakob, C Rainfall over the Maritime 
Continent and Northern Aus-
tralia 

$370,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

McAdam, J Weathering Uncertainty: Cli-
mate Change ‘Refugees’ and 
International Law 

$159,500 

2009 The University of 
Western Australia 

Murphy, D The connectivity of pore theory 
- does it influence microbial 
community composition and 
function? 

$360,000 
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2009 The University of 
Sydney 

Lu, D Hot-swappable and High-
efficient Grid-connected Power 
Electronics System For Photo-
voltaic Modules with Direct 
Power Transfer Technique 

$175,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Warton, D Predicting the effect of climate 
change on community structure 
and function: an assessment 
using temperate grassland in-
vertebrates 

$300,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Simmonds, I Storm activity in the Arctic and 
implications for rapid climate 
change in polar regions 

$360,000 

2009 University of Wol-
longong 

Waitt, G Making less space for carbon: 
cultural research for climate 
change mitigation and adapta-
tion 

$403,984 

2009 The University of 
Newcastle 

Kisi, E A New Paradigm for the Solid 
State Synthesis of Layered 
Materials 

$363,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Wallis, I Re-evaluating the role of tan-
nins in Australian forest eco-
systems 

$262,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Ortiz-
Barrientos, D 

Does divergent natural selec-
tion drive the early stages of 
speciation? 

$210,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Lovelock, C Development of a theoretical 
framework for predicting re-
sponses of coral reef ecosys-
tems to nutrient enrichment 
and herbivory 

$240,000 

2009 Victoria University Duke, M Designing the surface and 
structural properties of MFI 
zeolite membranes for low 
energy ion-selective desalina-
tion 

$285,000 

2009 Griffith University Hindmarsh, R Meeting 2020 Targets: Effec-
tive Transitions for Renewable 
Energy & Beyond 

$100,000 

2009 Monash University Forsyth, M Interphase Engineering of Re-
active Metal Surfaces Using 
Ionic Liquids 

$750,000 
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2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Phillips, D The Cosmogenic 21Ne Expo-
sure Dating Method: Calibra-
tion for Application to Volcanic 
Chronology, Landscape Evolu-
tion and Palaeo-Climate 
Change 

$195,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Hogg, A Mixing and dissipation in the 
ocean: Processes for the next 
generation of climate models 

$370,000 

2009 The University of 
New England 

Siriwardana, M Improving our understanding 
of the effects of low carbon 
policies on the Australian 
economy and regions 

$115,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Schmidt, S Towards sustainable biopro-
duction systems: harnessing 
organic nitrogen for plant 
growth 

$220,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

McCulloch, M Ocean Acidification in a Rap-
idly Increasing CO2 World 

$670,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Haberle, S Light islands in a sea of dark 
rainforest: Human influence on 
fire, climate and biodiversity in 
the Australian tropics 

$443,685 

2009 University of Wol-
longong 

Blanksby, S New insights into free radical 
reactivity via gas phase studies 
of radical anions 

$320,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Rudolph, V Anisotropic behaviour of coal 
for coalbed methane recovery 
and CO2 geosequestration  

$490,000 

2009 Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology 

Zare, F Improving the efficiency of 
silent discharge plasma sys-
tems through an effective high 
voltage power converter design 
match  

$230,000 

2009 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Franks, P 450 Million year history of 
plant gas exchange capacity 
and the role of atmospheric 
carbon dioxide 

$500,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Sheppard, L An Innovative Solid-State Ap-
proach to Enhanced Solar-
Hydrogen Production 

$561,000 

2009 University of Tas-
mania 

Kirkpatrick, J Australia’s changing urban tree 
estate: a socio-ecological study 
of patterns, causes and conse-
quences 

$130,000 



3814 SENATE Thursday, 18 June 2009 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Start Year 
(Note 1) 

Administering Or-
ganisation (Note 2) 

First-named 
Chief Investi-
gator (Note 3) 

