HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

1707

HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

Monday 29 March 2004

The SPEAKER (Hon. I.P. Lewis) took the chair at
2 p.m. and read prayers.

QUESTIONS

currently funded by SASI unless the respective National bodies
withdraw their current funding commitments.

WORKCOVER

In reply toHon. |.F. EVANS: (15 October 2003).
TheHon. M.J. WRIGHT: | have been advised that no company

has offered $5 million to exit the WorkCover Scheme.

In granting an exemption to an employer a financial settlement

is reached. This involves WorkCover paying an amount to the

employer to assume all its existing workers compensation liabilities,

The SPEAKER: | direct that the written answers to the

prior to the entity becoming exempt.

An exit fee (determined by WorkCover) is subtracted from this

following questions on thélotice Paper, as detailed in the amount. The exit fee is designed to protect the interests of employers
schedule that | now table, be distributed and printed imparticipating in the scheme.

Hansard: Nos 220, 239, 246 and 249.

The WorkCover Board recently announced exemption for Coles

Myer, subject to final negotiation of the financial settlement.

HOSPITALS, WAITING LISTS

In reply toHon. D.C. KOTZ (26 February).

TheHon. L. STEVENS: The ear, nose and throat (ENT) surgery
waiting list at the Women's and Children's Hospital (WCH) is
prioritised by the ENT medical staff on receipt of referrals by
General Practitioners. Patients are triaged according to thr
categories: Priority 1—seen within 2 to 4 weeks; Priority 2—see
within 1 to 3 months; and Priority 3—seen within 18 months.

All priority 1 patients are seen within a period of four weeks and

patient with an urgent ENT condition has been required to wait at th
Women's and Children's Hospital.

any serious urgent matters are dealt with within a few days. N(g

Over the past year, the WCH has had six vacant ENT sessiorj(é

and are now starting to fill these vacancies.
In relation to the patient referred to by theid C Kotz MP, his

ENT condition was categorised as a priority 3 as his GP's referral diBu

not indicate a high degree of urgency.
The assessment by WCH was made in accordance with protoc
circulated to all General Practitioners. If a reassessment is made

the treating GP, indicating a child's condition has become more

urgent, the child would advance up the ENT waiting list at the WCH
and receive treatment earlier than previously advised.
The Chief Executive of the WCH has contacted the patient's

mother to seek advice on the events that led her to seek alternati\(}f.?e

treatment.

to the WCH. The mother advised that after receiving the appointme

advice from the WCH she contacted her GP and sought a referral to

a private ENT consultant.
SPORTSFUNDING

In reply toHon. D.C. KOTZ (23 September 2003). .
TheHon. M.J. WRIGHT: The government's commitment to the

Sports Institute and its programs remains steadfast. It is not an-
ticipated that any major changes to the number of SASI sports

programs would occur prior to the Athens 2004 Olympics, subject
of course to the ongoing funding commitments by the external
funding partners.

The Australian Sports Commission is convening a national forum
in November this year and again in February next year which will

make recommendations regarding high performance sport funding

and programs for the 2005-2009 quadrennium. .
In answer to your question this government is certainly not
considering restricting SASI's operations to just four or five high.

profile sports. The nature and extent of SASI's sport programs and

operations will certainly be influenced by the national planning-
process and the decisions of the NSO. .
In respect of staffing contracts | am advised that two SASI-

Coles Myer will receive a substantial payment from

WorkCover—not the other way round.

SOUTH-EAST RAIL PROJECT

In reply toHon. M.R. BUCKBY (26 February 2004).
TheHon. PL. WHITE: | am advised that the balance of the
ail Transport Facilitation Fund as of

6 February 2004 was $6,149,891.14.

The announcement made on 12 December 2003 referred to in the

uestion, was that the Government had ‘resolved to work with the
ictorian and Federal Governments, and the private sector, to get the

outh East rail network re-opened for business’, and that the project
ould be extended to include the network in the green triangle
gion. The suggestion made by the member that the Government

will not proceed to work on reopening the rail network is incorrect.

The Rail Transport Facilitation Fund Act 2001 establishes the
rposes for which funds collected under the Act can be utilised,

Ol%hich is explicitly and exclusively for rail projects excluding

etropolitan passenger rail services.
POLICE RECORDS
In reply toMrsHALL (3 December 2003).

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: The Security Intelligence Section of
South Australia Police gathers information and maintains

h h firmed th linical ¢ intelligence files on defined dignitaries. Directions to the Commis-
The mother confirmed that no clinical reassessment was re err#oner of Police by Government and last amended in 1999 deter-

ines a dignitary to include:
Governor-General of the Commonwealth, Governor of a State
of Administrator of a Territory.
Members of Legislature, Executive Government or Judiciary of
the Commonwealth or any State or Territory.
The Head of State of a foreign country.
An accredited representative of the head of State of a foreign
country.
The Government Directions determine that the Security Intelli-
gence Section may record and disseminate intelligence only with
respect to acts or threats of violence against the safety or security
of any dignitary. Furthermore, intelligence so recorded may only
be disseminated within the guidelines to:
members of South Australia Police involved in or concerned with
the prevention or containment of acts that threaten the safety and
security of dignitaries;
members of Police Forces of other Australian States carrying out
similar functions to the Section;
the Australian Federal Police;
the Australian Security and Intelligence Organisation;
any Minister of the Crown;
any person who, or property that is or may be at risk;
the Minister (Police), the Commissioner, and Deputy Commis-

coaching staff have recently accepted Voluntary Separation Packages sioner of Police, and the Assistant Commissioner of Police
as with employees in many other government agencies. These were (Operations Support Service);

in the sports of Volleyball and Track and Field. Both programs had

any such person whom the Commissioner of Police has deter-

multiple coaches and continue to operate with revised structures. The mined to have proper and legitimate interest in intelligence for

SASI Diving program had a short term vacancy following the return
of its coach to the USA. This has been filled with the appointment
of a new Diving Coach in conjunction with Diving SA. No other
coaching vacancies exist or are anticipated.

the purposes of ensuring the protection or safety or persons or

property.
The Security Intelligence Section does not and will not conduct

investigations with respect to alleged impropriety committed by State

Whilst SASI is likely to be influenced by the outcomes of the Members of Parliament or any other dignitary. investigations of this

Nationally coordinated approach to high performance planning fonature are undertaken by the Anti Corruption Branch (ACB) who
the 2005-2009 period, it is certainly not planning to discontinuemay further delegate any inquiries that they deem appropriate to rel-
scholarships, funding and coaching for the majority of sportsevant areas of SA Police.
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In relation to the release of information regarding police STAMP DUTY
investigations, normally such information can be determined for
release pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act. However, |, reply toMrs REDMOND (10 November 2003).
investigations of State Members of Parliament or any other dignitary The Hon. K.O. FOLEY: | am advised that in relation to real
undertaken by the Anti Corruption Branch has legislative restrictionﬁroperty de'vel'op.ments, such as large multi-storey apartment
regarding the release of information, The Anti Corruption Branc'(;(ijlevelopments, purchasers will ordinarily enter into a contract to buy

(ACB) is an exempt Agency under Schedule 2 of the Freedom of, et g he built unit in the development. The unit does not exist until
Information Act access to any files under their direct control wouldy,

fter the development is undertaken and individual titles are created.
be refused. . . __Thisis colloquially known as an ‘off-the-plan sale of property.
The Anti-Corruption Branch of the South Australia Police is

. : A ; > For the purposes of the Stamp Duties Act 1923 (‘The Act’), the
responsible for the prevention and detection of corruption by pUb“‘burchase of property ‘off-the-plan’ is a conveyance on sale.

officials. o ) Accordingly, pursuant toe section 60A of the
Directions to the Commissioner of Police dated 29 July 1999t the vaiue of the property is to be determined as at the ‘date of

detail the role and function of the Branch. _ sale’.
In accordance with the Directions the following people are  The Commissioner of State Taxation (‘the Commissioner’) has
entitled access to the records of the Branch; advised me that RevenueSA was advised by the Crown Solicitor that

Clause 3 permits the Officer in Charge to report to the Com-+he ‘date of sale’ of a property is not the date of the contract for sale
missioner on any matter relating to the Branch or the performand purchase of the subject property.
ance of its functions. ) . For the purposes of determining the ‘date of sale’, RevenueSa
Clause 16 permits the external auditor appointed by the Governasoks at the date that the purchaser is in possession of an executed
to inspect the records of the Branch and report to the Minister higransfer, which cannot occur until the relevant plan of division is
or her findings and recommendations in respect to the operatiorfeposited at the Lands Titles Office by the Registrar-General. the
of the Branch. . _ _ purchaser is entitled to register the transfer from this date.
Where corruption cases come within the purview of the Police  Often, at the time a plan of division is deposited the land will be
(Complaints and Disciplinary Proceedings) Act 1985, the Policemproved, and it is upon the improved value of the land that stamp
Complaints Authority (PCA) registers such cases. Upon theiiuty is liable to be assessed.
completion and referral by the Commissioner of Police pursuant - However, the commissioner is aware that, in the case of off-the-
to Section 31(2) of the same Act to the PCA, the latter makes @lan sales of property, the value of the improved property at
determination from the investigational files on what outcomes argettlement may be substantially higher than that value represented
required. ) by the consideration paid when the purchaser originally entered into
Documentation and computer records generated during aghe contract. In these circumstances, where the parties to the original
investigation are retained within the Branch and are only accessibleontract are at arms length, the commissioner will ordinarily accept,
by members of the Branch. for the purposes of section 60A of the act, that the consideration for
The Anti-Corruption Branch is an exempt agency under Schedulthe original contract represents the value of the property conveyed
2 of the Freedom of Information Act and information sought relativeat the time of settlement.
to investigations undertaken by the Branch is refused. The commissioner’s Circular No 234, issued on 3 October 2003
Records are subject to subpoena in both criminal and civildvises of the above.
jurisdictions. In those instances the documentation is forward to the  Further, and this is an illustration of one of the areas of benefits
Crown Solicitor's Office to determine the merits of disclosure andof the RevNet system, an assessing guide note has been issued in the
to make appropriate submissions to the respective Court fotonveyance-land area of the very comprehensive guide available to
determination. all people who access RevenueSa’s internet site.
Whilst files have not been given to Government there have been The guide note makes it clear that in off-the-plan contracts, where
instances when respective Ministers responsible for a particulgsarties are dealing at arms length, the commissioner will be satisfied
portfolio may have by necessity received a report in relation to thehat the value at the date of the original contract will be accepted as

outcome of an investigation. the value when property is subsequently transferred, even if that is
one to two years later and the value has significantly increased.
LAND TAX Any persons involved with these types of transactions who have
any doubt about the treatment of such for stamp duty purposes are
In reply toMrs REDM OND (10 November 2003). encouraged to discuss their particular circumstances with

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: | am advised by the Commissioner of RevenueSA.
State Taxation that there has been no change to the basis of valuation
for land tax purposes in recent years. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Units on land over which company titles exist, are classifieglI b)r/] J
RevenueSA as home unit companies because they are establishe o)
and managed through a company. The company is registered as the T.h.e Ho_n. M.D. RANN (Premier): | seek leave to make
owner on the Certificate of Title. A right to the exclusive occupation@ Ministerial statement.
to a suite of rooms is evidenced by the issue of a share certificate to Leave granted.
a purchaser of a unit, or by a system whereby a company leases a TheHon. M.D. RANN: Last year, the Economic

unit to a purchaser as evidence of the right to exclusive OCC“patiODeveIopment Board released its Framework for the Economic
of that unit. | am advised that home unit companies were commo

before the introduction of strata title schemes in 1968. Development of South Australia. The framework made key
On 2 November 1995, the Land Tax (Home Unit Companiesyecommendations about the need for a new approach to

Amendment Act 1995, was assented to, and took effect from 1 Julpuilding infrastructure in this state. The summit called on the

1995. From the 1995/96 financial year individual shareholders c%ivemmem to adopt a strategic capital investment approach

home unit companies are recognised as though they are the le ; ) P
owners of the units to which they have occupancy rights, for land ta d to establish an Office for Infrastructure to set priorities

purposes. between competing infrastructure needs and ensure better
If, as stated by Mrs Redmond, her constituent's apartment isommunication and adequate monitoring. As | have indicated

situated on land subject to a company title it would be liable to lancpreviously, these are among the 71 of 72 EDR recommenda-

tax based on the value of the constituent's individual unit, rather thaﬂOns that this government has accepted

a proportion of the value of the entire unit complex. This is of course . itted . h

assuming that the subject unit is in fact held subject to a company My governmentis committed to a serious response to the

title. Economm Development Board and the summit and to the

Without specific details of the taxpayer referred to by Mrsprovision of the high quality public infrastructure our
Redmond it is difficult to provide a more detailed and specific%cmomy and community require, so it gave me great pleasure

response to her questions. Mrs Redmond or her Constituent cou . . . .
of course write to RevenueSA with the particular details of the cas rlier today—accompanied by the Deputy Premier and the

so that RevenueSA can fully investigate the matter and provide Minister for Transport—to announce a list of major infra-
considered response which relates to the facts of the particular castructure projects totalling more than $300 million. These
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initiatives focus largely on integrating our road, rail andthe airport; next, fixing up the Port. Our exporters must have
shipping infrastructure at Port Adelaide in order to help makehe best road, rail, air and sea infrastructure available to stay
South Australia’s growing export industries even moreahead of the game.
competitive. They are aimed at making sure our farmers and An honourable member interjecting:
major industries such as our car manufacturers, wine TheHon. M.D. RANN: | did not see any bulldozers
producers and other exporters get their product moved frordown at the airport in your time in government. There were
home base through to the Port and then out as quickly lot of announcements and press releases, and a lot of hype,
efficiently and as cost-effectively as possible. These actionisut now we are seeing bulldozers working down there and
directly support one of the central EDB recommendationsstill in place. South Australia’s industries are doing well at
accepted by government—that South Australia target asxporting products around the world in a highly competitive
almost trebling of exports by 2013. market, but they need modern, state-of-the art infrastructure.
At the heart of the program is a $55 million plan to further ~ When the Economic Growth Summit met last year and
deepen, from 12.2 metres to 14.2 metres, the Outer Harbebnsidered its framework for economic development, it made
channel to allow the larger ships now being used across thgplain that the government must provide the means to allow
world to enter our port and dock at the new grain wharf. Theour industries to prosper. We have listened and we have
business case is being developed and the government wiltted, and this infrastructure plan is part of the government's
work through arrangements on public and private fundingresponse to that message. Not all the projects will be fully
The assessment of environmental impact is, | am told, alstunded by state taxpayers: we will also rely on the common-
under way. We anticipate that the deepening, which will tak&vealth and the private sector to fund parts of these projects—
about a year, will be completed by the end of 2006. Thiseither is this an exhaustive list. | will announce several more
project will substantially improve the $109 million Outer projects in regional areas soon. These are vital priority
Harbor deep-sea grain terminal development | announcegtojects we intend to undertake in the next two to three years.
more than a year ago. However, the clear message from the EDB and the summit
Tenders will be called next week for the $136 million js the need for longer term planning for our infrastructure to
stages two and three of the Port River Expressway, whichchieve sustained prosperity and growth. So, the next priority
willinclude the construction of a new road bridge and anews for our new Office of Infrastructure Development to
rail bridge over the Port River, one of them to be known asievelop a plan that will focus on projects to support where
Power Bridge. The roads and bridges are due to be completege want our state to be in the next decade and beyond. That
in 2006. plan, which should be completed later this year, will integrate
| also announced: state, local and commonwealth government agendas, as well
a$20 million upgrade to the substandard Le Fevre Peniras the private sector. It will provide an infrastructure map for
sula rail freight corridor to allow extra freight to be railed the state, with strategic priorities and a better understanding
more efficiently from Birkenhead to Outer Harbor, which of our assets.
should be completed by the end of 2006;

a $20 million plan to support Flinders Ports and AusBulk BAKEWELL BRIDGE
to develop integrated infrastructure services at Outer
Harbor for port-related purposes; TheHon. PL. WHITE (Minister for Transport): | seek

a $43 million upgrade to the South Road north-soutHeave to make a ministerial statement.
corridor to eliminate the bottleneck between Port Road Leave granted.
and Torrens Road, with construction due to begin in the TheHon. P.L. WHITE: | am pleased to advise the house
second half of next year; that the government has allocated $30 million to replace the
a $30 million plan to rebuild the Bakewell Bridge, Bakewell Bridge and will commence with evaluation of two
connecting Henley Beach Road to the city, also due t@lternatives—namely, a brand new bridge or a major
begin next year, which | announced on Sunday with theunderpass—with preconstruction commencing next year. The
Minister for Transport and the member for West Torrens Bakewell Bridge at Mile End carries road traffic between the
who has campaigned strongly for this bridge to becity and Henley Beach Road, crossing railway tracks for both
replaced; the suburban rail system and for the Adelaide to Darwin
and I know that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will standard gauge line.
be delighted to know that there will be a $2 million  Because of the activities of the member for West Torrens,
government kickstart towards an upgrade of Kangaroavho has been tireless in his advocacy, we have been made
Island’s electricity supply, and a $1.5 million all-weather aware of the problems with this bridge and have taken this
ferry terminal at Cape Jervis—both vital works for positive measure to ensure that a safe and visually pleasing
Kangaroo Island and its thriving tourism industry. road-rail crossing is provided. As well as being quite an
We are also working with the commonwealth on a plan tounattractive structure, the bridge has been accident-prone,
build a 22 kilometre-long freeway between the Sturt Highwayhaving claimed at least four lives in recent years. It suffered
at Gawler to the Port River Expressway, which will include extensive damage some years ago, when a freight train,
a widening of Port Wakefield Road. This project is, itself, passing under the bridge, derailed and ripped out a line of
estimated to cost around $300 million, and that is on top opiers on one side of the track.
the $300 million that I have just announced. We have seen the Because of its age, the 76 year old bridge has severe
opening up of the new $1.2 billion rail export corridor structural problems and has required constant monitoring and
through to Darwin, and construction has begun—after sonaintenance. As part of the planning for this project, we will
many false starts and announcements—on a $230 millioandertake community and industry consultation to ensure that
redevelopment of Adelaide Airport. the best option is selected. There will be a public competition
This plan is about making sure that the Port is an integralo suggest the name for the new bridge. Transport SA will
part of our export infrastructure. First, the railway; secondundertake modelling of traffic flows to identify the best
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option for managing traffic around the construction site oncenotification came from the Clerk of the house, or the Speaker,
work commences. Once completed, the replacement for thtarough to the government and, on this occasion, that has not
Bakewell Bridge will be an attractive and effective gatewayoccurred. There has been a general understanding, quite
from the airport to the city and from the city to the beach. clearly, that, in fact, the government should have an hour’s
notice of such a motion. | propose, and | suspect that it needs
GASPRICES a suspension of standing orders to do so because we would
not wish to breach the traditions of the house in doing so, that
The SPEAKER: | received shortly before 1 p.m. today this matter be dealt with at 3.15 this afternoon at the conclu-
a letter from the member for Bright, the substance of whichsjon of one hour of guestion time, approximately.
is that, in lieu of question time today, he wishes to move the |t will need a suspension of standing orders to do so. |
following as a matter of urgency: would propose to do that, and | understand the government
That this house condemns the South Australian government favould be willing to support that as a motion because, to be
putting $64 million of taxpayers’ money into national and multina- fair, the government has not had the one hour’s notification
tional gas companies to hide the government's bungling of theys expected under the standing orders that it would have had,
introduction of open gas pricing. had that notice gone through at 1 o’clock. | will move
For the benefit of memberS, | pOint out that under Standinguspension of Standing orders now, so that—
order 52 when such notice is received the Speaker or the The SPEAKER: Order! | am sure that all members have
Clerk provides a copy to a minister and the Leader of théyeard the deputy leader and, in the circumstances, the latitude
Opposition as soon as practicable. | was engaged at that tlrrgaovided by the chair in allowing the deputy leader to do so;
after having been involved in a matter with the Departmengnd the well-reasoned and mannerly fashion in which he has
of Foreign Affairs, in discussion with a couple of people, andgone so is adequate for the purpose. Accordingly, let the chair
when | read the motion it was shortly before the house wagdicate to the chamber that it will accept the proposition,

due to assemble. | had not been aware that, whilst on Oth%bme 3.15 or 320’ that Standing orders be Suspended and
occasions such notices are provided to the government by thgess on without further ado.

member or the opposition as a matter of courtesy, such had

not happened. UESTION TIME
In this instance the chair accepts the responsibility that the Q

earliest practicable opportunity was not as has been most

commonly the practice in the past, namely, that the minister WORKCOVER

did not get a copy of that notice, notwithstanding the factthat 1o Hon. R.G. KERIN (Leader of the Opposition):

the minister is on leave from the house in conference outsid@y| the premier instruct the Minister for Industrial Relations
the state at this time. Notwithstanding that fact, the proposeg, i his responsibility under the Ministerial Code of
matte!r is in order. For the benefit of honourable members, th@onduct and provide this house with regular updates on the
standing order relevant to these matters was amended fp - ia| hosition of WorkCover? Last week when asked for

1998. Prior to that time it was possible for urgency motiong formation regarding WorkCover (for which the minister is
to be taken after the commencement of question time. In 19 sponsible to this house), the minister responded, ‘Ask

it was decided, for better or for worse, that standing ordergyq . cover’

would be amended to require an urgency motion to replace ThaHon. M.D. RANN (Premier): There is absolutely no
guestion time other than in circumstances where the hou ggestion whatsoever that the Minister for Industrial

chose, as it always can in any case, to suspend so much @kations has in any way breached the code of conduct. The

standing orders to do as it pleases otherwise. minister will continue to conduct himself in the proper way
Atthis juncture itis important for the chair to point outto {hat he has.

the house that, when notice of a motion is provided to the

chair, it is the chair’s discretion alone to decide whether or GASPRICES

not the motion is accepted, regardless of what any other

honourable member or members may think to the contrary of MsBREUER (Giles): My question is directed to the

the chair’s view. Itis a matter for the house to decide whetheActing Minister for Energy. What has the government done

it wishes now to proceed with the motion. The mechanisno minimise the costs to consumers arising from the introduc-

available to the house is that shortly, when | call on honourtion of gas full retail competition?

able members who support the motion to stand in their place, TheHon. K.O. FOLEY (Deputy Premier): | thank my

if fewer than four such members stand then the matter lapsesolleague for her question, a very positive question about a

If four stand, the matter proceeds. Whilst there are othegood news story for the consumers in South Australia. Over

matters that | might have otherwise drawn to the attention ofhe weekend it was announced publicly that this government

the house about urgency motions, because of the paucity bid intervened appropriately—as good public policy—to

instances in which the house has resorted to an urgenensure that the approximately 350 000 households in South

motion in the public interest over the past six or seven yeargjustralia that have gas supplied to them will not, under full

I nonetheless will not do so at this point. So, the chair nowetail competition, suffer significant price increases. | will

asks that all members who support the motion to stand italk about the measure shortly, but we have been able to

their places. ensure that consumers, on best estimates, pay around the
TheHon. DEAN BROWN: On a point of order, sir, 10 per cent figure (I am advised) less for gas than they

before we proceed to that point, first, there has been aotherwise would have paid had full retail contestability not

unfortunate breakdown in communication. That takes placdgeen smoothed in terms of its affecting consumers.

I think, as a result of the change in the standing order that was It is very difficult to predict exactly how much less

written in November 1998, where it was assumed thatconsumers will pay. There is a varying range of figures, but

because the standing order is now so specific, the formale think that around 10 per cent might be a reasonable
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position to take. Certainly, the advice we are given is that itvithout giving them information that would be critical to the
is somewhere between 5 per cent and 15 per cent. Theellbeing of the young person and essential for the protection
government is contributing towards the costs associated withf the carer? A case has been drawn to my attention involving
the transition to full gas retail competition. There area young girl who, prior to being placed with a particular
approximately 341 000 customers in South Australia, ofarer, on 19 previous occasions had falsely accused others of
whom over 95 per cent are residential consumers. Thesexual molestation. The carer had a partner and was also
government will be contributing towards the additional caring for an adolescent male, yet was not told of the girl's
capital cost necessary in the transition and the estimatqarevious history until she had accused both males of sexual
additional operating expenses for the first five years—a figureolestation. FAYS has now decided that the carer is unsuit-
of around $64 million. These are the costs of transition foable because they believe this 21st accusation. The lad has
Envestra, the company that owns the pipes, and REMCO, thtberefore been removed and, because he cannot settle to his
company that provides the interface between Envestra armew placement, he is now living on the streets.
retailers. Under sections 33 and 33A of the Gas Act, | am TheHon. JW. WEATHERILL (Minister for Families
advised that these costs would otherwise be passed onto thed Communities): | have direct responsibility for Family
retailers. Ultimately, the government's contribution will and Youth Services. The honourable member’'s question
reduce the costs of the transition that otherwise would haveaises the central dilemma of foster caring in this state. It is
been passed onto consumers. | have already alluded to thatlilemma that was uncovered by a report that was commis-
in my opening remarks. sioned by the member for Finniss in the Semple review—a

In order to further reduce gas FRC costs, | can also saseport that took much of 2001 to carry out its work. It heard
today that the government has established a joint retail marketany of the views from people in the community who have
administrator with the WA government to spread the fixedgrave concerns about the way in which our present foster
costs over a larger consumer base. The governmentiaring system emerges. It concluded its report in March 2002.
assistance with gas full retail contestability costs is expectells recommendations were picked up by the Layton inquiry
to encourage participation in the gas market by other retailersnd also presented to government.
which should limit future price increases to consumers. Itis In essence, it is this. South Australia has a very high
direct government intervention to reduce the cost or imposteliance on home-based foster care, much higher than any
on households; and what do we have from members oppoether state. It has at the same time an aging population and
ite? We have criticism from members opposite about thisa change in household formation which means that fewer
government’s protecting pensioners and households—eople are available to carry out this important work. At the
something that the Liberals in government were unable to dgame time, the complexity of the children who are entrusted
It is an eminently appropriate application of taxpayers’to the care of foster carers has been increasing. We have a
money in a direct intervention to hold down the price of arange of children who are presenting with the most complex
gas, and we have a Liberal opposition in this state whictof needs. | do not know the circumstances of this case and |
criticises it; which wants pensioners to pay more; and whiclwill ask the member for Unley to supply me with them at the
wants consumers and householders to pay more. Of courssnclusion of question time. The case of this particular foster
they do, because that was their philosophy with electricitycarer presents a microcosm of what is happening generally
open it up to the market, let market forces dictate the pricewithin this field. It has been a well-traversed area. It has been
government steps back and the poor old consumer can beagll traversed through the Semple and Layton reviews, and
sucker. Under Liberals the consumers were a sucker. Whittis now time to act on these matters.
we did— I must say that, while it is time to act, it is confusing in the

TheHon. DEAN BROWN: | rise on a point of order, sir.  extreme when we have the Leader of the Opposition yester-
Under standing order 98, clearly the Deputy Premier is novday calling for a further inquiry; eight years and three reviews
just debating the question. he calls for a further inquiry into these matters. This is very

The SPEAKER: The Treasurer is clearly debating. confusing indeed. When we do sit down in the context of the

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Thank you, sir, | will come back budget to come up with the real, concrete solutions to deal
to the facts. As | said, under sections 33 and 33A of the Gawith these issues, it causes me great anger to see a $16 mil-
Act, these costs would otherwise be passed onto retailers. Viien hole in the FAYS budget because of the actions of those
as a government and the taxpayers are absorbing a cost tlogiposite.
otherwise—

The Hon. WA, Matthew interjecting: TheHon. R.G. KERIN (L eader of the Opposition): |

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: He says that we are subsidising have a supplementary question. Does the minister feel that
the costs of big business. | say to the member for Bright: turfioster carers should be given the type of information that was
on the light on top because sections 33 and 33A of the Gaautlined in the question?
Act mean that these costs, this $64 million, would not be paid TheHon. J.W. WEATHERILL: My feelings are neither
for by the private sector companies but, rather, would béere nor there in this matter. My job is to come up with a
passed onto the consumer. Members opposite do not evépstem of child protection in this state which meets the need
understand the substance of the matter. What they have n@tchildren and which respects the important role of carers—
done is say how they would handle it. The only people tcnd, | must say, it is not amenable to glib one-liners from
bungle things today are members opposite who could not géfiose opposite.
an urgency motion up in this house at the appropriate time. The SPEAKER: | am not sure that that answer satisfies

the public interest in the matter.
FAMILY AND YOUTH SERVICES
Mr BRINDAL: | have a supplementary question. The

Mr BRINDAL (Unley): My question is to the Premier. minister referred a number of times to the Layton report. Is

Why does FAYS entrust young people to foster carershe minister aware that Professor Freda Briggs handed to his
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predecessor, when minister, preliminary findings on the Mr BRINDAL: | ask a supplementary question of the
relationships between FAYS and foster care, in whichPremier. Given that the report released last week says that the
Professor Briggs says she could find only two people wittareas of need in FAYS arose in South Australia and the
anything at all positive to say about FAYS? In particular, shegovernment has applied the lowest per capita amount in
uses words like ‘bullying’, ‘arrogance’ and ‘standover tactics’ Australia, does the Premier believe that FAYS is being
in reference to his department. How much needs to be dorsatisfactorily resourced?

before something will be done by this government? The Hon. K.O. Foley interjecting:
The SPEAKER: The last sentence of the explanationis ~ The SPEAKER: Order, the Deputy Premier!
a rhetorical question that is out of order. TheHon. JW. WEATHERILL: Itis pleasing that, at the

prompting of our daily newspaper, the opposition has

TheHon. JW. WEATHERILL: | think | have made it . ; . ;
absolutely clear. If you did not hear earlier, | was happy toreturned to this debate. This august journal has kicked off an

follow up with the honourable member, with the preCiselmportant public policy debate—all credit to them, as the

details of his complaint, the issue that he raises. | repeat th tter-day converts are now interested in this issue. The
undertaking to the house. | think we need to be very clea onourable member quotes from the work force analysis

about the nature of the child protection issue. It is arfcPOrt but he conveniently ignores an important finding in
extremely broad one and it does not simply rest with th irz)arf ﬁggr;.otth:glg'téh:;t::spfg tSHeuggr?élﬁfag'[?ﬁgtlgglggliJr:?o-
Department for Families and Youth Services. That is th ’

burden of the Layton report. The Layton report stands for his matter on precisely what resources they devote to a
number of propositions about how we should improve thémmber of these areas. In fact, the consultant was unable to

child protection system in this state. One of the things that i{each conclusions about precisely what resources were
needed to meet the relevant needs of the agency.

points out is that, at the moment, FAYS is treated as simply . .
the end of the road, the place where people serve up all the Th€ report went on to conclude that the issues which
too-difficult issues in this society. One of them is the issuefOnfront this agency are so deep and systemic that resources
of child protection. It not only suggests that there are seriou@/0ne will not resolve them. 1 think the taxpayers of South
issues in FAYS. That is acknowledged, and | came into thié\Ustralia expect us to come up with a plan which deals with
house last Monday and tabled a report that documents tfaose systemic issues before _throwmg millions and millions
serious and systemic issues that exist within that departmerf! dollars at them. We have tried—
The Layton report also suggests that it is as much an issue The Hon. I.F. Evansinterjecting:
about the way in which every government agency—and not The SPEAKER: Order, the member for Davenport!
just every government agency but every non-government TheHon.JW. WEATHERILL: —to arrive at an
agency, and other sectors within this community—relates timportant balance between providing additional resources for
the department of FAYS as it tries to undertake its difficultthis agency to meet its undoubted needs in accordance with
work of child protection. its statutory responsibilities in relation to the protection of
Whenever an issue of child protection is raised in theehildren, but we cannot confer massive additional resources

community, we hear a cacophony of sound. From one side v\}ér_‘t” we have dealt with fundamental structural_issues. Th_ere
hear the voices saying that FAYS takes away children tolyill be further announcements about the child protection
quickly and does not respect the role of the family; and, ortSSU€: As the Premier mentioned, we hgve appllgd CO”S'd‘?r'
the other side of the equation, whenever FAYS go near agle resources, and further resources will be applied. We will
child and the child has an appalling accident they are blameg€Velop a child protection system of which this state can be
for not acting quickly enough. This issue is much moreP"OUC-

complex than simply bashing one particular agency; it is

about responsibilities of government. It may have escaped the CHILD PROTECTION

notice of members opposite, but they presided over this
system for eight years and, after a further two years and thr
reports, we have this grand public policy suggestion fro
members opposite: another inquiry!

Mr BRINDAL (Unley): My question is again to the
remier. Since the report released by his government last
week states that ‘the ratio in South Australia of indigenous
children to non-indigenous children involved in notifications,
o . . finalised investigations and substantiations in the area of child

Mr BRINDAL: My question is again to the Premier. natection is almost double the national average, what
Does the Premier have confidence in the Layton report givefjgicies and programs will he put in place to deal with this
the outcomes of the Family and Youth Services workloa mportant issue?
analysis project recently completed by Health Outcomes The Hon. JW. WEATHERILL (Minister for Families
International Pty Limited? The Health Outcomes repor d Commdni'tie.s): Last week, through the various media
reveals serious problems, as identified by the minister, whic utlets, | drew the public’s attention to this appalling statistic
were not identified in the Layton report despite the fact tha] hat was contained within the report, and | welcome the

the terms of reference for the Layton report required her 'R ewfound interest in this topic. This, like all the other issues

do so. that are contained within the report, will receive our careful
TheHon. M.D. RANN (Premier): The Laytonreportis attention. Of course, it will come as no surprise to those
a fundamentally important document in terms of childopposite, and indeed the whole community, that members of
protection in this state. Let us remember that we haveéhe indigenous community are over-represented in almost
committed more than $60 million to this issue. We then wengvery single indicator. This indicates a poor outcome in terms
out and hired more than 70 extra FAYS workers comparedf health and welfare and this, sadly, is another of those
with the appalling record of neglect of the former governmenstatistics. There are, obviously, special issues and needs that
which did not give a damn about the child protection issuehave to be dealt with in addressing the abuse that exists in the
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aboriginal community and, once again, this is a matter thapeople within the West Parklands, and those matters are being
will have resources applied to it. sought to be addressed. However, substantial issues surround

We know that a particular subset of this issue is thehe supply of suitable and affordable accommodation, and
tragedy that is befalling our children in the AP lands. Thisthose are receiving the attention of government.
government has made it very clear that the current state of
affairs and the current pace of service provision in the MURRAY RIVER
AP lands is one which is unacceptable. For that purpose we ) o
have applied the resources of a coordinator to that site, and MrsMAYWALD (Chaffey): Will the Minister for the
indeed additional resources as every government agen&jver Murray provide the house with details of the decision
provides specific focus for the APY lands. All | can say isMade last Friday at the meeting of the Murray-Darling Basin
that this is another of the issues contained within childMinisterial Council—in particular, the decision regarding the
protection and it is receiving our careful attention. proposal for a salt interception scheme at Loxton?

TheHon. J.D. HILL (Minister for the River Murray):

Mr BRINDAL : | have a supplementary question. Is theThat is a good question, and | thank the member for Chaffey
minister aware of the number of homeless children, and thefor her strong interest in this issue which affects not only her
problems, who are living in the west parklands as we speakglectorate but the whole state. Last Friday, the ministerial

TheHon. JW. WEATHERILL: | must say that | am council meeting took place—the first since the historic
gratified that those opposite are paying so much attention tdecision on the Living Murray initiative, when $500 million
the plight of the needy in our community. It is very pleasingwas agreed upon last year. Already that initiative is delivering
that issues of this sort have now leapt into their consciougesults for the River Murray.
ness. Perhaps with a few more editorials we will have them As members may know, a trial is under way in a bid to
talking about issues that they never believed concerned thegave red gums in the Chowilla area and, at the ministerial
in the past. The question of homelessness, of course, has @@uncil, we heard descriptions of the new fish passages that
important relationship with the question of child protection.have been established by SA Water. We were told that
We know that the stability of a home environment is a cruciathousands of fish are using these new passages to get up the
determinant of the capacity of a child to receive the servicegjver system and, just today, the first Murray cod was
the love and attention it needs within a home environmenteported to have got through. Additional fish passages will
So, it is a precondition to protecting children that they havebe constructed, and three are expected to be constructed in
a stable home environment. South Australia by 30 June this year.

| think the situation of the homeless group within the west  An honourable member interjecting:
parklands needs special attention. In the last estimates that we TheHon. J.D. HILL: The honourable member asked
were able to obtain, two-thirds of the people who seem t@bout the barrages: work will be done so that they can be
make the west parklands their home are indigenous peopleperated at a remote distance, which will mean that they can
Some of them are people who have come to the Adelaidee used more flexibly, and that will reduce occupational
region for various reasons and to meet with family andhealth and safety issues. The budget also contains major
friends, and they come to the city regions without anyworks in South Australia, including $21.4 million for a salt
particular accommodation being organised and choose to ugerception scheme at Loxton. The state government is
the west parklands as transitional accommodation. We algautting approximately $5 million into that scheme, and the
know that some members of the indigenous community usether partners are contributing $16 million to recognise their
the west parklands as a place to stay while they receiveesponsibility. The scheme will remove 66 tonnes of salt each
medical treatment in another part of the city. We know thatlay from the river, reducing salinity in that area by the
elements of that community are also, essentially, evicted fromquivalent of 16.5 ECs.
accommodation that they are in within the city and chooseto The meeting also received a briefing on the outlook of
use the parklands. Others are there on a more semi-permanergter availability. It is important that the house understand
basis. So, there are a range of different factors are bear dhat, on current indications, it is likely that all the jurisdic-
homelessness in the parklands. tions of the basin will face some water restrictions from July.