Project title Funding allo-
cation (over 
the life of the 
project) 

2009 University of South 
Australia 

Boland, J Strategic integration of renew-
able energy systems into the 
electricity grid 

$240,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Yuan, Z Understanding Fugitive 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
from Wastewater Systems for 
Reliable Accounting and Effec-
tive Mitigation 

$225,000 

2009 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Allen, A Predicting Biodiversity from 
Population Dynamics 

$225,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Tanaka, M Mathematical models and bio-
informatic analyses of bacterial 
genome evolution 

$614,870 

2009 Southern Cross 
University 

Rose, A A new paradigm for the geo-
chemistry of mineral precipita-
tion and dissolution in aquatic 
systems: Polymer-based nu-
merical modelling 

$380,000 

2009 University of Tech-
nology, Sydney 

Smith, G  Radiative Cooling Tuned to 
the Spectral and Directional 
Infra-red Properties of the At-
mosphere 

$270,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

McCabe, M Characterizing the hydrological 
cycle using water isotopes, 
land-surface models and satel-
lite observations 

$320,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

White, C The evolution of energy me-
tabolism in ectotherms 

$730,000 

2009 The University of 
Sydney 

Muller, D The Subduction Reference 
Framework: unravelling the 
causes of long-term sea-level 
change 

$310,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Warton, D Advances in statistical methods 
for analysing high dimensional 
count data 

$282,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Balasubrama-
nian, S 

Mechanistic characterisation of 
genotype x environment inter-
actions in sorghum and arabi-
dopsis  

$220,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Godden, L Responding to Climate 
Change: Australia’s Environ-
mental Law and Regulatory 
Framework 

$226,000 

2009 Macquarie Univer-
sity 

Madin, J Ecological consequences of 
hydrodynamic disturbances 

$170,000 
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2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Brown, M Towards a predictive model for 
coastal marine microbial as-
semblages 

$695,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Hoegh-
Guldberg, O 

The impact of ocean acidifica-
tion on the fertilization, larval 
development and recruitment 
of key Australian marine or-
ganisms 

$420,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Rahman, M Optimum rotor and concen-
trated stator-winding structures 
for improving the torque, field-
weakening and power-density 
characteristics of interior per-
manent-magnet machines 

$320,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

McKibbin, W Climate Change Projections 
and Policy Design Under Un-
certainty 

$415,000 

2009 The University of 
Sydney 

Armfield, S Investigation and optimisation 
of displacement ventilation and 
cooling systems 

$300,000 

2009 The University of 
Sydney 

Dickman, C The renaissance predator: 
complex predator-prey interac-
tions and vertebrate diversity in 
arid Australia 

$1,080,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Li, S Development of High Per-
formance Ceramic Based 
Thermoelectric Materials for 
Power Regeneration Applica-
tions  

$650,000 

2009 The University of 
Sydney 

Merchant, A Metabolite pools and their im-
plications for plant responses 
to global change 

$277,182 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Suthers, I Coastal cold core eddies of the 
East Australian Current and 
their fisheries potential 

$240,000 

2009 Griffith University Zhao, H Fabrication of High Perform-
ance Nanocomposite 
Photoanodes with Built-in 
Electron Transport Superhigh-
way for Photoelectrocatalysis 
Applications  

$345,000 
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2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Zhao, J The future of palaeoclimate 
and archaeological research in 
Australia: next generation in-
strumentation for chronology 
and environmental reconstruc-
tion 

$950,000 

2009 La Trobe University Dyson, P A New Digital Radar for Stud-
ies in Solar-Terrestrial and 
Atmospheric Physics 

$450,000 

2009 The University of 
Western Australia 

Lambers, J Phytosphere: new facilities for 
controlled manipulation of 
effects of climate change & 
airborne pollutants on disease 
epidemiology & plant per-
formance 

$600,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Foley, W High throughput nitrogen 
analysis for ecological studies 