As part of the dry zone steering committee process, thés | informed the house last week, there is about a 25 per
cabinet, overseen by the Department of Premier and Cabinetent risk that South Australia may receive less than its annual
has been looking at a range of measures to grapple witbntittements. Therefore, it is very likely that we will begin the
homelessness and the service provision that is necessary f#ason with some water restrictions, but | am confident that
people within the city. The Aboriginal community is they will be less severe than at the same time last year.
obviously an important part of that exercise. We have putin | am advised that the predictions for entitlement flow to
place a range of measures to grapple with those issueSouth Australia (and this is technical, but | would like it on
Fundamentally, they focus on the provision of alcohol andhe record) for 2004-05 is 70 per cent of entitlement at
drug services; the exploration of the Aboriginal specificminimum inflows and 90 per cent of entitlement flow at the
services within the city; and also the need for some transitior80 percentile inflow mark—that is, wetter nine years in 10—
al accommodation for people who are sleeping rough andompared to the prediction at this time last year of 59 per cent
those who can live in a household. and 75 per cent respectively. The predicted amount in

There is also a need for particular measures to addresemmission storages at the end of the water year—namely,
people with high and complex needs. Often within thatat the end of May—is likely to be about 2 400 gigalitres, or
population we find people who have a range of difficulties,37 per cent, which is about only 7 per cent better than at the
whether they be mental health issues or drug and alcohshme time last year.
abuse issues. Some have general medical conditions that | know that is complicated, but | invite members to read
concern them, whether they be diabetes or other issues. Shrough that passage to get an understanding of what is going
a range of complex issues faces the population of homeless. South Australia’s leadership in the fight to save the River
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Murray was recognised at the Council by the appointment athe South Australian Road Transport Authority and by the
the CE of the Water, Land and Biodiversity ConservationFreight Council of South Australia.
Department from South Australia, Mr Rob Freeman, as Considering the potential growth in commercial vehicles
Deputy President of the commission. Rob is part of tharavelling north to south to the west of the city, reliance upon
commission’s new team under the leadership of the incomingouth Road to perform a strategic freight function will remain
President, the Rt Hon. lan Sinclair. Last week’s meeting wasignificant into the future. Infrastructure improvements to this
the first meeting for Rob and lan as Deputy and Presidengection will greatly benefit freight and reduce—
and it was also Don Blackmore’s last official function before  Mr BROKENSHIRE: On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
retiring from the commission. | ask you to rule on this. The minister is really doing a second
| know that many members of this house would consideministerial statement. She has already earlier today given a
Don Blackmore to be a friend, and many have been adviseatinisterial statement on this announcement.
by him over the years, so | would like to put on the recordthe The SPEAKER: | acknowledge that there seems to be
government’s appreciation and, | am sure, this house’some duplication between the remarks being provided in
appreciation and also my personal thanks for Don’s 20 year@sponse to the inquiry from the member for Enfield and
of service with the commission. He has been a tirelesthose provided by the minister when she made the statement.
advocate for the river, and | know that the house will joinl acknowledge that point, but it is not outside the purview of
with me in wishing him and his family well into the future. the question which, in itself, was orderly. The minister.
TheHon. PL. WHITE: This upgrade to this very
ROADS, SOUTH important transport route in South Australia will provide
much called for relief not only to the freight industry in South
Mr RAU (Enfield): My question is to the Minister for Australia and our export carriers but also to the general
Transport. What are the implications of today’s majorpublic. It will assist many people—not only those people
infrastructure announcement by the Premier for South Roading in the electorates of West Torrens, Croydon and
TheHon. PL. WHITE (Minister for Transport): | Enfield—who, on a daily basis, traverse this very busy

thank the honourable member for both his interest and hi§éction of road.
question. He, along with the member for West Torrens and
the member for Croydon, has long recognised and advocated CHILD PROTECTION

an upgrade to this section of South Road. The $43 million Mr BRINDAL (Unley): Will the Premier explain to this
announcement today by the Premier of that work to be donﬁouse why, in respect of child protection, 69.5 per cent of

will ha\{e a rgal and lasting benefit for the people. of Soutrhotifications were re-notifications, why of the 2 306 con-
Australla}. This road, as many people who have driven alonﬂrmed cases of abuse FAYS was unable to proceed with
it here in South Australia know, has some very rothZS per cent of those cases, and why FAYS was then unable

surf_aces. It provides no protection for_right-hand turning[o complete risk and needs assessment on a further 15 per
vehicles. The poor performance of the intersections caus%%m,,

heavy congestion during peak periods. There is a high "t 0 o 5\ WEATHERILL (Minister for Families
proportion of rear end crashes resulting from queuing at th d Communities): These figures are extracted from the

intersections and unprotected right-hand turn movements in ork Force Analysis Report that was brought into the house
local streets in the mid-block section. last week. | welcome the fact that the member for Unley h
o : . y has

In addition, large stobie poles are located at the kerb ando read the report, or at least parts of it. The re-notification
are a hazard to the traffic, and this means that trucks cannpisye encapsulates the essential dilemma with this agency,
uses the kerbside lane in fear of striking the pole whichyyhich is finding it difficult to meet its capacity to investigate
obviously, increases the rear end crash problem at the mighdividual complaints. That situation means that it has very
bulk section. In fact, the government regularly receivesey resources left to undertake proactive work in relation to
complaints from the general public about this section oknese particular families leading to the phenomenon of the re-
South Road, and during the community consultation phase @ftification.
the draft transport plan this was one of the major issues raised \wpije that seems, in aggregate, a very bleak picture, there
not only by the freight industry in South Australia but also by 51 some particular areas in FAYS, some particular regional
the general public. The heavy congestion section betwe€lkices that have much lower rates of re-notification. Part of
Port Road and Torrens Road is the only remaining section Qhe early work that | have undertaken is to ensure that we
South Road not yet upgraded. carefully follow up those agencies that are achieving much

Honourable members would also be aware that Soutbetter results than the average, to find out where they are
Road is the main north-south road transport route in thechieving those particular outcomes. It is most likely to be in
western areas of the metropolitan area and services largilding the capacity of families and communities to deal
movements of passengers and freight every day. It providegith issues. While there is no doubt a need for additional
a major link between Darlington and Wingfield, with resources, one cannot underestimate the need for systemic
connection to the Southern Expressway and Main South Roagform of this particular department and all other departments
to the south and the Port River Expressway and Port Wakehat face it if we are going to make a serious difference to
field Road to the north. It is a strategic road that has ahese statistics.
significant impact on South Australia’s export capacity and
capability. It provides connections to major intermodal Mr BRINDAL: | have a supplementary question, sir.
transport hubs and the bulk of industry activity in the north-Given the importance placed on re-notifications in last week’s
west crescent of Adelaide. Improvements to this link willreport, how does the minister explain that in the Robyn
have a significant economic benefit to South Australia, antlayton report no mention was made of this vast number of
this is a factor that has been recognised by Business SA, bg-notifications, despite her capacity of being able to do so?
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TheHon.JW. WEATHERILL: The honourable nominated as a member of it. It never did. To that extent it
member fails to appreciate one fundamental feature of thenay give the Premier some comfort to know that | share his
Layton report and that is that it called for the Work Forceconcern. However, | am not engaging in the debate. He has
Analysis Report. So, the report that documents these mattemsade such response to the question as is necessary and
was the very report the Layton review called for. It is goodpermissible.
to see that the honourable member has recently taken an
interest in this matter, and | look forward to his constructive POLICE NUMBERS

contributions. As the honourable member educates himself i
in this area—and it will be useful to have the opposition ~Mr BROKENSHIRE (Mawson): Does the Premier stand

constructively engaged on this important question—aV all the statements that he made to the South Australian
moment's reflection on the Layton report would have toldcOmmunity regarding policing matters on the 5SDN morning
him that, indeed, it was Robyn Layton who called for thisProgram of Friday 19 March?

piece of work which has thrown up the very statistic of which ~ TheHon. M.D. RANN (Premier): | tell you what | do

he complains. stand by. This is the guilty party on electricity; this is the
guilty party on child—
ANANGU PITJANTJATJARA LANDS Mr BROKENSHIRE: | rise on a point of order, sir.

The Hon. M.D. Rann interjecting:
Mr BRINDAL (Unley): My question is directed to the The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier will come to order.
Premier. Following the report of the Coroner into the deathghe member for Mawson has a point of order.
in the Anangu Pitjantjatjara lands, the Premier promised to Mr BROKENSHIRE: My point of order is one of
provide seven youth workers. When were those youthiebating. | asked a specific question: yes or no.
workers appointed and how does the Premier explain the The SPEAKER: The Premier must have heard the
delay? question. Under standing orders, the Premier knows he must
The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member might not debate the matter.
note a difference between the standing orders of this place TheHon. M.D. RANN: | am very happy indeed to make
and those of the other place. No explanation prior to thehis fundamental announcement to this house. | stand behind
asking of a question is countenanced in this place. While thghe pledge that | made, not before the election but after the
question is out of order, | will not be pedantic about it. It is election last year. | stand behind my pledge that the maxi-
a matter for members to first ask the question and then seekum number of police ever employed in the history of the
leave of the house to explain it, not the other way around. Thetate will be on my watch, unlike members opposite who are
chair, of course, will not tolerate such an approach in theoft on law and order, just as they were guilty on electricity
future. and just as they were guilty in neglecting our children.
TheHon. M.D. RANN (Premier): | find this extraordi- Mr BROKENSHIRE: Does the Premier claim in this
nary. Here we have a government that is prepared to bite theuse that the additional police officers recruited during 2002
bullet, controversially, to send a coordinator of services intavere with respect to his government’s budget and strategy
the APY lands. Let us contrast our actions with the years thajlan?
they were in government. TheHon. M.D. RANN: | am very happy to confirm that
TheHon. R.G. KERIN: I rise on a point of order, sir. | am told that, unless | mislead this house, we are now at a
The question was very specific question of the Premier. Heaximum level of police in the history of this state, and we
should answer it. are going to employ even more. You do not like it, because
The SPEAKER: | uphold the point of order. you do not like the fact that you have been exposed as totally
TheHon. M.D. RANN: Can | say that when | was soft on law and order during the time you were in govern-
minister for Aboriginal affairs | chaired a permanent selectment. You were minister for police and were guilty of neglect
committee on the Aboriginal lands, on the Pitjantjatjara lands$n that regard.
and also the Maralinga Tjarutja lands which involved The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier will not use the
members opposite, including the member for Stuart, who wasecond person pronoun other than to apply to the chair.
a most valuable member of that committee. What we did was
go out into the communities and listen to people and their Mr BROKENSHIRE: | have a supplementary question.
problems in relation— Members interjecting:
Mr BRINDAL: | rise on a point of order, sir. The leader ~ Mr BROKENSHIRE: | just want the facts.
asked you to rule on a point of order—which you did. You  The Hon. M.J. Atkinson interjecting:
instructed the Premier to answer the question, but he is still The SPEAKER: Order, the Attorney-General!
not answering a specific question: why was there a delay in Mr BROKENSHIRE: My question is again to the
the appointment of the youth workers which he promised?Premier. Does the Premier stand by his statements on 5DN,
The Hon. M.D. RANN: During the eight years plus that namely, that the additional police who were being recruited
members opposite were in government, they refused to alloand graduating through 2002 were from his budget; or was
the parliamentary select committee to visit the lands, and thétt from a Liberal government's budget?
is the answer you do not want to hear. You wanted to turn TheHon. K.O. FOLEY (Minister for Police): The
your back on what was happening in the lands by not givingnember asking the question is the ex-minister who is going
those people an opportunity to have their say. around saying that the 200 extra police that we are recruiting
The SPEAKER: Order! | remind the Premier that the were somehow part of the Liberal plan. The only problem
chair did no such thing. The remarks all members make mustas that they did not win the election. That is effectively
be to the chamber through the chair. | did not turn my backvhat he is saying. | say to the member opposite: correct me
on the Aboriginal Tjarutja lands. Indeed, more than once If | am wrong, but that is what | have heard, or words to that
called for that committee to meet during the term | waseffect. When we came into office, we brought down some of
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the toughest law reforms in this state, as they relate to thieok at the issues of homelessness, low school retention rates,
safety of our community. Then, the Premier made it clear thaand drug misuse. Members would be aware of a number of
he wanted more police in active service in this state. That ithings having happened, including the convening of the
exactly what this government has done. We recall memberdrugs Summit in 2002 and major announcements in relation
opposite when in government. When the hapless member féo school retention. The government is not prepared to ignore
Bright (and we will eventually get to his urgency motion) wasthese difficult social problems. This was about cross-cutting
the police minister, he presided over a sharp reduction, frormitiatives designed to have a partnership with the community
memory, in the number of police in this state. on the understanding that you did not have social problems

TheHon. W.A. Matthew: You are wrong. in terms of silos, but that, in fact, there are often many multi-

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Was it the one before him? It related ways in which these problems emerge and they need
might have been Stephen Baker. Whatever police minister & multilateral strategy to deal with them.

was, there was a sharp reduction. Under this government, not s the Social Inclusion Initiative, headed by Monsignor
only have we had a firm policy on recruit.ing against attritionpgyid Cappo, the Vicar-General of the Catholic Church, has
but we have also added 200 more police. We added mokgorked hard to prepare recommendations for the government
police. The problem for the shadow minister for police is thatg consider in each of these areas. | am pleased in most
after two years he cannot get over the fact that he is no long@gspects with the Public Service's response to the social
the minister. He is no longer in government— inclusion drug strategy and the multi-million dollar school
Members interjecting: retention plan which was announced some months ago. | told
TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Itis sad to watch the member the Social Inclusion Board that, during the lifetime of this
for Mawson conduct himself as if he were the minister whergovernment, we wanted to halve the number of people
he is not the minister. sleeping rough. Obviously, homelessness is a complex issue,
Members interjecting: which involves not just housing but also poverty, unemploy-
The SPEAKER: Order, the member for West Torrens! ment, alcohol, drug problems, mental iliness and a range of
The honourable Attorney-General will also come to order—other factors. When | asked the Social Inclusion Board and
and stop eating. the other government agencies to deal with this complex
issue, | knew it was a tough call, but | believe that, as a
COURTS, FEES government, we have a responsibility to get to the heart of the

) problem and then do everything we can.

TheHon. D.C. KOTZ (Newland): Will the Attorney- L he Social Inclusion Board ided th
General advise this house whether his statement to the house -3t Year, the Social Inclusion Board provided the
on Thursday 25 March that South Australia has very low civiigovernment with a comprehensive report containing 37 broad
fees per lodgment to the Magistrates, District and Supremlgecommendt?]tlons and a protposed aC(thO(rjl ptI)an. .AS and!nl[tl?l
Courts, compared to the national average, was correct? ThESPONSe, e government responded by immediately
government has recently increased fees in the Souffommitting $3 million for the implementation of the action
Australian court structures. District Court fees per lodgeme lan, with a total of $12 million to be allocated over four
in South Australia went from $264 to $485. The highest feg/€ars: This is a complex problem. In providing this funding,

of any other state is in Victoria, with $433. The Supremewe anticipated that the programs and services that were

Court fees in South Australia have increased from $524 tb€commended by the board and now funded by this govern-

$970. The highest of all other states was again Victoria aentwould be rolied out as soon as possible by the govern-
$610. ment departments involved. This has occurred, and part of

TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON  (Attorney-General): | this funding has enabled Baptist Westcare to employ extra

would be happy to check the matter, but my advice is tha?taﬁ to further enrich the valuable work this service provides
South Australia had the lowest court fees of any state iﬁ:_la”y to hundreds of homeless people in the city. | must say
Australia. My further advice is that, even after the recenfnal Baptist Wegtcare is an outstanding organisation. .I always
increaseé that is. in the last budgét we remain cheap io there on Christmas Day and, together with the Minister for

comparison with other jurisdictions. Nevertheless, | am happ ?#é'rsn?aggg si?:l;lc:;l(t)l’?e\/\lseaﬁeL\{[zrlsu?)?g:lg?i?, as we do at
to investigate the member for Newland’s claims. P 9 Y.

| am told that more support is also being provided to
TheHon. R.G. KERIN (Leader of the Opposition):  homeless families to assist them to find stable housing and
Will the Attorney yet again return to the house and apologis¢o help improve the educational and health outcomes of the
if he is wrong? children of these families. Homeless people with complex
The SPEAKER: Order! The question is out of order.  and multiple needs who are frequently detained at the City
TheHon. M.J. Atkinson: | am happy to answer it, sir. Watchhouse are, | am told, being provided with extra support
The SPEAKER: Notwithstanding. The member for prior to their release. However, along with Monsignor David

Florey has the call. Cappo, the Chair of the Social Inclusion Board, | have
become frustrated and angry in relation to the speed with
SOCIAL INCLUSION INITIATIVE which a large amount of this work is being carried out. The

government released a clear policy position aimed at reducing

MsBEDFORD (Florey): My question is to the Premier homelessness and halving the number of people sleeping
in his role as Minister for Social Inclusion. What progress hasough. We set out a positive course of action to address this
been made in relation to work on the homelessness referenserious problem that has been neglected for many years, and
in the Social Inclusion Initiative? | think we are being let down by bureaucratic processes in

TheHon. M.D. RANN (Minister for Social Inclusion):  some agencies which we understand are once again slowing
After setting up the Social Inclusion Initiative when | first the delivery of this work. Certainly, Both David Cappo and
came to government, | asked the Social Inclusion Board tbare angry with the pace of reform in this area.
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Last week, | called on the heads of the public service TheHon.J.D.LOMAX-SMITH (Minister for Educa-
agencies concerned and told them that their jobs were on thin and Children’s Services): Funding for the Open Access
line if there were any further unnecessary delays in deliverin@ollege has been provided under the same formula as |
the programs this government has funded through the sociahderstand it was provided in previous years.
inclusion reference of housing. The strategy is excellent, the

money is there, and | will accept no more excuses from any HOSPITALS, BOARDS
government agency or bureaucrat for delays in implementa- i L
tion. TheHon. G.M. GUNN (Stuart): Will the Minister for

Health give an assurance to the house that there will be no
compulsory amalgamations of country hospital boards and
INTERNATIONAL BED NIGHTS that, prior to any such discussions or propositions, the

Mr HAMILTON-SMITH (Waite): Will the Minister for commun_ity will I:_)e take_n into the confidence of the minister
Tourism explain to the house why, according to Bureau ofnd public meetings will be held? It has been brought to my
Tourism research, international bed nights in South Australidttention that documents are being circulated around certain
for the year ending December 2003 have dropped a furthdkral areas suggesting that there are great benefits in having
5 per cent from the year ending in June, while internationalerge amalgamations of country hospital boards. As you
bed nights for the rest of Australia have increased by ovewould know, Mr Speaker, most rural communities have a
3 per centand our state’s share of the international bed nigtrong ownership of their hospitals and have given them
market remains at its lowest level for seven years, an@utstanding support and that, therefore, their success depends
falling? on local community involvement.

TheHon. J.D. LOMAX-SMITH (Minister for TheHon. L. STEVENS (Minister for Health): | can

Tourism): | would like to look at those numbers becausedive an absolute assurance that there will be no compulsory
they do not correlate with the ones that have been provide®r forced amalgamations of hospital boards in country South
by my department. If the honourable member will provide meAustralia. That is not to say, though, that local communities
with those numbers, which seem to be at odds with thé&ay wish to change the arrangements under which they
information | have been given, | will be able to explain themoperate.

to him in a considered manner. Ms Chapman interjecting:
TheHon. L. STEVENS: If the member for Bragg would
AUSTRALIA-THAILAND FREE TRADE allow me to finish. Of course, the member for Stuart would
AGREEMENT probably know that over recent years there have been, | think,

about 20 such amalgamations and various changes of
Mr HAMILTON-SMITH (Waite): My question is dir- ~ arrangements that have emanated from communities them-
ected to the minister representing the Minister for Industryselves. | have said to people that | am happy to consider
Trade and Regional Development, who | assume is the Prerthings that they may come up with but only if there has been
ier in the absence of the Treasurer. Has the government magensultation and involvement, because this government
any assessment, produced any report or prepared any pubfiecepts that there is a particular relationship between local
advice on the benefits which may be available to Sout§ommunities and their boards. Certainly, there will be no
Australian exporters from the Australia-Thailand Free Traddorced or compulsory amalgamations.

Agreement announced by those two countries on 19 October
2003? SCHOOLS, CEDUNA AREA

TheHon. M.D. RANN (Premier): | am very happy to MrsPENFOLD (Flinders): My question is to the Mini-
answer the question. | congratulate Prime Minister Howarde tor Equcation. Can the minister advise when the asbes-
for his negotiations on the Australia-Thailand Free Tradgqg_contaminated temporary Demac classrooms, placed in the
Agreement. This is an outstanding agreement which particlseqna Area School in 1978 by the then Labor government,
larly benefits South Australia in terms of wine and of coursg,j| he removed? Five million dollars was budgeted, and
in terms of being a major destination— planning finished, by state and federal Liberal governments

Mr Hamilton-Smith interjecting: to complete stage one of a new school for Ceduna—$1 mil-

TheHon. M.D. RANN: Absolutely. It particularly bene- lion of this was from the federal government. This Labor
fits South Australia in relation to wine and also car exportsgovernment reduced the funding to $3.9 million, including
I'have spoken to the Prime Minister about this. The honourthe federal component. When | was in Ceduna recently there
able member would be well aware of the work being done byvas no evidence that the building had even yet begun and |
the EDB and the Export Council, which has been formed. lyas told that the cost of the tender had now blown out, and
am happy to ensure that the honourable member is briefed @iirther reductions to the already reduced building project are
th!s matter as we]l as other trade related matters, pecausgéing suggested. It is now 26 years since these asbestos
think the education of all members of the house is mostooms were put there temporarily by the Labor government.

Important. TheHon. J.D. LOMAX-SMITH (Minister for Educa-
tion and Children’s Services): | thank the member for
OPEN ACCESSCOLLEGE Flinders for her question. | do not know the details that she

MsCHAPMAN (Bragg): My question is directed to the alludes to or even the veracity of the facts that she has used
Minister for Education and Children's Services As the!© €xplain the question, but | am very happy to look into the
minister acknowledged last week that the government willmatter and report back to her.
pay any outstanding funds due under the 2000 and 2002
global budgets to the Open Access College, how much will
be paid and when?
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STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSI ON The $64 million question must be asked: why is this
government prepared to subsidise a smaller section of the

TheHon. W.A. MATTHEW (Bright): | move: community in relation to gas contestability but was not

repared to subsidise the larger section of the South Aust-

That standing order 52 be so far suspended as to enable me fQ,: . o . .
propose a matter of urgency for discussion forthwith, and that th Sllan community that has electricity? The reason is quite

matter to stand withdrawn after the expiration of one hour. simple: this is about Labor Party politics, about manipulation
of the truth, and about rewriting history. We have a Labor
government that on 1 January 2003 presided over the
contestability for electricity, and who then tried to lay the
blame on the Liberals for the increases in price that followed,
The Hon. W.A. MATTHEW (Bright): | move: tha_t 32 per cent price hike in summer. The Labor government
) ) believes that it can get away with that but—surprise,
That this house condemns the South Australian government f%urprise—recent polls have shown that 65 per cent of South

putting $64 million of taxpayers’ money into national and multina- : . ) .
tional gas companies to hide the government's bungling of th&\Ustralians believe that Labor bungled; that they got it

introduction of open gas pricing. wrong. And indeed they did.

- . . As a consequence of that, this government has now knee-
The provision of this money by the government IS an up-fron rked on thisqissue but knee-jerlged at the last minute, for
admission that they have bungled South Australia’s entran ere is no doubt that on Thursday last week there wa,s an
tothe gas market, and have failed to properly manage this f%tention by the energy minister to n)(/)t go down this path. But

South Australia. They have failed and bungled in a numbegﬂer uestions that were asked in question time on this issue
of very key areas. The government has ignored advice fro q q ’

the industry that July 2004 is too early a start date because t ?:nmtlglstlzr t?#jettfbgfglsg ;?tat 'ta\:;ﬁl s E?ISISSS?;\;?J nrme enst g
market rules are not even ready. They have ignored th pay Yy 9 9

advice from the industry that it cannot even build its new, ompanies: itwas not going to be doing that. That is what he

systems and hire its staff in the time frame available. old this house. Well, the minister must be very glad that on

Saturday he was winging it in business class on a flight to

The government has bungled by ignoring industryChicagoto get away from this, because his backside has been

vyarnings that if 'ghe government went down the pgth'of NG icked. He has been told by the Premier that it does not
time frame that it has set, then the cost of establishing tfggimer what he said to the parliament or what he said

Motion carried.

GASPRICES

open price market would be higher than it otherwise woul_ ublicly—subsidy is going to occur. And a $64 million
be. The government has added to the whole cost of thi bsidy at that. He must be very glad that he is away from

exercisg through itg ineptitude.' It has continued to insist thal,is \veek’s sitting of parliament, in the safety and seclusion
a July time frame is the one it wants even though all the Chicago

industry players cannot understand the government's fixation | et 5|00k at this government's track record on matters
with this timetable. , _ that relate to electricity. We have seen a lot of rhetoric, and
By ignoring industry warnings that the time frame doesng greater or more memorable statement could have been
not allow for full testing of its systems, the government ispade by the Premier than the one which he addressed so
risking the chance that errors will occur after this market goegmorously toward electricity companies. What the Premier
live. The government has ignored all those warnings—y|g electricity companies was, and | quote:
warnings have been given in writing. One part of the ”.‘a”‘et' As far as I'm concerned, these power companies can get stuffed.
Envestra, the company that owns the South Australian gaghey are bloodsuckers who are trying to suck the blood out of South
distribution system, put their warnings in writing in a Australians.
submission to the Essential Services Commissioner on 24t js what the Premier said about electricity companies.
February this year. Envestra said in part: What has changed? The companies that want to retail gas to
Uncertainty regarding the go-live date and the market structureéSouth Australians are AGL, TXU and Origin Energy—the
and changes to accommodate evolving Rules have contributed {gry same companies that sell electricity and the very same
a. . . solution that is more costly than otherwise would have been th@ompanies that the Premier said could get stuffed as far as he
case. . ’ X
was concerned. That is what the Premier said.
That is a straight bungle by the government in this situation. An honourable member: Stuff their wallets!
Envestra goes on to say: TheHon. WA. MATTHEW: Stuff their wallets—that
It must be recognised, however, that costs incurred by Envestig what the Premier has done. He has stuffed the wallets of
may be higher than those incurred under ideal circumstances anfle very companies he said he would stand up to. What has
Envestra must not be penalised as a result. changed? What has changed is that a poll states that South
Well, they are not being penalised because part of thAustralians believe that this government has messed up and
$64 million handout goes to cover this. This company has putungled on electricity prices. The government knows that
up front that its costs will be almost $30 million to set up itsthere is more to come from the community, and so it believes
initial entry into the market and furthermore that there will that, by knee-jerking at the last minute in this way, because
be costs of about $8 million in its first year, recurrent coststhe opposition was on to its game, and by throwing $64 mil-
and $5.5 million dollars thereafter. All to be subsidised by thdion into the pot, it will solve the problem. Well, it is not that
taxpayer. And, of course, this is only for those members ofimple.
the community who are fortunate enough to have reticulated While this has been going on, the one thing this govern-
gas connected to their homes. Vast tracts of rural Soutment has done in relation to gas prices is to allow unjustified,
Australia do not have reticulated gas, huge sections of thensubstantiated increases. Since this government came into
Adelaide Hills do not have reticulated gas, huge sections gfower, it has allowed increases in gas prices of almost 12 per
the peri-urban area do not have reticulated gas, and largent, which is way above the levels ever allowed under the
slabs of the South Coast do not have reticulated gas. previous Liberal government. In addition to the 10 per cent
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that South Australian gas consumers will still be hit with, gaspolitics with the price of their electricity and why he is now
prices will have gone up almost 22 per cent under this molprepared to subsidise only gas consumers. In the Premier’s
compared to the increases that have already occurred becaugards, and as far as the Treasurer is concerned, it is South
of the government’s bungles in the electricity market. Australians who ‘can get stuffed’. The government has
If the government believes that this smoke and mirrors ac$tuffed the wallets of the power companies that they previ-
will stop South Australians being angry, the only people theyously criticised.
are kidding are themselves. They can hide behind their own
delusions for only so long, because South Australians will nop,
cop an increase by this government of almost 22 per cent i
gas prices, and those who do not receive reticulated gas w
not cop having to subsidise those who do.

| challenge the Treasurer to tell us in this house why his
emier, on the one hand, tells the companies that, in relation
electricity, they can get stuffed but, on the other hand, in
lation to gas, it is ‘open your wallet, boys’, because the

' . . overnment will pour the money in to ensure that everybod
Of course, another issue could be involved. This governg b y ybody

. NI "“""lis happy. That is the $64 million question which this Treasur-
ment has always tried to blame privatisation for electriCitya, must answer and about which he must satisfy South

@ustralians. As far as | am concerned, this government will

privatised the South Australian Gas Company? The Labor - ) )
Party! The Labor Party introduced the legislation into the ~The opposition will need to determine what further
parliament for gas retail contestability. The Labor Party hadvestigative measures will need to be taken into this process.
the price setting powers for gas, and itis the Labor Party thdf it & proper process for industry subsidy to occur in this
bungled this issue. way? That is what this is about: mdus.try subsidy Wlthoyt
This government needs to take a big step backwards ar@fing through the full processes and rigours of the parlia-
look at the demands put forward by the companies—and finent. This is a huge bungle by this government and nobody
needs to look at their warnings. It needs to balance th&lse. This government will be held accountable by all South
arguments and allow more time to save money. By proceedustralians.
ing headlong down this path, the government is costing South
Australian taxpayers more money than should be the case. Of The SPEAKER: Before the Treasurer speaks, | tell
course, this government is one that bows to ambit claims. honourable members that, lest they are mistaken in their
know that the executives of AGL still cannot believe theirunderstanding of standing order 52, no member may speak
good fortune at the electricity price rises that this governmenfior more than 15 minutes. That does not mean that only four
allowed. We need only to look at what happened in Victoriamembers can speak in the duration of the debate, which takes
where AGL asked for a 15 per cent increase. The Victoriamn hour. The chair recognises those who jump up, as the chair
government said that it could not have it, but it gave AGL afirst recognised the Deputy Premier in rising to his feet.
4.7 per cent increase. Clearly, having experienced thathereby, honourable members would understand that the
situation in Victoria, AGL felt that it would up the ante and convention in this chamber, since the days of Bakewell a long
went for an increase of 32 per cent in summer. And whatime ago, is that a member may speak only once: it is not that
happened? The government caved in. It did not try tde or she has two bites of the cherry for 15 minutes, although
negotiate it down or say no. The Labor Party in Souththe standing orders are ambiguous in that respect. The chair’s
Australia in government gave that company those increasegiew is that members speak once.
The company is still in shock, and it still cannot believe that
the ambit claim it made was agreed to. The governmentrolled The Hon. K.O. FOLEY (Treasurer): | will find the

over, had its tummy tickled and said yes. words of the honourable member, because | thought it was
The government's political charade has now beemyp interesting comment for him to make. He said words to the
exposed, and this whole exercise has been about politics:dffect that ‘South Australian households will not cop
wanted to blame the Liberal Party for increases in electricit)éubsidising those households connected with gas.’ The
prices, and it has been about the deregulated market. Nowheral Party of South Australia needs to explain to the
that the government has been in office for two years, it canneig1 000 consumers why, arguably, they would have to pay
worm out of the gas price increases that will follow, and itis1g per cent more for gas than they otherwise would. Members
trying to throw taxpayers’ money at the problem. _ opposite will have to explain to pensioners and to household-
I find this whole process absolutely repugnant at a timeyrs why they would have to pay at least 10 per cent more for

when the Treasurer stands up in this house and puts forwagghs under Liberal Party policy. What one must do is under-
$5 million for hospital operations and says words to the effecktand what we are dealing with.

of, ‘We would like it to have been more, but there was no . L .

more money to be found. The Treasurer's cupboard is bare, 1S money that we are allocating is not going to the
At a time when 11 000 people are waiting for hospitalcompan'es' When | say not going to the companies’, it is
surgery, all of a sudden the Treasurer finds $64 million tgnoney that the companies would have recouped from
cover up the government’s bungle. He must answer to thogg?'SUMers. As | explained to the house, this expendlture by
11 000 people who are waiting for hospital surgery. He mus}1€ companies is passed-through costs. Under sections 33 and

answer to the schools that do not have the facilities they seeRS# Of the Gas Act, these costs would be passed on by the

He must answer to the communities who seek law and orddftailers. That is, these are costs that are incurred by the

remedies—including his own community, where tyre slashingiﬁta”ers' They pass them through to the consumer and get

is out of control. He must answer to those communities and'€™M back from the consumer. So, let us knock on the head
once and for all the suggestion that this is somehow going

explain why he finds $64 million for an exercise in politics . . N ;
but does not have the money to satisfy their genuine concerti&© th_g_bank accounts of the companies for their benefit. It
avoiding—

and needs. He must answer to those South Australians witd
are paying high electricity prices as to why he has played Membersinterjecting:
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TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Mr Speaker, | am happy to talk TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: | am trying to put my heart into
for 15 minutes, but if members opposite do not want to listenit, but this is really ordinary stuff.
| have far more important things to do, frankly. The Hon. D.C. Kotz interjecting:
The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member for  The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member for
Unley will come to order. The honourable member for UnleyNewland is out of order.
is out of order. TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: The decision by the government
TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: | am happy to keep providing to encourage competition and have full retail contestability
the house with information, but | am not going to waste myis a consequence of the Liberal Government’s decision to
time if they are not listening. have full retail market contestability for electricity. What we
The SPEAKER: Members on the government benchesdo not want to happen in gas is what the Liberals left us with
heard the member for Bright in silence and the same courtesy electricity, that is, one retailer.
should be extended by opposition members to the Deputy The Hon. WA. Matthew interjecting:
Premier. The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member for
TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Thank you, Mr Speaker. As | Bright was heard in silence.
explained to the house earlier today, these are costs under TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: This is important for the
sections 33 and 33A of the Gas Act that would be passed amember for Bright: he might learn something here. If we
by retailers to consumers. We are ensuring that consumers d@nt AGL, TXU and other—
not have that impost put on them. | think that is a piece of Membersinterjecting:
good public policy. | can just imagine what the argumentin  TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Honestly, sir, if they are not
this chamber would have been. | mean, you cannot win in thiprepared to listen, | have plenty of files | can go and read. |
business! If we had come in and prices had gone up 25 pérave more important things to do.
cent, the opposition would have said what they did: ‘Why Membersinterjecting:
didn’t you intervene? Why didn’'t you do something?’ Shock: TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: If you cannot even get your
horror! So, when we do something, we get whacked for it. tactics right to have this urgency motion when it should have
Members opposite are locked into the mentality of arbeen held, don't have a go at me! The whole idea of encour-
opposition. They simply oppose everything. We do one thingaging competition is that companies like AGL and TXU want
they want the other. We do the other, they want one thingto take advantage of dual fuel opportunities. That is, to drive
For goodness’ sake: how’s a bloke supposed to win when, ndown the price of electricity we need retailers to be able to
matter what we do, we get criticism for it? sell both gas and electricity. At present we have a monopoly
Mr Hamilton-Smith: Welcome to government! in gas held by Origin Energy. What we want to do is give
TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: ‘Welcome to government.” | Origin Energy competition, therefore we have to encourage
agree with the member for Waite. What an outstandingther retailers of gas. That is why we are having a competi-
interjection: ‘Welcome to government’! Thank you very tive market.
much, the member for Waite. He said it all in those words. It is no surprise; it is pretty logical. We have said, ‘Let's
When you are in opposition you can whack the governmentnove to that.’ Origin does not want it, obviously; it likes
from any direction. | should know: | did it for a long time! monopolies. Companies like monopolies. That is why when
Now the agenda comes out: this is pay back Foley time foin government the Liberals sold the lot to AGL, and that is

all those years. why we are not remotely interested in—

Dr McFetridge interjecting: The Hon. D.C. Kotz interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order, the honourable member for TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: ltis very difficult to give a good
Morphett! debate on this. | can yell, shout and carry on if members

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: | have to say that | do find it prefer, but what | can say is that we have implemented good
amusing that the one they wish to pay me back on is one thablicy. We want competition in gas, something the Liberals
I would have thought they would be pretty happy with, thatdid not want with electricity. To encourage competition you
is, that we have held down the price of gas. When we talkave to have full retail contestability. We have decided that
about private sector companies, did it ever dawn on theve will meet the capital costs of those companies and the five
member for Bright that why Investor or Origin, for that years of operating costs, so that they do not pass on to
matter, might be saying the things they are saying and whgonsumers the full $64 million. | would have thought that that
they might (although | am only guessing this) be feeding himwas pretty sound policy. it makes sense. But at least after
information and winding him up is because they have aoday the public of South Australia understands where the
monopoly? Origin Energy does not want full retail contesta-iberals stand, because when it comes to households with gas

bility, | assume, because it has a monopoly. the Liberal Party of this state wants pensioners to pay more
The Hon. WA. Matthew interjecting: for gas. That is what they are saying here today.
TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: And investors still have, and | The Labor Party wants them to pay less. | am saying to

will get to them in a minute. But we know how the opposition members opposite that under a Labor government consumers
likes monopolies: it gave one to AGL. Fancy this lot havingwill pay less for gas. As you have heard here today, the
a go at me and the government for trying to get competitiorLiberal Party does not want to subsidise gas users: it wants
into gas! They do not like competition: they sold the wholepensioners to pay more for gas. What a ridiculous position,
lotto AGL. They did not worry too much about competition except, of course, that that is exactly what they did with
when it came to electricity. This is like living in the twilight electricity. They had a monopoly. That monopoly has seen
zone: | do not know what world I am in right now. We are increased costs for electricity. But to stand here today and be
being lectured by a political party that sold a monopoly retailectured and berated by the outfit that sold ETSA, by the
outfit, the retail book of government, to a public company,outfit that deliberately saw the increase in power prices due
and here we are trying to get competition. to the revaluation of the assets they sold before privati-
Members interjecting: sation—this is the mob that revalued our electricity assets so
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that they could get a higher price, which meant that all theehange the story.’ He then said, ‘This is not a subsidy on gas.’
electricity companies could charge higher prices. That is whdDespite what they are saying today, this is not a subsidy on
this lot did. gas. The Minister for Energy then changed his mind. He said,
Members opposite were incompetent in government oflNo, this is not a subsidy on gas: this is a dividend back to
electricity: they are incompetent in opposition on gas.South Australians for the windfall tax gains of property
Honestly, you could have knocked me down with a feathetaxes.’
when | heard the Liberal Party of this state oppose Labor's Well, sorry about that. If, in fact, it is a dividend to all
decision to make gas cheaper. You could have knocked nfeouth Australians, then what the Minister for Energy should
over with a feather, but then | reminded myself that this is thénave known is that only half the people in South Australia
lot that gave us more expensive electricity. Liberals do nohave got reticulated gas. If it is a dividend to South
understand power and energy policy; they do not know hovwAustralians—which it is not—why give it to that half of
to implement it. Just know that, under a Labor governmentSouth Australians who have a choice as to whether or not
the price of gas will be less than it would have been under ththey use electricity or gas? Last week we heard the Minister

Liberals. for Energy attack the member for Bright over questions he
asked in this house about the bungling that had occurred. The

TheHon. R.G. KERIN (Leader of the Opposition): I minister, in his normal arrogant and derisive fashion, said that

must say that | never have much sympathy whatsoever for thdey would not be giving money to gas companies.