$100,000 

2009 Curtin University of 
Technology 

Buckley, C Facility for studying the sorp-
tion properties of gases by 
nanostructured materials 

$150,000 

2009 Griffith University Gray, E The National Hydrogen Mate-
rials Reference Facility 

$350,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Hoegh-
Guldberg, O 

The Heron Island Climate 
Change Observatory: An In-
Situ Ocean Acidification and 
Carbonate Chemistry Monitor-
ing Platform 

$190,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Gagan, M A high performance stable-
isotope microanalytical facility 
for environmental Earth sci-
ence and climate change re-
search 

$200,000 

2009 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Munday, P Environmentally Controlled 
Infrastructure to Investigate the 
Effects of Climate Change on 
the Great Barrier Reef 

$150,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Eggins, S Instrumentation for Innovative 
Marine Biogeochemistry  

$700,000 

2009 University of Tech-
nology, Sydney 

Whitchurch, C Microbial and Cellular Imag-
ing and Analysis Facility 

$750,000 

2009 Southern Cross 
University 

Eyre, B A Continuous Flow-Wet 
Chemical Oxidation- Isotope 
Ratio Mass Spectrometer for 
Environmental Research 

$220,000 
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2009 University of Wol-
longong 

Wang, G Novel lithium iron based oli-
vine phosphates as cathode 
materials for the development 
of new generation power bat-
teries 

$385,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Gallagher, S The climate evolution of high 
latitude 140 to 90 million year 
old hydrocarbon prospective 
strata of Southeast Australia 

$220,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Hill, D Power systems with diverse 
generation - implications, con-
trol and capability 

$255,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Lindsay, P A New Approach to Air Traffic 
Management to Deliver Sig-
nificantly Reduced Environ-
mental Impact and System-
wide Efficiencies 

$390,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Lindenmayer, 
D 

Best practice biodiversity man-
agement in reserves and other 
natural areas 

$910,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Wang, J A new abrasive waterjet mill-
ing technology and process 
models for fabricating energy-
efficient electrical machines 
from amorphous magnetic 
metal laminations 

$351,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Peakall, R A multidisciplinary research 
program to assess limiting fac-
tors and predict impacts of 
climate change for endangered 
Australian orchids 

$760,000 

2009 The University of 
Western Australia 

Zhang, D Homogeneous Combustion 
Catalysts for Efficiency Im-
provements and Emission Re-
duction in Diesel Engines 

$510,000 

2009 The University of 
Adelaide 

Brook, B Planning for a transformed 
future: Modelling synergistic 
climate change and land use 
impacts on biodiversity 

$521,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Swearer, S What drives recruitment vari-
ability in Snapper? Application 
of a novel theoretical and em-
pirical approach to predict fluc-
tuations in fisheries 

$370,000 
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Start Year 
(Note 1) 

Administering Or-
ganisation (Note 2) 

First-named 
Chief Investi-
gator (Note 3) 

Project title Funding allo-
cation (over 
the life of the 
project) 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Walker, J A new paradigm for improved 
water resource management 
using innovative water model-
ling techniques 

$420,000 

2009 Monash University Stilwell, J A highly resolved chronostrati-
graphic and palaeoenvironmen-
tal framework for Pre-Salt Bra-
zilian core basins 

$470,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Chen, D Enhanced efficiency fertilisers 
for agricultural sustainability 
and environmental quality 

$235,260 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Wintle, B Robust prediction and decision 
strategies for managing extinc-
tion risks under climate change 

$621,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Munroe, P Conversion of Lignite to Bio-
chars to Enhance Soil Fertility 

$115,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Yao, X An integrated system for high-
efficiency hydrogen assisted 
electricity generation from 
solar energy 

$475,000 

2009 University of South-
ern Queensland 

Gururajan, R Implementing teleauscultation 
for remote user health services 
in Australia: A case study with 
economic evaluation 

$235,773 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Wood, S Using Advances in Bayesian 
Statistics to Estimate Austra-
lian Rainfall Variations in a 
Climate Change World 

$240,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Anthony, K Multi-Scale Analysis of the 
Vulnerability of Coral Reefs to 
Ocean Acidification 

$276,000 

2009 The University of 
Melbourne 

Gray, D Towards Distributed Phased 
Array Radar for High Resolu-
tion Weather Monitoring 

$720,000 

2009 The Australian Na-
tional University 

Tacconi, L Governance and economic 
incentives for reducing the 
contribution of tropical defor-
estation to climate change 

$222,000 

2009 The University of 
New South Wales 

Hand, S Environmental change in 
northern Cenozoic Australia: a 
multidisciplinary approach 

$900,000 

2009 Monash University Thompson, R More bang for your carbon 
buck: carbon, biodiversity and 
water balance consequences of 
whole-catchment carbon farm-
ing 

$708,00 
0 
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Start Year 
(Note 1) 

Administering Or-
ganisation (Note 2) 

First-named 
Chief Investi-
gator (Note 3) 

Project title Funding allo-
cation (over 
the life of the 
project) 

2009 University of Tech-
nology, Sydney 

Phillips, M Development of Low Cost, 
High Quality Nitrides for 
Solid-State Lighting and Other 
Power Saving Applications 

$290,000 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Xing, H Supercomputer Simulation of 
Multiscale Dynamic Behaviour 
in Multiphase Deformable 
Porous Media 

$107,230 

2009 The University of 
Queensland 

Zhao, J Continental temperature and 
rainfall change during past 
global warming - a multiproxy 
approach involving clumped 
isotopes in speleothems 

$82,000 

2005 James Cook Univer-
sity 

Hughes, T ARC Centre of Excellence for 
Coral Reef Studies 

$12,000,000 

2005 The University of 
Western Australia 

Muddle, B ARC Centre of Excellence in 
Plant Energy Biology 

$12,500,000 

Notes 

Note (1): Start year – The list includes projects which received funding commencing in the years 2005 
to 2009. Data for projects commencing in 2009 is incomplete as funding for the following scheme 
rounds are yet to be finalised – Linkage Projects Round 2, Future Fellowships, Australian Laureate Fel-
lowships. 

Note (2): Administering organisation – Under the NCGP, administering institutions are responsible for 
administration of funding if a proposal is approved for funding. 

Note (3): First-named Chief Investigator – The first-named researcher nominated on a Proposal is con-
sidered to be the Project Leader. 

Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, Social Inclusion, Employment Par-
ticipation, and Early Childhood, Education, Childcare and  Youth: Statutory Reviews 

(Question Nos 1510, 1511, 1512, 1538 and 1543) 
Senator Minchin asked the Minister representing the Minister for Education, the Minister 

for Employment and Workplace Relations, the Minister for Social Inclusion, the Minister 
Employment Participation and the Minister for Early Childhood Education, Childcare and 
Youth, upon notice, on 18 May 2009: 
With reference to all legislation administered within your portfolio: 

(1) (a) How many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2009; and (b) 
what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

(2) (a) How many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2010; and (b) 
what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

Senator Carr—The Minister for Education, Minister for Employment and Workplace Re-
lations, Minister for Social inclusion, the Minister for Employment Participation and the Min-
ister for Early Childhood Education, Childcare and Youth, have provided the following an-
swer to the honourable senator’s question: 
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The only statutory reviews due to commence and/or conclude in 2009 or 2010 within the portfolio re-
sponsibilities of the Minister for Education, the Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations, the 
Minister for Social Inclusion, the Minister for Employment Participation and the Minister for Youth and 
the timelines for such reviews are as follows: 

1. The Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations has portfolio responsibility for certain bene-
fits under the Social Security (Administration) Act 1999. 

Section 42ZA of the Social Security (Administration) Act requires the Minister to cause an independent 
review to be undertaken as soon as possible after 30 June 2010 of the impact of the amendments made 
by Division 3A of Part 3 of the Act. 