Treasurer but, at the moment— He accused the opposition of wanting to ‘talk up their
The Hon. M.J. Atkinson interjecting: mates in private business who want to take more money off
TheHon. R.G. KERIN: Are you right? the energy customers.’ He said, ‘We will not be doing that.’
TheHon. M J. Atkinson: Just say it. Just over 24 hours later (and this is a little like what we saw

TheHon. R.G. KERIN: | feel sorry for the Treasurer, with the AP lands back-down), to control the media, we saw
because we have seen the body language here. The Speatkey introduction of a $64 million taxpayer-funded package,
correctly said that members opposite had heard us in silenca$64 million headline for the Premier and the Treasurer who
that is because there are only two of them in here— resisted funding in all other areas. The argument this

An honourable member: Three. government has forever tried to represent is that the rise in

TheHon. R.G. KERIN: Three—and that is because they power prices has been as a result of privatisation. We have
have been instructed to stay and take the flak for the Ministeieard that time and again and it has been totally incorrect.
for Energy, who is not here. The body language of theThe experts say that it is incorrect. They know that it is
Treasurer was very much saying, ‘Why me? Why did theincorrect. It has not been related to privatisation: it is the way
Minister for Energy make those statements before he wenifl which this government managed the entry into the market.
How many sleeps until he gets back? How do | explain?’ Thidt sat back and allowed the 32 per cent because it thought
morning we heard the Treasurer on ABC radio get a couplénat, if we had the 32 per cent earlier, it would be easier to
of things wrong, and he admitted that he would have to findblame the last government. That has not worked. The
out the actual answers. The $64 million question is: why wasommunity has not swallowed that one and they will not
this money necessary, ever? swallow this one, either.

Also, why, in the single biggest industry assistance The consistency of this government’s flawed argument
package this state has seen, has $64 million had to be handdt privatisation is responsible has now come back to bite it,
to the gas companies? It is not the fault of the gas companielsecause it is now looking at gas prices increasing, and that
If this government had focused on running the state anéundamental question returns: who privatised the gas industry
managing the energy situation as we went into competitivén South Australia? So, if it is privatisation that causes these
situations with gas and electricity we would not need thishings, the government needs to take this one on the chin and
motion. We would not be in this position. If the governmentsay, ‘This is because we sold the gas company,’ but it is not
was on the ball we would not have had this present bunglesaying that. Let us see some consistency and some honesty

The government is sloppy, arrogant and complacent anflom this government about why energy prices in this state
it does not pay attention to detail. We heard the shadowave increased. Power has increased because this government
minister for energy tell us what an investor had said. Thesbungled the entry into the market. Gas prices have increased
costs could have been avoided if this government habBecause this government bungled the entry into the market.
addressed the issues, kept its eye on the ball and made thies about time that the Premier, the Treasurer and the
fundamental decisions that needed to be made along the wayinister for Energy were truthful to South Australians about
Now, it has come down to $64 million to buy this govern- why prices have increased.
ment’s way out of a bungle that it has made. Butitis notthe The reason the government has not put forward the
government’s money: taxpayers will have to foot the bill to$64 million is that, at the end of the day, it might give some
try to reduce the electoral fall-out with respect to the rise irrelief, but it will relieve only what would have been added by
gas prices. If we believe him, the Deputy Premier tries tahe fact that this mob bungled the entry into the gas market
make it sound as though gas prices are going down. We sasy not making decisions in time for industry to be able to
them increase by 5.6 per cent and now at least another 10 perake the adjustments it needed to make to enter the market.
cent—more than a 20 per cent increase in price. The Hon. M.J. Atkinson interjecting:

The Treasurer tries to make it sound as if this were a TheHon. R.G. KERIN: No; itis a bungle along the way.
benevolent government handing out money all over the plac&he fact is that this government just would not make
The Minister for Energy could not get his story right. decisions. The gas industry is very clear that the reason a lot
Initially, it was to keep prices down and then it looked as ifof those extra costs have to be borne is that this government
it was money going to industry. The minister said, ‘Oh, wemessed it up. What we see now is a $64 million tax-payer
can't have that because of what the Premier said about blooflinded package to rescue this government from the fact that
sucking electricity companies. We can't have that, so let'st bungled—and bungled badly—entry into the gas market.
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TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON (Attorney-General): lam  director of the Conservative Party’'s research department.
one of the 341 000 gas consumers in South Australia, and tf&ome time ago, he wrote:
Liberal Party has a message for those 341 000 gas consumers,parties come to power with silly, inconsistent and impossible
that is, that it would be happy to add, if it were in govern-policies because they have spent their whole period—
ment, $45 to the gas bill of each of those 341 000 South e et Ny
Austraﬁans; or, ifq[hey are pensioners, the Liberal Party !\I.Ar?: It—)lirr? IR;er]JeKt.IFIEI'NSON, Wait for itl—
would be happy to add $37 to their bill annually. That is the T ’ )

Liberal Party’s proposal. | do not know how the member foril 0Pposition forgetting about the real world, destroying the lessons
; they learnt in government, and clambering slowly back onto the

Bright convinced his team— ideological plane where they feel happiest.

The Hon. D.C. Kotz interjecting: . . .

The SPEAK ER: The member for Newland will come to ' hatis what has happened to the Liberal Party here in South
order. Australia. If the Liberal Party were still in government—

The Hon. M.J. ATKINSON: —to cling to this position, Which they are not owing to the will of the people of South
butitis a commitment from the Liberal Party to increase gag'‘ustralia—they immediately would see the benefit of the
prices for South Australians that we will be driving home inPOlicy that we have adopted. Indeed, itis only because they
the two years hence. It is just astonishing that the Libera®® " opposmon,that thgy have decided, reflex I'Ke' to oppose
Party does not think 341 000 South Australians deserve &€ governments decision on gas. Ifwe had resisted making
diminution in their gas prices. In successful western industiS commitment to pay Envestra and REMCO for the costs
trialised democracies it is a function of government to°f moving to full retail competition and had not committed
facilitate the beneficial operation of the market. In fact, 1that money, we all know what would have happened: day
thought that that is something for which the Liberal Party2fter day, the member for Bright and the Leader of the
stands. In fact, facilitating the operation of the market, |OPPOSition would have been on their feet condemning us for
should have thought, is something that the Liberal Part)the gas price increase, and condemning us in particular for
would have an advantage in public opinion over my party, bu hat part of the gas price increase which is attributable to the
it seems that when a Labor government, what the oppositiofPSts Of gearing up for full retail competition. So, we are
would call a socialist government, intervenes— amned if we do and we are damned if we don’t.

Members interjecting: Mr Brindal interjecting:

TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: Well, there is disagreement ~ TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: And the member for Unley,
between the member for Newland and the member foin his usual painfully earnest fashion says, ‘Yes, that's right”:
Heysen. Apparently, the Labor government in South Austthe Labor government would be damned if it does and
ralia is to be condemned because it is not socialist in the vieglamned if it doesn't. We have made a decision to pay
of the member for Heysen (who has her background in &nvestra and REMCO for the costs of full retail competition.
Marxist Leninist law firm), and the member for Newland We will not allow Envestra and REMCO to pad out the costs
agrees with me immediately that we are a socialist goverrPf full retail competition. We will hold them to the true costs
ment, so they can sort it out amongst themselves. | shoul@f full retail competition, and they will be overseen by the
have thought that a Liberal Party would be interested in &ssential Services Commissioner. We will not pay a cent
government facilitating the beneficial operation of the market€xtra than is justified by the costs of full retail competition.

A decision has been taken that we will have competitionS0, we will lift the burden from residential consumers of gas,
for the supply of gas. That is a decision that has been takeRensioner consumers of gas and small business consumers of
Now, we are using the state of South Australia to facilitate ai§as of full retail competition and, having taken away from
entry into the beneficial operation of the market. Full retailthem the start-up cost of retail competition and the operating
competition for gas, | would have thought, is something thecosts over five years of bringing in full retail competition, we
Liberal Party would support. It is a one-off payment; it is aWill theq give them, free of cost, the full benefits of full retail
decision that the government has taken; and it is a googompetition.
decision. | am rising in my capacity as the Minister for  Experience in the United Kingdom and other states that
Consumer Affairs because, as the minister, of course, it is bave full retail competition (and | refer to New South Wales,
good thing that 10 percentage points are taken off the pric¥ictoria and the Australian Capital Territory) tells us that
of gas for residential consumers here in South Australia, andhey are looking at savings of between 3 per cent and 5 per
for small businesses 7 percentage points are coming off whaent owing to competition. As the Minister for Energy (who,
would otherwise be arise in the gas price in South Australiaalas, is away overseas) told us in his news conference
Why members opposite are clinging to a position of puttinggannouncing this, it is the dual fuel component that will lead

10 percentage points extra— to the greatest competition savings for residential consumers
Mr Brindal interjecting: and particularly for pensioner consumers. We have seen, even
The SPEAKER: Order, the member for Unley! in the electricity market, that there have been savings by

TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: The Liberal Party wants to consumers moving off the standing contract and taking up the
put 10 per cent extra on the gas bills of every residential—market offers. My household in Kilkenny is one that has
Ms Chapman interjecting: taken up the advantages of market competition, and we have
The SPEAKER: Order, the member for Bragg! shifted our contract from the standing contract with AGL to
TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: —consumer here in South the contract offered by TXU, and the saving over a year for
Australia. The Liberal Party has been bound by the membaeis is $150, and that is available to families all over South
for Bright to adding 7 percentage points to the price of evenustralia.
small business consumer of gas in South Australia. Why oh So, there will be savings in full retail competition for gas
why would this party cling to such an absurd position?consumers, and the only argument the opposition can come
Indeed, it reminds me of one of my favourite quotes. It isup with is that not everyone in South Australia is a gas
from Adam Ridley, a British economist, who is a former consumer. Well, that’s a pretty lousy argument. Does the



Monday 29 March 2004 HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 1723

Liberal Party want to get rid of public transport because It would be possible to have that money available in a
people living in regional South Australia cannot take up thesubstantial way for consumers to choose alternative energy
advantages of subsidised public transport? | don’t think sosources, such as solar panels, or other devices, in the same

Members interjecting: way that the government provided a very small kitty of

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The house is out of money to assist people with household appliances to save
order and getting quite disorderly, and the member for Brag@/ater use. It would be possible to do the same thing in terms
is leading the pack. of energy. In one of the sunniest places in the world, it makes

TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: The one-off capital NO Sense notto encourage the use of solar energy further,
payment will, over five years, reduce price increases byarticularly in terms of our households.

10 percentage points for residential and pensioner custom- SO, there are some unanswered questions, but the bottom
ers— line for me is that if I am not in a position to change the

Mr Scalz interjecting: energy provision industry, even though there is a lot wrong

The Hon. M.J. ATKINSON: —and 7 per cent for small with it, | have to do the right thing by my pensioners and
business. The member for Hartley says that that is the theorg_ouseholds in Mitchell. | know that they suffer a heavy
I will be happy to discuss this with him in 18 months’ time. urden of electricity and gas prices. Certainly, those factors
I say to him: let's have a talk about it then; don't forget; put®' the result of decisions made by the previous Liberal

it in your diary. What we do know is that the members forgovernment, but on the other hand it has been galling to see

Heysen and for Hartley, if they got their way, would be _the incoming Labor government do very little to solve those

adding 10 per cent to the bill of every South Australianmdus.try problems. What they are doing is providing a
residential gas consumer and 7 per cent to the bills of sm ﬁUbS'dy for consumers n r'elatlon to gas prices (and I have to
business gas consumers. The Essential Services Commiss q,]grateful for that), butitis a far cry from what we need to

will check the true cost of Envestra and REMCO shifting tod0 [0 have an energy supply system across South Australia
full retail competition. which is sustainable and equitable.

The amount that the government will pay must not exceed
the Essential Services Commission assessment of t e ;
. X ent on the $64 million bailout package as such not onl
reasonable capital and operating costs of REMCO anhag $ P 9 y

: . xposes that there has been gross incompetence in the
Envestra. We do know that the benefits of this payment by, q4yction of open gas pricing but also that it has a spare

the State government would go through directly to consumgg 4 mjjjion to spend. Notwithstanding that, in the past two
ers. The other reason we are doing this is to encourage ot%

MsCHAPMAN (Bragg): The government’s announce-

. ) Sars the Treasurer has come into this chamber and repeated-
retailers to come into the gas market. There have be

. . . - , claimed that there is simply no money to cover expenses,
benefits, obvious benefits, from more electricity retailersy, Y y b

. , . ere is no money to relieve the level of stamp duty, there is
coming into the market to challenge AGL's standing contract,, money to relieve the level of land tax, there is no more

The Hon. WA. Matthew interjecting: _ _money for hospitals, there is no more money to protect our
- TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: The member for Brightwill - children and there is nothing more for schools. Clearly the
listen. government has the money to spend, and it makes a nonsense

TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: The householders who are of the black hole. Let me give the government a few ideas of
mistaken in South Australia are those who are clinging to thevhere it might spend the $64 million in education if it was
AGL standing contract. | have been trying to persuade myjenuinely, as the Premier has claimed, an education govern-
dear old mum to move off the AGL standing contract and toment. Let me start with $3.1 million for extra teachers for

take up one of the offers, as our family has, for TXU. every junior primary school in this state and not just a select
Mr Brokenshire interjecting: few that they put in—
TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: The member for Mawson will The Hon. K.O. Foley interjecting:

not pick on the Attorney’s mother! The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Treasurer will come to

TheHon. M.J. ATKINSON: The people who are not order.
doing well in the electricity market are those who are not MsCHAPMAN: The sum of $20 million could go into
taking advantage of looking at the available retail electricityproviding adequate materials and services charges, including
contracts. We are hoping to get, by this gesture, moreomputer access for children in public schools—a subject
companies—companies other than Origin—into the retail gawith which you are familiar, Mr Deputy Speaker—which
market. If we succeed, the winners will be South Australiarmoney currently comes from parents under a new formula
consumers. The Liberal party would deny them that benefitvhich has been introduced in the past 12 months and which
has proved to be disastrous. The government could have put
Mr HANNA (Mitchell): The government is proposing to in a paltry $800 000 and helped us save the ABC program
hand out many millions of dollars to the gas industry, and IBehind the News and children in public schools could have
am glad to hear that the government is assuring us that trentinued to view that program. | wrote to the then minister
benefit will be passed on entirely to consumers. They say #&nd encouraged her to do so—not a dollar.
is not just for corporate profits. We will just have to trustthe  The government could put up to $40 million into disability
government on that. education in the state schools and ensure that they are able to
One of the key issues is in terms of equity across energprovide a service; $11.3 million would provide for special
provision in South Australia. | have not heard a convincingeclass teachers in every secondary school across the state; and
argument yet, from the speakers on behalf of the governmerf29.5 million would provide special class teachers in every
as to why the money is being paid purely for the benefit ofprimary school in the state. What has the government done—
gas consumers. Why not electricity consumers? Even more The Hon. K.O. Foley interjecting:
importantly, why not for those who would wish to source  MsCHAPMAN: No, if you add up properly—
alternative energy sources, for example, solar panels, etc? TheHon. K.O. Foley interjecting:
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Ms CHAPMAN: The Treasurer obviously needs somebut the government would not deliver on essential require-
remedial classes in mathematics because that adds up, mments for the South Australian community and they provided
might note, to about $64 million, but his reaction in relationno action for police protection of the community. The so-
to disability was to try to crush the Cora Barclay Centre anctalled tough Treasurer clearly identified today in this motion
slash autism funding for children. That is the government'sand in the media this morning that he had very little know-
approach to providing for education in this state and, if hdedge—if not no knowledge—of the matters relating to this
wants some other ideas in relation to how to spend theungle with the gas prices and the input into these companies
money, there is a $271 million shortfall in relation to of $64 million of taxpayers money, but he was ready to sign
maintenance for public schools across this state. If thisff on this $64 million within a day, having done very little
government was serious about public funding, it would puhomework. Again, it is another knee-jerk reaction by this
that $64 million— government. This government has bungled and they know it.

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Mr Deputy Speaker, | rise on They putinimmediate action to try to address their bungling,
a point of order. Does not the contribution from a member orbut they have not had their eye on the ball, and that is why
a substantive motion such as this have to be relevant to tbey have failed with gas and electricity pricing.
motion? Members interjecting:

TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: Itis not a substantive motion The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
but the member should be relevant and all members should
be relevant at all times. TheHon. DEAN BROWN (Deputy Leader of the

Opposition): The facts are clear. This government has

Mr BROKENSHIRE (Mawson): It is common public  bungled the gas pricing process. They rushed in on the day—
knowledge throughout South Australia that this governmenivhen there is to be open contestability on price—and the
was brought kicking and screaming to deliver the final 20@companies themselves have highlighted the extent to which
police that it has announced after two years of continuathat action has escalated the price. Now the government,
calling by the community of South Australia, the oppositionhaving bungled the process, is having to inject $64 million
and the Police Association— for less than half of all households in South Australia to cover

TheHon. K.O. FOLEY: Mr Deputy Speaker, | rise on this. What about the people in my electorate and so many
a point of order. If members of the opposition were seriousther areas who have contributed to the taxes of this state?
or fair dinkum, they would be debating the motion. We areThey will get none of the benefits from this subsidy to cover
now talking about police—what a nonsense. the bungle by this Rann Labor government.

TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! | take it that the point It is appalling that a government should use taxpayers’
of order is relevance. The Deputy Premier does not have tmoney in such a frivolous way when there are far greater
give a speech. needs in the community such as the 11 000 people on waiting

Mr BROKENSHIRE: Today we have clearly seen lists. People are having to wait two or three years just to get
absolute bungling by this government when it comes to thisheir tonsils removed, and many people who urgently need
$64 million decision, yet we see police battling to geta hip replacement cannot get it because the money is not
uniforms, overtime being refused, relief pools being pulledavailable, and the Treasurer has said that children who are at

back from Adelaide— risk will continue to be at risk because the government does
Mr HANNA: Mr Deputy Speaker, | rise on a point of notwish to give FAYS money for extra staff. We know how
order about relevance. he turned on the PSA regarding that particular issue. Yet, this

TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: There is some latitude in this government, to save its own political neck, is willing to put
sort of motion. The member for Mawson should not stray tods64 million into large national and multinational companies
widely, but the chair is tolerant of some flexibility. to prop up their profits. This is an absolute disgrace!

Mr BROKENSHIRE: The relevance is there. The fact Honourable members; Hear, hear!
is that the $64 million that the government is announcingto The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
fix its bungled mess on gas pricing could have been better Mr Brokenshire interjecting:
spent. For example, they could have funded 140 police each The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for
year for the next six years and provided more police cars ilMawson has had his say. The motion is withdrawn.
the community, instead of having situations like those we
have seen in the southern and northern suburbs lately where
they only have one to 1% police cars able to go out to youth
and gang activities. They could have put that $64 million into
addressing the problems that we have with drugs or providing
serious police resourcing against bikies or addressing major GRIEVANCE DEBATE
problems with domestic violence. We saw no action by this
government when it came to spending the millions of dollars

urgently called for in the South Australian community to help FAMILY AND YOUTH SERVICES

all South Australians when it came to two years of—
The Hon. K.O. Foley interjecting: Mr BRINDAL (Unley): In question time today, the brand
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! new minister for Family and Youth Services accused me of
An honourable member interjecting: coming latterly to this matter. | have some time for the

TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: There will be a few members minister, so | will accept his apology later in the proceedings
leaving, not just the leader. Members have the prerogative afhen he learns that journalists will collaborate in saying that
staying in the chamber or not. The member for Mawson. | had discussions with them about FAYS and children at risk

Mr BROKENSHIRE: Dollars have been urgently needed in January and February 2003. When the minister goes to
before this $64 million bungle—and the Treasurer knows it—Hansard and sees that, on 21 and 23 October and 11
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November last year, | made speeches about this matter, | will YOUTH, DEBT

therefore gratefully accept his apology for saying that | have

no abiding interest in this and come to this matter lately. lam MrsGERAGHTY (Torrens): | would like to take the

glad he is in the chamber, because | wish to share a story wigpportunity to address the issue of debt levels amongst young
him which | think shows the ineptitude of the departmentAustralians. The trend towards previously unheard of levels
over which he is now presiding. It concerns a teenage gi®f debtincurred by young people is an extremely worrying
(whose name | will not mention, but | can give to the ministerPh€nomenon with an impact that affects not just those young
later) who was placed with a carer who had been a carer fd}€0Pl€ who incur what is quite often a very unmanageable
some decades and had a successful history of caring fgePl: but also their parents, or their grandparents or guard-
children of this type. At the time, the carer had in her care &1S: When these young people cannot meet the repayments.

. : | recently met with a constituent whose 19 year-old adult
young lad who was doing exceptionally well and was on track, . . :
for a good career. The girl was placed in the care of this care\fvrglri Tﬁgu'nglér;si?h?ﬁ?ﬁse'g tg‘zeogi?;gtf ifgriooé;rhgﬁg s\f‘etf
but FAYS simply neglected to tell the carer that this girl had n J y

. -a result of obtaining credit from a range of financial institu-
to her record 19 unsubstantiated reports of sexual molestati Bns. The debts were also nearly $10 000 in excess of her
against a whole variety of people until such time as the gir y

’ c nnual income and were on the brink of being out of that
first accuseo_l the young lad of sexual molestatlon._ Fro“berson’s control. Fortunately for this young person the
memory, | think that that was thrown out. However, finally otstanding amount was consolidated through a personal loan
she came to accuse the carer’s partner of sexual molestatiQQhich was taken out by the parents and which is now quite
amatter | am assured by those who would know would haveteadily being paid back.

been medically impossible for the gentleman concerned. Unfortunately, this did not make the situation any less
However, | will not go into that here. Suffice it to say that, for harrowing, and experience of my constituent and his child is
some reason, FAYS then chose to listen to the 21st alleg&y no means isolated. There have been numerous reports in
tion—for some reason that was a real one, even though threcent times of spiralling debt levels amongst young Aust-
other 20 had all been fabricated—and took the child awayalians, and these debt levels are both attributable to the ease
from the carer and also subsequently took the young lad owtith which access to credit can be had, and are also indicative
of their care and put him into another foster home where hef a real lack of understanding of the consequences of
has been so unhappy that | believe he is at present basicalljeurring debt on the part of young people. Research
on the streets, and all the good work that had been done hggnducted by the New South Wales Office of Fair Trading
been undone. Incidentally, both these two young people ha@ade the finding that young Australians aged between 18 and
different caseworkers, and the inconsistency across FAYS & have incurred debts which average approximately $6 000.

referred to in the report referred to by the minister yesterda)}.n addition, the average debt for those_ aged 16 to 18 averages
o fthe girl's iealousies. supposedly. was that she w over $3 000. Interestingly, and certainly alarmingly, a key
ne of the girl's » SUpp Y: Fhding of the research was that young people saw ownership

getting a level of care—and a level of non care—from theéyt jtems such as a car and a mobile phone as a lifestyle
Enfield office, | think it was, while he was associated with, hecessity. It goes without saying that, whilst the purchase of
| think, the Elizabeth office, and was getting a totally tnese jtems is made quite easy, the maintenance of them is
different level of care. Anyhow, she made the allegation anéxpensive and—more often than not—stretches the means of
subsequently wished to withdraw it. It has been alleged to mghat young person to accommodate them.
that she was told by her social workers that she could not The New South Wales Office of Fair Trading found that
withdraw it, even if was not true, because she would then betrong group peer pressure to conform was a significant factor
in trouble. They threatened her with perjury and all sorts ofn making the decisions that incurred these often quite
things to keep her sticking to a story she said was fabricatedinsustainable debts. It is a great concern that social pressures
The result was that she took Panadol and presented to tperate in such a way as to lead to poor financial decisions
hospital. Unfortunately she had also had milk, and | believeand the repercussions that accompany them. Admittedly, peer
one of the symptoms was vomiting. | make no criticism of thepressure is a phenomenon as old as the idea of society itself;
hospital because she was discharged 24-hours later, becalmavever, the aggressive marketing tactics and the relentless
I do not think that the hospital knew it was a suicide attemptpursuit of profit which are the hallmark of our particular
However, shortly after discharge, within 24 hours, shesociety mean that these social and peer group pressures are
made a better job of it: she took 72 Panadol and was readmiftow manufactured and implemented with greater force than
ted to hospital and died of liver failure, which is a dreadful €Ver- . _ o
death, some days later. She said quite clearly to a number of The desire of young people to be included within a peer
people prior to dying that the reason that she had taken su&oup is often a driving factor in the decisions that they make,
drastic action was that she was sorry she had lied and ha&hd when an image which allows them to satisfy that desire
caused the problem, and that she had taken such precipitdftavailable for purchase it is not surprising that such a
action because she thought it was the only way to get out ¢tecision will be made impulsively. Mobile phones are now
the situation she felt trapped in. That comes right down to th@n inseparable part of youth culture and mobile phone debt
handling of this situation by FAYS and the death of a child,iS &S0 the most significant form of debt incurred by young
and | would like— Australians. While it must be acknowledged that responsibili-
TheHon. J.W. Weatherill: And a false complaint. ty on the part of young people for the decisions that they
Mr BRINDAL: The child might have made the false make cannot be divorced from discussion of this issue, there
complaint, but she wanted to correct it and your officersseems to be very little forewarning of the actual cost of
minister, said no. If that is not a problem for this state, | dohaving and using a mobile phone at the time of signing a
not know what is. contract of purchase.
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ISOLATED CHILDREN'SPARENTS has in past years. That is a complete contradiction to what
ASSOCIATION purportedly she has acknowledged will be remedied, that
there will be a payment to the Open Access College.

MsCHAPMAN (Bragg): Last Saturday | had the — Thatis just one of the serious issues that has been raised
privilege of being a delegate at the Isolated Children'syy this organisation over a number of years. It has not been
Parents Association of South Australia annual state COgnswered. The association got a half-baked answer at the
ference at Hawker. | was pleased to note that also present Wagnference and now there appears to be a complete backflip
the Hon. Graham Gunn and his wife, Graham not only beingy today’s question time. | urge the new minister to get
the member representing the area but a parent. | refer to thegreast of this issue, to respond to this parliament and to
by name because their children were raised and educatedrlgspond to the 2 000 children who re|y on this service and
an isolated community. The concern that | have in raising thigieal with it. There are other important aspects, such as the
issue today is that not one state government representatiggstance Education Supervisor Training Program. Please,

was there, notwithstanding their invitation to do so. minister, get across this issue and respond to these people
I place on record my appreciation to Jane Gloster, who fogrgently in need.

two years has admirably represented the association as chair.
She has just concluded her term, and she has been a marvel-
lous advocate for this association to both the federal and state

governments, and, as shadow minister for education, | have s THOMPSON (Reynell): I rise today to mark the fact
valued her contribution in that regard. While expressing My 4t e are in the middie of Youth Week, which runs from
great disappointment at the absence of a state governmest \1arch to 4 April. In reflecting on the topic, | thought

representative, at least Mr Barry Wakelin, the federal membel, i+ how much more complex life is for young people today
for the area, was present to represent the federal governmefit, 4 it was in the easy days of my youth. I left school at the

Why was there no representative of the state governmeniye of 15 4t 16 | was allowed to have a driver's permit; and
notwithstanding the fact that some departmental representgs 51 | yas allowed to vote and to start drinking publicly, and
tives were in attendance? That is because the issues on t was also the age at which most young women got

agenda were clearly of embarrassment to the governmenty,a ried. We had quite a protected period from the time we

The association passed a resolution to write to the PremigLe < chool. Almost all of us went into work immediately and

to ask why the former minister did not respond 10 thegarteq to contribute to the family income—or certainly in the
association’s correspondence and concerns over the last t

WBrts of families with my family’s level of income—and that

years, a damning indictment of the conduct of the previoug,.ome was extremely important to the family’s survival. The
minister. Those concerns are many, and let me focus on @teg of passage were very clear.

least one in the time available to me today. | refer to the Today, we need most young people to stay at school until
global budgets for the Open Access College. This college h e age of 18 if they are to acquire the skills needed to cope

some 2000 students across the state. They range fro today’s work force. We need far more people to go on to
tudents who are living on stations to th ttendin h ) e :
students who are g on stations to those attending schoo AFE or to university. Back in the 1970s, only about 5 per

that do not have sufficient staffing numbers to be able to - ; . .
provide an extensive range of subjects. The township O(fentofthe community went to university when | did. Today,

Marree, for example, does not have any year 10 and year ﬂe British Prime Minister announced that, in 10 years, he
teachers, so students have the opportunity to undertake th pnts 50 per cent of young people to engage in post secon-
education through the important facility of the Open Acces ary gducatlon. vaye had a Prime Minister who paid as much
College syllabus and program. attention to such issues, he might make the same sorts of
Over the last two years, the association has repeatedly papnouncements. ] ]
submissions to the government to clarify its funding. It was ~ Young people are still at school when they can drink
on a three-year program from 2000 to 2002, for which it hadegally in public, and they are often still at school when they
a global budget. The government consistently failed to sig§tart to make important decisions during election campaigns.
off on this, and now we are moving into the 2003-05 period,The rites of passage are not nearly as easy or as simple for
and the government has consistently failed to sign off on thathem as they were for those of a couple of generations before
It has survived by ad hoc grants at the government’s electiofem. In her debate, the member for Torrens drew attention
as to what projects it thinks should be provided. Now thelo the issue of mobile phone debt and of young people getting
Open Access College is facing the threat of cuts to it§aught up in this problem. Their parents often want them to
programs because it does not have the funds and it is owdtve mobile phones for safety reasons, because they do not
a lot of money. feel safe in our community. Yet they are also a very seductive
The new minister sent a message to the conference viadgvice, and young people can incur considerable debt.
departmental officer that a letter has been sent—it is in the Therefore, it is very important that we support Youth
post—apparently acknowledging that money is owed to th&\Veek as a time when we can celebrate young people’s
Open Access College, but no detail was provided as to howchievements. We can also offer them support in the rites of
much or when the funds would be paid. Today | asked thpassage and the very elongated transition that they now
new Minister for Education to identify how much will be paid undergo. | am very pleased at the way the minister and the
under the global budget for the 2000-02 period, for which itOffice for Youth have supported this year's Youth Week,
has been acknowledged that money is outstanding, andwith grants totalling $100 000 being made available to
asked when it will be paid. What did we have in responsé5 councils to enable them to mount special programs. | think
from the new minister who does not have a clue what ist is important that | do not understand some of the things in
happening in this area, notwithstanding allegedly having laghat program, as that was certainly what older people said
week signed a letter directed to the college? She claimed thathen | was young—that is, they could not understand what
the Open Access College will continue to have funding as itve were doing—so | am glad that that tradition is continuing.

YOUTH WEEK
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I have no idea what Insomnia 2.0 is about, nor do | knowThat is an absolute nonsense. The fact of the matter is that the
what a LAN party is. increase in police numbers, either through graduates from the
Nevertheless, | will be pleased to hear about some of thecademy or as a result of being funded, was as a result of
activities that go on and to participate in some of those in théiberal budgets. When | was minister, on one occasion the
Onkaparinga area. As usual, | congratulate the City ofecruitment of some 113 extra police officers was announced,
Onkaparinga for the way it has demonstrated its commitmerthrough the Premier's task force, and another 90 were
to young people in the south with the great range of activitiesnnounced by the Liberal government in the budget year
it has mounted. Indeed, | see that it is mainly regionaP001-02.
councils that have taken up the challenge to involve young | think that, in order to have fair debate and to stop
people in Youth Week. Whilst all city councils have alsohoodwinking the South Australian community, the com-
done so, their programs are much more limited than those ahunity and the media should demand more of the members
the City of Onkaparinga and many regional councils. Lasbf this government than for them to go around whenever it
year, the City of Onkaparinga introduced youth recognitiorpleases them and misrepresent figures and make statements
awards to recognise young people’s achievements arttiat simply are not accurate. | will stand by the record of the
contributions to the community. This was a very importantLiberal government, in the years that | had the privilege of
event, and | hope to participate this year, although | think thabeing police minister, any day and back it against any figures
parliament is sitting at that time. However, | look forward to that this Labor government has purported to deliver with
participating in the Onkaparinga Young Idol competition onrespect to police. In fact, as was said earlier today, the 200
Saturday night. extra police that have been recruited now have been recruited
Mr Caica: As a contestant? only because we spent 18 months pointing out to this
MsTHOMPSON: No, | will just be an enthusiastic government that its policy of recruiting only at attrition was
member of the audience. | will be very interested in whatot acceptable. After about 18 months of that, the police
these young people are able to display, because | know thagsociation started to place full page advertisements in the
we have some incredibly creative people. There are about J&per, the petitions began to appear in parliament and, finally,
events. | wish to congratulate Ksenija Bould, Communitywe pushed this government, kicking and screaming, into
Development Officer, Youth, for her excellent program anddelivering extra police.

the support that she has given to the community. They are the facts of the matter. Anything else that this
Time expired. government wants to say in the media is not accurate at all,
and | was disappointed that the Premier would not today put

POLICE NUMBERS on the public record in this parliament that his allegations that

| cut police numbers when | was police minister are incorrect,

Mr BROKENSHIRE (Mawson): There seems to be a and that the additional police recruited so far are as a direct
growth in the number of members of this government gettingesult of the former Liberal government's budgets and
onto the airwaves, into the print media and appearing oBtrategies.
television, or wherever they can, to say things that are not The final point | make to back that up is to say, ‘Read the
factual. ltwas really disappointing to read the transcript fromestimates committees transcripHansard last year’, which
the morning program on 5DN on 19 March. The Premier wagyas a Labor government budget. The government admitted—
a guest on that program and he made a number of claimghly when the Commissioner pointed it out to the police
about police numbers and policing in this state. There are gjnister, who did not even know—that the only net increase

couple of statements, in particular, that absolutely need to b police numbers by the Labor government was seven last
corrected. | hOpe that the media will in the future look at Whag/ear_ Just seven: not the 103 that the Premier claimed.

all government members and ministers, in particular—
including, in this instance, the Premier—say when they are DRUGS
on radio and television.

The Premier told the tens of thousands of people who Mr SNELLING (Playford): | received an email from the
listened to the program that morning that when | was policddrug and Alcohol Advisory Council of Australia, outlining
minister | cut the number of police. That is just not correct.some of the dangerous new party drugs that have come onto
In fact, if one looks at the years when | was police ministerthe market. There are two new drugs. One is called GBH,
one will see that there was growth year in, year out. | willstanding for ‘grievous bodily harm’, which seems an
give some examples of that growth. The police force went irappropriate name. Why anyone would take something with
strength from 3 476 in 1999 to 3 512 in 2002. In 2001 it hadsuch a name, | do not know. It has led to a number of young
risen to 3 601 and by 30 June 2002 it was 3 749. During thadults being hospitalised in Melbourne, with one in a critical
term of office of our Liberal government, there was a netcondition. GBH, and | quote from the email, ‘causes depres-
increase of 109 sworn police officers and 184 non-sworrsion, seizures, tiredness, intoxication, aches and unconscious-
staff; in other words, administration support, through theness’, and doctors have warned that it is only a matter of time
Public Service. That was a total increase of sworn and norbefore a death occurs.
sworn staff of 293 under our government. The other drug that has come on to the market is known

Itis not acceptable for the Premier, or any other ministeras ice. Its real name is crystal methamphetamine, and it has
to get on the airwaves, in the print media, or wherever, antéeen used in nightclubs. It is described as being a kind of
say that a previous minister cut police numbers when, in facguper speed and is about 80 per cent pure, so it is of very high
the opposite occurred. That was not all that was misrepresergotency. It tends to make users, and again | quote from the
ed to the community at the time. The Premier then mademail, ‘very aggressive and erratic, causing delusions,
some comments about the growth in police numbers after thextreme paranoia, psychosis, depression, suicide and
Labor Party took office. He implied—in fact, he expressedhypersexual activity.” According to one drug agency, half
the view—that that was as a result of the Labor government million Australians have used ice and it is now the second
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most popular drug behind cannabis. | just draw these mattegystems in the primary industry sector to support trade, industry
to the attention of the house. development and public health outcomes”.
I note the lengths that the government has been going to Key elements for effective food safety legislation identified by

. . - industry through consultation were strong industry involvement;
in tackling drug abuse and the underage use of licensedcognition of industry risk management systems; avoiding

premises, particularly nightclubs, and | welcome those. Bugiuplication of audits or inspections; cost effective administration;
these new developments are of grave concern to parentsmiking public health the clear priority while allowing trade food
hope that the predictions of the dangers that these pose gi@fety issues to be addressed: having government and industry meet
not realised. Unfortunately, | strongly suspect that it will not" €I 0Wn respective costs, and following national standards.

: . On 1 December 2002 th@od Act 2001 was proclaimed along
be long before we have young people dying or becomlng\lith the Food Regulations 2002. The regulations included recogni-

being gravely ill through the use of either of these drugs. tion of theMeat Industry Act 1994 andDairy Industry Act 1992 as

Time expired. these industries were deemed to comply with the outcomes required
by the new national food safety standards.

In November 2003 a draft Primary Produce (Food Safety
Schemes) Bill 2003 was released for public consultation. The Bill
was strongly supported by the dairy industry and most submitters
supported the legislation for high-risk primary industry sectors such
as meat and dairy. The shellfish industry also provided significant

PRIMARY PRODUCE (FOOD SAFETY SCHEMES)  supportfor the Bill. _
BILL As aresult of consultation there were a number of amendments
made to the Bill, including significant additional requirements for
. . consultation and adjustments to enable minimum regulatory schemes

TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN (Minister for Agriculture,  for Jower risk sectors, for example by allowing notification instead
Food and Fisheries) obtained leave and introduced a bill for of accreditation.
an act to provide for food safety matters relating to the In the Bill the term “food safety arrangement” describes an
production of primary produce; to repeal the Da"'y |ndustryarrangement or System or program, used by an |ndUStry or business

; . 0 ensure that the required food safety outcomes are achieved, and
Act 1992 and the Meat Hygiene Act 1994; to amend th re shown to have been achieved. A food safety arrangement may

Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1985; and for other pe an industry quality assurance or food safety program with a

purposes. Read a first time. private or government (eg AQIS) auditor. This allows the regulator
TheHon. R.J. McEWEN: | move: to specify the outcomes to be achieved, usually by mandating a
o . standard, and industry to use whatever methods are best suited to
That this bill be now read a second time. meet the standard, with the regulator having the ability to recognise

; PR se methods as approved food safety arrangements. It provides
| seek leave to have the second reading explanation insert xibility and enables recognition of existing industry and govern-

in Hansard without my reading it. ment systems, thereby minimising duplication and costs.
Leave granted. The Bill indicates what parts of primary industry can have food
This Bill is about maintaining the excellent reputation of food Saféty schemes developed, but does not itself directly impose food
produced in South Australia, and with the Food Act, providing aSa&fety requirements on any part of primary industry. For a number

legislative food safety framework that underpins the whole fooa;Jf low risk industries this may mean they are never included in a
chain in South Australia. ood safety scheme. The Bill does not allow for the regulation of

The Bill will consolidate existing primary industry food safety retail business or activities incidental to retail businesses (other than

legislation into one Act and extend this legislative framework to alliln the meat sector). , ) ,

primary industries to enable the implementation of new national . The Government has listened to industry’s request for a strong
primary production and processing standards, to manage significa®ice in the establishment or variation of a Scheme. The Bill
food safety risks and provide opportunities for industry to voluntarilyProvides for significant consultation directly and through an advisory
lift their own food safety standards. committee. Industries, such as the transport industry, that could be

In South Australia th&ood Act 2001 is the primary piece of food potentially affected by all food safety schemes will be consulted
safety legislation and provides the framework within which all food dUring the development of each scheme. ,
safety and suitability issues are regulated. The Act requires that all Food safety schemes are a set of regulations that define the food
parts of the food industry, including primary industries, produce saféafety requirements and administrative arrangements for an industry
and suitable food or face significant penaities. The Act provides fopector and will be tailored to the sector and risks involved. Three
extensive powers to prevent or mitigate a serious threat to publigchemes will be developed initially to continue current regulatory
health and this includes the power to apply emergency orders to dipod safety arrangements in the meat, dairy and shellfish industries.
parts of the food industry, including primary industries. However the  In the future it is expected that most schemes will be based on
Act has limited the application of parts of the Act with regard to national primary production or processing standards developed and
primary food production. This Bill will complete the legislative approved by Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ).
framework for primary food production. Consultation on a scheme based on a FSANZ standard would relate

South Australia has successfully implemented mandatory footP the proposed administrative arrangements, not the standard, as
safety programs and hygiene standards in the meat and daiflevelopment of the FSANZ standards includes oversight by an
industries under thileat Industry Act 1994 andDairy Industry Act industry-government committee, a scientific risk assessment and at
1992 and a risk management system for growing shellfish as #ast two rounds of public consultation with a regulatory impact
condition of licence under thiquaculture Act 2001, and is currently ~ assessment. Sectors flagged to have national standards developed
extending this system through harvested shellfish as a condition @ver the next few years include poultry, dairy, eggs, seed sprouts and
licence under th&isheries Act 1982. red meat.