The review must be conducted by an independent panel. The panel must give the Minister a written 
report of the review and the Minister must cause a copy of the report to be made public and tabled in 
each House of the Parliament by 30 September 2010. 

2. The Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations has portfolio responsibility for the Disability 
Services Act 1986 insofar as it relates to disability employment and related services and the provision of 
rehabilitation services by the Commonwealth. 

Section 14K of the Disabilities Services Act requires the Minister to conduct at least five yearly reviews 
of the extent to which a State or an eligible organisation that has received a grant of financial assistance 
under Part II of the Act in respect of the provision of an eligible service or an employment service has 
fulfilled the terms and conditions on which the grant was made. 

The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations conducts regular and ongoing 
reviews of the performance of organisations which are contracted to deliver Disability Employment 
Services purchased under the Disability Services Act. This is done through normal contract manage-
ment. All Australian Government employment service providers delivering Disability Employment 
Network or Vocational Rehabilitation Services are also required to be certified as complying with the 
Disability Services Standards contained in the Disability Services Act. Service compliance with the 
standards is regularly assessed by independent third party auditors. 

3. The Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs and Other Legislation Amend-
ment (2008 Budget and Other Measures) Act 2008 (2008 Amendment Act) amends a number of Acts. 
This includes minor amendments to the Adjusted Taxable Income provisions in Schedule 3 of the A 
New Tax System (Family Assistance) Act 1999. The Minister for Education and the Minister for Fami-
lies, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs both have portfolio responsibility for the 
Adjusted Taxable Income provisions. 

Clause 4 of the 2008 Amendment Act provides as follows: 

4 Review of operation of amendments 

(1) The Minister must cause an independent review of the operation of the amendments made by 
this Act to be undertaken and completed by 30 June 2010. 

(2) The persons who undertake the review under subsection (1) must give the Minister a written re-
port of the review. 

(3) The Minister must cause a copy of the report of the review under subsection (1) to be tabled in 
each House of the Parliament within 15 sitting days of the day on which the report is given to the 
Minister. 

(4) The review must be conducted by a panel of not less than 5 persons, of which at least: 

(a) 3 persons must be nominated by relevant key stakeholder organisations; and 

(b) 2 persons must be nominated by the Minister. 

The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations will liaise with other relevant 
agencies with respect to undertaking the review required by section 4 of the 2008 Amendment Act. 
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Health and Ageing: Statutory Reviews 
(Question Nos 1519, 1542 and 1544) 

Senator Minchin asked the Minister representing the Minister for Health and Ageing, 
upon notice, on 18 May 2009: 
(1) (a) How many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2009; and (b) 

what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

(2) (a) How many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2010; and (b) 
what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

Senator Ludwig—The Minister for Health and Ageing has provided the following answer 
to the honourable senator’s question: 
(1) (a) Four statutory reviews are due to commence in 2009. They are: 

An independent review of the operation of the Dental Benefits Act 2008. 

An independent review of the operation of the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduc-
tion Act 2002 as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction and the 
Regulation of Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006. 

An independent review of the operation of the Research Involving Human Embryos Act 2002 
as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction and the Regulation of 
Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006. 

An independent review of the operation of the Tax Laws Amendment (Medicare Levy Sur-
charge Thresholds) Act (No. 2) 2008. 

No statutory reviews are due to conclude in 2009. A review of the operation, effectiveness and 
implications of the Health Legislation Amendment (Medicare) Act 2004 was completed on 30 
April 2009. The report was received by the Minister on 4 May 2009 and was tabled in both 
Houses of the Parliament on 12 May 2009. 

(b) The specified timelines for these reviews are: 

The review of the operation of the Dental Benefits Act 2008 is due to commence as soon as 
possible after 26 June 2009. No conclusion date is specified for the review, but the Act re-
quires a copy of the report of the review to be tabled in each House of the Parliament within 
15 sitting days of the day on which the report is given to the Minister. 