These Acts contain legislative elements not included irFdoel In practice, Government would initiate a scheme where a
Act 2001 such as significant provision for consultation with significant unmanaged risk is identified in a part of primary industry.
stakeholders; recognition of industry food safety systems andny consideration of this action would include advice from the
programs; an ability to accredit businesses; an ability to manag®linister for Health and would be based on an assessment of public
delivery of audit services and an ability to implement food safetyhealth risks and the need for regulation.
systems to underpin access to markets. To incorporate these Alternatively, industry could approach the Government to
legislative elements in thood Act 2001 would require amendment  develop and implement a scheme. This may occur where industry
to that Act. It was decided to consolidate primary industry foodbelieves there are market or trade opportunities in having a higher
safety legislation into one Act rather than reopen and amend thstandard or Government endorsement of industry practices. There
recently passed Food Act. would need to be a full appraisal of the benefits and costs and dem-

In October 2002 the Government released for public consultatiomnstration of full industry support before the Government would
a discussion paper “Legislation for implementing food safetyconsider such a request.
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If accreditation is necessary, the Minister or a public agency
could be designated as an accreditation body to oversee a food safety
scheme, and accredit businesses, approve food safety arrangements
and collect and administer funds. The Minister can delegate powers
of approving auditors and authorised persons to the accreditation
body. It is intended to approve the current Dairy Authority as the
accreditation body for the dairy industry and the Minister for
Agriculture, Food and Fisheries as the accreditation body for the
meat industry. This will continue the current arrangements under the
Meat Industry Act 1994 andDairy Industry Act 1992.

Accreditation will be a tool primarily used for higher risk
activities and sectors. It means that businesses can only be estab-
lished and operate if they have systems that produce safe food, a
necessary requirement for industries such as the meat, dairy and
shellfish industries. Generally, only businesses in higher risk sectors
will be accredited.

The Act provides for the Minister to approve suitably qualified
individual auditors and/or an auditing service for part, or all, of an
industry. Approval of one or two audit companies for the meat
industry, through an open tender process, has proved to be a
significant tool in ensuring audit consistency and in minimising
costs.

I commend this Bill to the House.

EXPLANATION OF CLAUSES
Part 1—Preliminary
Division 1—Formal
1—Short title
2—Commencement
These clauses are formal.
Division 2—Interpretation
3—Interpretation
Clause 3 contains definitions of words and phrases used
in the Bill.
4—Interaction with other Acts
Clause 4 provides that the Bill is in addition to, and does
not limit or derogate from the provisions of any other Act.
5—Food safety arrangements
Clause 5 define$ood safety arrangement as a set of
processes adopted by a producer relating to one or more
of the following:
operations before, during and after the production
of primary produce
the maintenance of premises, vehicles, plant and
equipment used in connection with the production
of the produce;
auditing of compliance with the processes.
6—Mea1 and meat processing
Clause 6 definemeat andmeat processing reflecting the
terms as currently defined under tihdeat Hygiene
Act 1994,
7—Primary produce
Clause 7 definggrimary produce as an animal, plant or
other organism or parts thereof intended for consumption
by humans or pets or food produced in the production of
primary produce.
8—Production of primary produce
Clause 8 sets the scope for the activities for which a food
safety scheme may be established by regulation under
clause 12.
The activities include:
the growing, raising, cultivation, picking, harvesting,
collection or catching of primary produce;
the sorting or grading of primary produce;
the freezing, packing, refrigeration, storage treating or
washing of primary produce;
the pasteurisation or homogenisation of milk, or
manufacturing of other dairy produce;
meat processing;
the shucking of molluscs;
the transportation, delivery or handling of primary
produce;
the sale of livestock at saleyards; and
any other activity prescribed by regulation.
Clause 8(2) sets out what does not constitute the produc-
tion of primary produce, namely
activities carried out incidentally to the carrying on of
a retail business, with the exception of activities
relating to meat; and

processes (other than those specified in subclause (1))
by which produce is altered or added to in order to
increase its shelf life.
Division 3—Object
9—Object
Clause 9 sets out the object of the Bill, namely to develop
food safety schemes for primary industries that reduce
risks to consumers and primary industry markets associat-
ed with unsafe or unsuitable primary produce.
Part 2—Food safety schemes
10—Establishment of advisory committeesfor class of
activities
Clause 10 enables the making of regulations for the
establishment of advisory committees which will have the
function of advising the Minister about food safety
schemes. If such regulations are made, the Minister is
required (under clause 11(4)) to consult with such a
committee before a food safety scheme for a particular
class of activities is made, varied or revoked.
11—Food safety schemes
Clause 11(1) provides for the making of regulations
establishing food safety schemes. Clause 11(2) sets out
the scope of such regulations. Clause 11(3) sets out
additional regulation-making powers in relation to meat
allowing for the same legislative scope as currently exists
in theMeat Hygiene Act 1994. Clause 11(4) sets out the
consultation requirements to be observed by the Minister
before the establishment, variation or revocation of food
safety schemes. Clause 11(5) provides that bodies corpo-
rate established by regulation will be agencies of the
Crown and hold property on behalf of the Crown.
Part 3—Accreditation
12—Obligation to be accredited
Clause 12 sets out the principal regulatory provision of
the Bill, namely that producers of primary produce must
not engage in a class of activities to which a food safety
scheme applies without an accreditation if accreditation
is required by the scheme. Failure to be accredited as
required is an offence attracting a maximum penalty of
$20 000.
13—Application for accreditation
Clause 13 sets out the procedure for applying for accredi-
tation, including that it Is to be made to the accreditation
body. (Anaccreditation body is defined in clause 3 of the
Bill as being either the Minister or the body corporate
established for a particular class of primary production
activities (to be found in the relevant regulations).)
14—Temporary accreditation
Clause 14 provides that the accreditation body may grant
temporary accreditation for a maximum period of 6
months pending determination of an application for
accreditation.
15—Grant of accreditation
Clause 15(1) provides that accreditation must be granted
if the applicant is a suitable person to hold accreditation
and in the case of a body corporate applicant, each
director is a suitable person, and the applicant satisfies the
relevant requirements for accreditation.
Clause 15(2) sets out some of the considerations that may
be taken into account in determining whether a person is
a "suitable person" under clause 15(1). These are:
offences against specified laws and offences of dishonesty
committed by the applicant.
16—Conditions of accreditation
Clause 16(1) provides that an accredited producer must,
as a condition of accreditation—
if a food safety arrangement applies, comply with
such an arrangement, allow audits to be performed
and pay for or contribute to the cost of such audits;
and
comply with the regulations; and
comply with any other conditions imposed by the
accreditation body under the relevant food safety
scheme.
Clause 16(2) makes contravention of a condition of
accreditation an offence attracting a maximum penalty of
$20 000.
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Clause 16(3) makes it an offence to hinder or obstruct a
person performing an audit under a condition of accredita-
tion. The maximum penalty for such an offence is $5 000.
17—Annual return and fee

Clause 17 requires accredited producers to pay annual
fees and lodge annual returns. Failure to do so can lead
to suspension or cancellation of accreditation.
18—Variation of accreditation

Clause 18 enables the accreditation body to impose, vary
or revoke conditions of accreditation, approve food safety
arrangements or vary approved food safety arrangements.
19—Application for variation of accreditation

Clause 19 sets out the procedure for applying for a
variation or revocation of a condition of accreditation or
for the approval or variation of a food safety arrangement.
20—Transfer of accreditation

Clause 20 provides that an accreditation is transferable
(unless the conditions of accreditation provide otherwise)
to a suitable person who has capacity, or has made
arrangements, for ensuring compliance with the condi-
tions of accreditation. The clause sets out the process for
applying for a transfer.

21—Suspension or revocation of accreditation

Clause 21 sets out the circumstances in which the
Minister may suspend or revoke an accreditation. These
include where there is a breach of conditions, commission
of an offence against the Act or non-payment of fees. The
accredited producer must be given 14 days to respond to
a proposed suspension or revocation.

22—Surrender of accreditation

Clause 22 provides that an accredited producer may
surrender the accreditation to the accreditation body.
Part 4—Enfor cement

Division 1—Approved auditors

23—Approved auditors

Clause 23(1) provides for the approval by the Minister of
auditors. (Approved auditors are referred to in clause 16
which deals with conditions of accreditation. In particular,
an accredited producer who has an approved food safety
arrangement must, in certain circumstances, allow
approved auditors to carry out spot audits.)

Clause 23(2) enables the Minister to impose conditions
of approval on auditors.

The rest of this clause provides for the content of agree-
ments entered into by an auditor and the Minister. It
provides for the Minister’'s powers in respect of the vari-
ation or termination of agreements, the imposition of
further conditions of approval, the variation or revocation
of approval and the withdrawal of approval.

24—Duty of auditorstoreport certain matters

Clause 24 requires an auditor who forms a reasonable
belief that a producer has engaged in conduct creating a
serious risk to the safety of primary produce or conduct
of a prescribed kind to report the producer to the Minister.
Failure to do so is an offence attracting a maximum
penalty of $2 500 or imprisonment for 6 months.
Division 2—Authorised persons

25—Appointment of authorised persons

Clause 25(1) provides for the appointment by the Minister
of authorised persons. Clause 25(3) enables agreements
to be made in respect of the exercise by employees or
agents of the Commonwealth or a local government
authority of the powers and functions of an authorised
person.

26—I dentification of authorised persons

Clause 26 requires authorised persons to carry iden-
tification and to produce it on request.

27—General power s of authorised persons

Clause 27 sets out the general powers of authorised
persons to administer and enforce the Act and regulations.
They may not break into a place or vehicle without a
warrant.

28—Provisionsrelating to seizure

Clause 28 provides for the issuing of seizure orders and
also sets out how an authorised person is to deal with
things seized by the person.

29—O0ffenceto hinder etc authorised persons

Clause 29 makes it an offence to hinder or obstruct, use
offensive language to, refuse or fail to comply with a

requirement of, or answer a question asked by, an
authorised person or a person assisting an authorised
person attracting a maximum penalty of $5 000. Assault-
ing such persons is an offence carrying a maximum
penalty of $10 000 or imprisonment for 2 years.
30—Self-incrimination

Clause 30 provides that any answer, copy of a document
or information required and given under Part 4 Division
2 that would tend to incriminate the person or make the
person liable to a penalty, must nevertheless be given, but
the answer or document or information is inadmissible in
evidence against the person in proceedings other than in
proceedings relating to the making of a false or mislead-
ing statement or declaration.

Division 3—Compliance orders

31—Power to require compliance with legidative
requirements

Clause 31 enables authorised persons to issue notices of
compliance to producers suspected of contravening
requirements of the Actincluding conditions of accredita-
tion and requirements of a food safety scheme or ap-
proved food safety arrangement.

32—O0ffence of contravening compliance order

Clause 32 makes contravention by a producer of a
requirement or prohibition under a notice of compliance
an offence attracting a maximum penalty of $20 000.
Part 5—Review and Appeal

33—Review by Minister

Clause 33 provides a right of appeal to persons whose
interests are affected by a decision under Part 3 or Part 4
Division 3. The appeal is directed to the Minister.
34—Appeal to District Court

Clause 34 provides that persons not satisfied with the
decision of the Minister under clause 33 may appeal to the
Administrative and Disciplinary Division of the District
Court. Clause 34(3) requires the Minister to provide
reasons for the decision if so required by the applicant for
the review.

Part 6—M iscellaneous

35—Exemptions

Clause 35 gives the Minister the power to issue exemp-
tions to persons from compliance with the Act, individu-
ally or by class, by notice in the Gazette.

36—Delegation by Minister

Clause 36 gives the Minister the power to delegate
functions or powers (except a function or power pre-
scribed by regulation) to a body or person.
37—Immunity from personal liability

Clause 37 provides for immunity to members of accredi-
tation bodies, authorised persons or any other persons en-
gaged in the administration of the Act.

38—False or misleading statements

Clause 38 prohibits the making of false or misleading
statements and imposes a maximum penalty of $10 000
or imprisonment for 2 years for statements made that
were known to be false or misleading, and $5 000 for
those not so known.

39—Statutory declaration

Clause 39 enables the Minister or an accreditation body
to require information required under or by the Act to be
verified by statutory declaration.

40—Confidentiality

Clause 40 prohibits the divulging of information obtained
in the administration of the Act relating to business
processes or financial information except under certain
circumstances. Contravention of this clause is an offence
attracting a maximum penalty of $10 000.

41—Giving of notice

Clause 41 provides for the methods of giving notice under
the Act.

42—Evidence

Clause 42 provides evidentiary assistance for the prosecu-
tion of offences under the Act.

43—General defence

Clause 43 provides for a defence to a charge of any
offence against the Act of taking reasonable care to avoid
the commission of the offence.

44—O0Offences by bodies corporate
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Clause 44 provides that, if a body corporate is guilty of must do so within the constraints imposed under section 92
an offence, then each director and the manager of thgf the Constitution (National and TransTasman Mutual
body corporate are also guilty. Recognition Laws and National Competition Policy).
45—Continuing offences A ¢ de in West Australia on 22 March
Clause 45 provides for an additional penalty of one-fifth *NNounNcements made In vestern Australia o arch,
of the maximum penalty for an offence for each day thatTasmania on 23 March and Victoria on 25 March are

the offence continues. consistent with the Australian government'’s state/territory
46—Regulations _ _ arrangements and do not alter Australia’s approach to GM
Clause 46 sets out the regulation-making powers. '“products
addition to other powers, there is the power to make . ith this. th h L
regulations incorporating standards or codes. _Consistent with this, the approach we are suggesting in
Schedule 1—Rdlated amendments, repealsand transi- ~ this state is consistent with section 92 and, importantly,
tional provisions _ reflects the recommendations of the select committee, which
Part 1 (clause 1) of Schedule 1 is formal. focused on co-existence and risk management as the key

Part 2 (clause 2) of Schedule 1 makes a consequential amen, ; ; ;
ment to thePrevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1985, replacing a Q[emepts of E(I:I reSpgnSLble pOII(l:)y. I .Cha#edh that sl\(/la.l?%t
reference to thileat Hygiene Act 1994 with a reference to this Bill. Committee and, no doubt, members in this house Mitc

Part 3 (clause 3) of Schedule 1 repeals Bairy Industry ~ Williams, John Rau, Hon. Dean Brown and Lyn Breuer will

Act 1992 and theMeat Hygiene Act 1994. N separately comment on this issue. | believe that our balanced
(F;?rt 4 oLf1 S°he-3”'ef1 ?ﬁnt{?llns transutlonalOlg{ro;(monsc-J " response achieves the objectives of the select committee and
ause 4 provides for the temporary accreditation under the ne e hill i ; ;
system of persons licensed under fary Industry Act 1992 or ‘gﬁat this E”It’ if agreed, will ﬁu;[ Irri]sEIav(\:/ﬁhziin r??gagigggtr
accredited under thideat Hygiene Act 1994. ramework 10 manage marke

Clause 5 provides that the regulations establishing a food safe§nvironment determined by the Office of the Gene Tech-
scheme for the production of dairy produce may provide for thenology Regulator.

continuation of the Dairy Authority of South Australia established  \yjith th mments. | k leave to have the remainder
under theDairy Industry Act 1992 as the accreditation body. Because th those co ents, | see

a body corporate is, through a regulation under clause 5(a) taken R)f my second Feaf,“”g explanation inserted Hiansard
be the same body corporate as the Dairy Authority of Souttithout my reading it.
Australia, the staff of the body are unaffected by the legislationin  MrsREDMOND: | am sorry, Mr Deputy Speaker, but |

respect of their employment. think that we are back at the point that | thought we were at
. earlier.