The review of the operation of the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction Act 2002 
as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction and the Regulation of 
Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006 is due to commence as soon as possible after 
12 December 2009. A written report of the review is to be given to the Council of Australian 
Governments and both Houses of the Parliament before 12 December 2010. 

The review of the operation of the Research Involving Human Embryos Act 2002 as amended 
by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction and the Regulation of Human Embryo 
Research Amendment Act 2006 is due to commence as soon as possible after 12 December 
2009. A written report of the review is to be given to the Council of Australian Governments 
and both Houses of the Parliament before 12 December 2010. 

The review of the operation of the Tax Laws Amendment (Medicare Levy Surcharge Thresh-
olds) Act (No. 2) 2008 is due to commence as soon as possible after 31 October 2009. No con-
clusion date is specified in the Act. The Minister is required to cause a copy of the report to be 
tabled in each House of the Parliament within 15 sitting days of the day on which the report is 
given to the Minister. 
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(2) (a) One statutory review is due to commence in 2010, namely the independent review of the op-
eration of the Tax Laws Amendment (Medicare Levy Surcharge Thresholds) Act (No. 2) 2008. 

Two statutory reviews are due to conclude in 2010. They are: 

An independent review of the operation of the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduc-
tion Act 2002 as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction and the 
Regulation of Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006. 

An independent review of the operation of the Research Involving Human Embryos Act 2002 
as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction and the Regulation of 
Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006. 

(b) The specific timelines for these reviews are: 

The review of the operation of the Tax Laws Amendment (Medicare Levy Surcharge Thresh-
olds) Act (No. 2) 2008 is due to commence as soon as possible after 31 October 2010. No con-
clusion date is specified in the Act. The Minister is required to cause a copy of the report to be 
tabled in each House of the Parliament within 15 sitting days of the day on which the report is 
given to the Minister. 

There is no conclusion date specified for the review of the operation of the Prohibition of Hu-
man Cloning for Reproduction Act 2002 as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for 
Reproduction and the Regulation of Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006 but a 
written report of the review is to be given to the Council of Australian Governments and both 
Houses of the Parliament before 12 December 2010. 

There is no conclusion date specified for the review of the operation of the Research Involving 
Human Embryos Act 2002 as amended by the Prohibition of Human Cloning for Reproduction 
and the Regulation of Human Embryo Research Amendment Act 2006 but a written report of 
the review is to be given to the Council of Australian Governments and both Houses of the 
Parliament before 12 December 2010. 

Innovation, Industry, Science and Research: Statutory Reviews 
(Question No. 1524) 

Senator Minchin asked the Minister for Innovation, Industry, Science and Research, upon 
notice, on 18 May 2009: 
With reference to all legislation administered within your portfolio: 

(1) (a) How many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2009; and 
(b) what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

(2) (a) How many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2010; and (b) 
what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

Senator Carr—The answer to the honourable senator’s question is as follows: 
(1) (a) and (b) There are no statutory reviews due to commence and/or conclude in 2009. 

(2) (a) and (b) There are no statutory reviews due to commence and/or conclude in 2010. 

Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry: Statutory Reviews 
(Question No. 1529) 

Senator Minchin asked the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry, upon notice, on 18 May 2009: 
With reference to all legislation administered within your portfolio: 
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(1) (a) how many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2009; and (b) 
what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

(2) (a) how many and which statutory reviews are due to commence and/or conclude in 2010; and (b) 
what are the specified timelines for the commencement and conclusion of each these reviews. 

Senator Sherry—The Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry has provided the 
following answer to the honourable senator’s question: 
Section 89 of the Wheat Export Marketing Act 2008 states that the Productivity Commission will un-
dertake a review of the wheat export marketing arrangements and this must commence no later than 1 
January 2010, with the report to the minister before 1 July 2010. 

 