Mr HAMILTON-SMITH secured the adjournment of the 1o DEPUTY SPEAKER: Can | clarify the situation. |
debate. think that there might be some misunderstanding. As |
understand it, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
negotiated a position with the minister responsible for
government business that what will happen is that this matter

: clat : - will, in effect, be adjourned shortly. It will require suspen-
timl;%ecewed from the Legislative Council and read a ﬂrStsion, so that there will not be a full-blown debate, if that is

- : what the member for Heysen is worried about.
Fo(lihgnkéogi.sﬁé;]iel\ﬁ/l).clli\é]V;Ne.(Mlnlster for Agriculture, MrsREDMOND: My concern is that, according to
T ’ ) . today’s Notice Paper, all of the debate will occur this

That this bill be now read a second time. evening.
Under the National Gene Technology Regulator Scheme, TheDEPUTY SPEAKER: It will not occur immediately.
agreed between state and territory governments and ths | understand it, the matter has been negotiated between the
Australian government, the commonwealth Gene Technolog@eputy Leader of the Opposition and the minister, or the
Act 2000 and mirroring legislation in states and territories,minister responsible for government business. The matter will
the assessment of risk posed by genetically modifieghot, therefore, be debated immediately. There needs to be a
organisms (GMOs) to human health and safety in th&uspension to deal with this because, obviously, it is con-
environment are determined by the Gene Technologgidered to be a matter of urgency. If leave is not granted the
Regulator, Dr Sue Meek. Dr Meek’s assessment is based aninister must read his whole speech.
science and includes expert advice and public consultation. MrsREDMOND: | will defer to those arrangements that
Her decisions apply nationally. Last year, she approved twhave been made, but with the comment that | find it most
licences for the commercial production of geneticallyunsatisfactory that, on the couple of occasions it has occurred
modified canola. She has also previously approved commein this house, members may be asked to debate a matter
cial production for GM carnations and GM cotton. This is aforthwith, virtually. | happen to have dinner guests tonight,
particularly important point to make, because what we aréor instance, so | will not be able to read the second reading
dealing with in this house later today relates only to licencegxplanation during our dinner break—
that have already been issued by the Regulator based onthe The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
commonwealth Gene Technology Act 2000. member cannot make a speech. If the honourable member

The bans on moratoriums in place in New South Walesgoes not grant leave the minister must read his whole speech.
Western Australia, Victoria, Tasmania, the ACT, possibly the  MrsREDMOND: In the interests of the arrangements
Northern Territory and, depending on the outcome of debatthat have been made, without notice to any of the members,
here later, in South Australia, relate to concerns that expottwill defer to those arrangements.
markets may be adversely affected if GM crops are grown TheHon. R.J. McEWEN: | am not protesting. Out of
commercially. They are largely in place to manage theespect to the house, if the honourable member wishes, | will
commercial introduction of GM canola in an orderly fashioncontinue.
and are time-limited. The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! | make the point,

States retain the constitutional right to manage market riskgain, that it is not the chair’'s responsibility: it is up to the
posed by gene technology and, should they elect to so aatarious parties involved in the house to ensure that all their

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS
MANAGEMENT BILL
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members are aware of the negotiated arrangements. | takeaiid the recommendation of the GM Crop Advisory Committee, the
that the member for Heysen is not objecting to leave beingstablishment of which is also provided for in the Bill.

granted for the minister to insert the rest of his speech without, This independently chaired Committee will mainly be comprised
his reading it? of supply chain experts and will be required to provide advice to the

. Minister on matters relating to the declaration of areas and the
MrsREDMOND: No, sir. prescription of GM crops. The composition and perceived neutrality
Leave granted.

of this Committee was a major area of public comment.
S , . The Bill pursues the Select Committee’s position that this is an

The bill will give effect to the Government's commitment t0 oy et committee and not a representative one. However, the public’s
ensure that genetically modified crops are regulated in SOUt6omments will be taken into account in the final composition of the
Australia. This is necessary to protect existing and future markets ok o mittee
farm produce until supply systems are developed 1o provide the "o BiII. rovides a mechanism (section 6) for Ministerial
necessary segregation and identify preservation of crops. fexemption top be made to permit Iimit(ed scale c)ultivation of GM

The Bill implements the key recommendations of the Report ofcrqhs'in specific circumstances, and with the imposition of specific
the Select Committee on Genetically Modified Organisms tabled ik ongitions. This will ensure that the cultivation is contained and kept
the House in June 2003. The Bill addresses negative market impag Smpletely separate from the production and supply chains of
that could arise as a result of inadequate segregation and identity, \ventional produce. This mechanism is intended to apply to
preservation along the production and supply chain. research and developr'nent trials.
__The Governments legislative strategy is shaped by 3 other the Bl provides for the appointment of inspectors to enable
important factors. monitoring and compliance to be undertaken. They will have powers

Firstly, this legislation needed to be consistent with i take certain actions in relation to preventing spread or contamina-
the Gene Technology Act 2000 of the Commonwealth.  tjon by GM crop materials. P gsp

Section 109 of the Commonwealth Constitution renders 1o Bill, while giving Government the regulatory power to

invalid and inoperhative any State "'I’“A’Ito the extent that itagiapish declared zones for various marketing purposes, does not
Is inconsistent with a Commonwealth law. Some care wagpeifically address the special cases of Kangaroo Island and Eyre
needed in ensuring that this Bill worked in harmony with paninsula,
g‘tggznﬁ)-raec?ggl?g%rgta%%o%g]vg?séggﬁgﬁgfr all The Select Committee recommended that these 2 areas had a

0 ag : P L ogy greater chance of establishing themselves as GM free areas through
(Recognition of Designated Areas) Principle 2003 so that a process of self-determination
;Paemsc-:‘tv?/toerlia\'/rvhcig gﬂn%?ﬁ[eaé%gmg : gfgt?gr?;fﬁ,gﬁbatﬁg Itis the Government'’s intention to introduce Regulations under

) p P 9USline Bill's Transitional Provisions to prohibit the cultivation of GM

2003. ; ; ; ;
I . ..food crops in both these areas due to potential market impacts. This
Secondly, the legislation needed to be consistent with, " novide a 3 year window of opportunity to undertake this

trading obligations under the World Trade Organisationyaoarmination
i‘gezhgilgﬁatl?’oa;l;/rlers to Trade Agreement to which Australia The Transitional Provisions provide for initial regulations to be
: ’ I . ... made without the need for the otherwise stipulated public consulta-
Natmg]llléoﬁ%éﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁﬂciﬁgged to be compliant with on process and examination by the GM Crop Advisory Committee.
The Genetically Modified Crops Manag t Bill 2004 is the Thgr;'ransmonal Provisions in this instance may apply for up to 3
result of extensive consultation, at the Select Committee stage an§ T

: : h'e Bill also proposes that a review of the Act be completed
igﬁgﬁﬂ:ﬁgﬂy iwhl(\algvz n?kr)zfrtllgé ctgﬁquely 2’8331‘2%% a;gg%%e ;ﬂr ithin 3 years. The 3 year time frame has been chosen to provide the

organisations responded to the consultation process on the draft B Pportynl
with a total of 142 separate submissions.

The Bill has the primary purpose of permitting the regulation of
genetically modified food crops, in order to prevent adverse market
outcomes that may otherwise occur from the unregulated introduc-
tion of GM crops into the State’s agricultural production systems. In
accordance with the Commonwealth/State regulatory framework, the
Bill's purpose is not to regulate GM crops for reasons of human or
environmental safety or as foods for human consumption.

The Bill provides the power to make Regulations that establish
defined areas in which the cultivation of GM crops may be regulated
to achieve market outcomes clearly related to product integrity.

ty to understand and respond to 2 significant events:

The CommonwealtiBene Technol ogy Act 2000 will have
been reviewed during 2005/2006 and implications of any
changes to the national regulatory framework, including
the potential for changes to the scope of the Regulator’'s
licensing powers, will have become known.

The NSWGene Technology (GM Moratorium) Act 2003
expires on 3 March 2006 and the implications of a
potentially unregulated GM grain production in the major
grain producing state will also be understood and may
need to be accommodated in changes to SA's Legislation.

A matter widely raised by farmers and advocacy groups through

the consultation process was the legal liability issues that might arise
as a consequence of the cultivation of GM crops and the entry of GM
products into the supply chain. Some protection is proposed for
- N - growers of non-GM crops regarding any legal risk of infringing a
prohibit the cultivation of GM food crops within a zone, Soyth Australian law through the inadvertent and unauthorised
exceDthQS}' r;]rescrlll_oed_ CFOPfS Wthhl;“ZYGbﬁ grown; th' cultivation of any GM seeds present in non-GM seed. The Bill now
prohibit the cultivation of prescribe crops within a jncjudes a section which provides some immunity from legal action.

The Regulations may—
prohibit the cultivation of GM food crops within a zone;
or

zone, but permit non-prescribed GM crops to be cultivated;
or

prohibit the cultivation of a prescribed GM crop in any
place other than a specified zone.

The Bill will only apply to the cultivation of "food" crops. This
refers specifically to the cultivation of those crops consumed directly
by humans (such as grains or oils, and crops) and includes pastures
that are consumed by livestock, the products of which are then
subsequently consumed by humans. This restriction is fully
consistent with the objective of preventing adverse market impacts
and also provides a measure of consistency across jurisdictions (for
example, the NSW legislation applies only to food crops). The
legislation does not apply to non-food crops such as ornamental
flowers.

The Bill provides a mechanism (section 5) for granting blanket
approval by Ministerial Notice to cultivate a prescribed GM crop (or
class of crop), but only under stringent conditions enabling
coexistence with non-GM crops to be maintained. Decisions to
prescribe GM crops must be based on extensive public consultation

| commend the Bill to the House.

EXPLANATION OF CLAUSES

Part 1—Preliminary

1—Short title

2—Commencement

These clauses are formal.

3—Interpretation

This clause sets out definitions of words and phrases for the
purposes of this measure. In particulaitivate, in relation

to a genetically modified food crop, includes—

(a) to breed, germinate, propagate, grow, raise, culture,
harvest or collect plants, or plant material, for, or as part
of, that crop;

(b) to spread, disseminate, deal with or dispose of any
plant or plant material that has formed part of that crop;
(c) to undertake any other activity brought within the
ambit of this definition by the regulations,

but does not include—
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(d) the use of a product derived from a crop as feed in
prescribed circumstances; or
(e) any other activity excluded from the ambit of this
definition by the regulations.
A food crop means a crop which, or any part or product of
which, may be used—
(a) for human consumption; or
(b) for livestock consumption,
whether or not after processing (and including as an ingredi-
ent for human consumption or livestock consumption).
A genetically modified food crop means a food crop that
consists of or includes plants—
(a) that are genetically modified organisms; or
(b) that are derived or produced from genetically modified
organisms; or
(c) that have inherited from other plants particular traits
that occurred in those other plants because of gene
technology.
A number of other definitions, such as the definitions of
genetically modified organism or GMO, gene technology
andGMO licence have the same meanings as in Gee
Technology Act 2001.
4—Declared thresholds
The Minister may, by notice published in the Gazette, declare
athreshold relating to the presence of GMO in crops and, by
further notice, vary or revoke such a declaration.
Part 2—Preservation of identity of crops
5—Designation of areas
Subclause (1) provides that the Governor may, by regula-
tion—
(a) designate an area of the State as an area in which
genetically modified food crops of a specified class may
not be cultivated or where no genetically modified food
crops at all may be cultivated,;
(b) designate an area of the State as an area in which a
genetically modified food crop may not be cultivated
ulnless itis a genetically modified food crop of a specified
class;
(c) designate an area of the State as the only part of the
State in which genetically modified food crops of a
specified class may be cultivated.
The Governor must not make such a regulation except on the
recommendation of the Minister who must follow certain
procedures (such as public consultation) before making any
such recommendation.
If the Governor has designated an area under subclause (1)(b)
or (c), the entitlement of a person to cultivate a genetically
modified food crop within the area (as provided by the
relevant regulation) is subject to the requirement that the
cultivation must be within the ambit of a declaration of the
Minister (and cultivation must not occur unless or until this
requirement is satisfied).
The Minister may in relation to a specified class of genetical-
ly modified food crop, by notice published in the Gazette,
make a declaration if the Minister is satisfied—
(a) that appropriate and effective systems have been
developed to ensure the segregation of any genetically
modified food crop of that class, or of any GM related
material, from other crops, materials, products or things
in order to preserve the identity of those other crops,
materials, products or things; and
(b) that persons involved in the cultivation of a genetical-
ly modified food crop of that class, or in any process
associated with such a crop or with any GM related
material, can reasonably be expected to comply with the
systems contemplated under paragraph (a); and
(c) that an assessment has been undertaken of the likely
impact (if any) that the cultivation of crops of that class
within the relevant designated area will have on relevant
markets (including markets for other forms of crops,
materials, products or things) and that, in the circum-
stances, it is reasonable for cultivation of crops of that
class to proceed in that designated area.
The Minister must before making a recommendation or a
declaration under this clause consult with the Advisory
Committee and take into account any advice provided by the
Advisory Committee in relation to the matter.
The Governor may, by regulation—

(a) designate criteria that the Advisory Committee must
take into account for the purposes of giving advice to the
Minister under this clause;
(b) prescribe requirements that must be complied with if
a person is involved in the cultivation of a genetically
modified food crop or in any process associated with any
such crop or with any GM related material.
A person is guilty of an offence if—
(a) the person cultivates a crop in contravention of
subclause (1) or (4); or
(b) the person contravenes, or fails to comply with, a
requirement under subclause (11),
the maximum penalty for which is $200 000.
6—Exemptions
The Minister may, by notice published in the Gazette, confer
exemptions from the operation of clause 5 for limited scale
cultivation, which may be subject to conditions.
A person is guilty of an offence if the person contravenes, or
fails to comply with, a condition of an exemption under this
clause, the maximum penalty for which is $200 000.
7—Related matters
The Minister may, before taking any action under this
proposed Part seek advice or submissions from any person
or body or take such other action or initiate such other
investigations as the Minister thinks fit.
The regulations may prescribe fees or charges in relation to
the assessment of applications, proposals or submissions
furnished or made to the Minister with respect to the taking
of any action (whether by the Governor or the Minister) under
this Part.
The Minister may require that any application, proposal or
submission made for the purposes of this Part be made in a
manner and form determined by the Minister.
Part 3—Administration
Division 1—GM Crop Advisory Committee
8—Establishment The of Advisory Committee
Itis proposed to establish the GM Advisory Committee (the
Committee.)
9—M ember ship of Advisory Committee
The Committee is to consist of between 9 and 11 members
appointed by the Governor.
10—Termsand conditions of member ship
11—Remuneration
Clauses 10 and 11 contain the usual provisions relating to
terms and conditions of membership and remuneration etc.
12—Disclosure of interest
This clause provides that members of the Committee must
disclose to the relevant Minister full and accurate details in
writing of any interest in a matter under consideration of the
Committee.
13—Validity of acts
An act or proceeding of the Advisory Committee is not
invalid by reason only of a vacancy in its membership or a
defect in the appointment of a member.
14—Procedures
This is the usual clause providing for committee procedures.
15—Expert and other assistance
The Committee may seek expert or other advice in connec-
tion with the performance of its functions.
Division 2—I nspector s and power s of inspection
16—Appointment of inspectors
The Minister may appoint persons to be inspectors for the
purposes of this Act.
17—Power s of inspectorsand related matters
This measure is to be read as if Part 11 Divisions 3 to 5
(inclusive) and 7 to 11 (inclusive) of th@ene Technology
Act 2001 were incorporated into this measure, subject to any
modifications, additions or exclusions prescribed by regula-
tion, together with any definitions contained in t@ene
Technology Act 2001 of terms used in those provisions.
Part 4—M iscellaneous
18—Ordersfor destruction of cropsor material
The Minister may, by instrument in writing—
(a) order the destruction of a crop if the Minister is
satisfied that the crop has been cultivated or dealt with in
contravention of this measure;
(b) order the destruction of any GM related material if the
Minister is satisfied that the material has been produced,
used or dealt with in contravention of this measure, or is
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associated with any crop that has been cultivated or dealt A review of this measure must be undertaken within 3 years
with in contravention of this measure. of its commencement and a report on the review be laid
19—Power of delegation before Parliament.
The Minister may delegate to a body or person (including a Schedule 1—Transitional provisions

person for the time being holding or acting in a specified  The Schedule provides for transitional matters consequent on the
office or position) a function or power of the Minister under passage of this measure.

this measure.

20—False or misleading information i ;

Itis an offence (attracting a maximum penalty of $10 000) if = 'I;jhe '302-'5}3‘]5 M ?IIEWEN_ (Minister for Agriculture,

a person fumishes information for the purposes of this00d and Fisheries): | move:

measure that is false or misleading in a material particular.  That standing orders be so far suspended as to enable this bill to
21—Proceedings for offences pass through all stages without delay.

Proceedings for an offence against this Act may only be o . .
commenced by the Minister, the Chief Executive of the The DEPUTY SPEAKER: | just clarify that, if that

Department, an inspector or a person acting under thénotion is carried, the matter will be dealt with later.
authority of the Minister. | have counted the house and, as an absolute majority of

22—Offences by bodies corporate the whole number of members of the house is not present,
If a body corporate commits an offence, each memberofth% the bell
governing body, and the manager, of the body corporate ar! ng the bells. o

guilty of an offence and liable to the same penalty as is An absolute majority of the whole number of members
prescribed for the principal offence unless itis proved that theheing present:

principal offence did not result from failure on his or her part Moti ied

to take reasonable and practicable measures to prevent the otion carried.
commission of the offence. )
A person may be prosecuted and convicted of an offence  TheHon. D.C. KOTZ secured the adjournment of the
under this section whether or not the body corporate has beetiepate.

prosecuted or convicted of the offence committed by the body

corporate.

23—Continuing offence PUBLIC FINANCE AND AUDIT (HONESTY AND
This clause provides for a continuing penalty to be incurred ACCOUNTABILITY IN GOVERNMENT)
in relation to a continuing offence against this measure. AMENDMENT BILL

24—Orderson conviction for an offence
This clause provides for the orders that a court can make The Legislative Council agreed to the bill with the

against a person who is convicted for an offence against thig yangments indicated in the following schedule, to which
measure that are in addition to the imposition of a penalty for . - ; !
the offence. amendments the Legislative Council desires the concurrence

25—Evidentiary provision of the House of Assembly:
This clause provides that, in any proceedings, a certificate No_ 1. Page 5, line 13 (clause 6)—Leave out ‘14’ and insert:

executed by the Minister as to certain events will be proof of 10

Lk(l)(—:;“Tae:;t.ers so certified in the absence of any proof to the No. 2. Page 5 (clause 6)—After line 21 insert the following:

26— mmunity from liability (ba) information relating to any situation where assump-
This provides for immunity from liability for actions taken tions made by the Under-Treasurer conflict with a

under this measure in the administration of this measure if decision _me;dg Pyﬂt]heUCgbin_lgt or the Treasurer and
they are done (or omitted to be done) in good faith. Any communicated to the Under- freasurer;

liability instead attaches to the Crown. (baa) in relation to the assumptions about public sector
27—Special protection from liability for the spread of wage settlement costs for the current financial year
genetically modified plant material and the following three financial years—information
[f— about any differences between the assumptions used
. - s and those already agreed by the Cabinet and the
l(;\r)](%egﬁémally modified plant material is present on any reasons for those differences:

(bb) a full reconciliation of any differences between the
estimates in the report and the estimates that appeared
in the last State budget dfid-Year Budget Review
(whichever is the more recent), and an explanation as
to those differences;

No. 3. Page 6, line 17 (clause 6)—Leave out ‘seven’ and insert:

5

(b) the existence of the material on the land is attributable
to the spread, dissemination or persistence of the material;
and

(c) the original introduction of such material to the land
was not knowingly undertaken by or on behalf of any
person who is, or who has been, an owner or occupier of

the land,
then no action may be brought in a South Australian courtor  No. 4. Page 6 (clause 6)—After line 20 insert the following:
under South Australian law against a person who is an owner (9) The Under-Treasurer must, on the day immediately
or occupier of the land on account of the fact— following the release of a pre-election update report under this
(d) that the material is present on the land; or section, make himself or herself available to meet for a period of
(e) that the person has dealt with the material. up to two hours, at a mutually agreed time and place, with each
That does not apply if the relevant court is satisfied— of the following persons in order to discuss, and answer questions
(a) that a person who is an owner or occupier of the I refation to, the report:
relevant land has deliberately dealt with a crop knowing (a) The Treasurer: ) ) )
that genetically modified plant material was present in (b) a person who is, or who immediately before the issue of
order to gain a commercial benefit; and the writs was, a Member of Parliament, nominated by the
(b) that, in the interests of justice, another person’s rights Leader of the Opposition.
with respect to that material should be recognised or
Thiglgtateucégdéxtends to any case where genetically modifietgI OTOR VEHICLES (SUSPENSION OF L | CENCES
plant material was present on land before the commencemen FMEDICALLY UNFIT DRIVERS) AMENDMENT

of this Act. BILL

28—Regulations o . L
Regulations may be made for the purposes of this measure. The Legislative Council agreed to the bill without any
29—Review of Act amendment.
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ADELAIDE WOMEN’S PRISON one occasion (it might have been a year or so ago) | attended
a meeting with the opposition caucus committee or party

TheHon. J.D. HILL (Minister for Environment and  committee that deals with these issues and talked through the
Conservation): | lay on the table a copy of a ministerial matters with them in a general sense. | cannot think of any
statement relating to the Adelaide Women’s Prison madether piece of legislation which has been consulted over as
earlier today in another place by my colleague the Ministemuch as this particular piece of legislation. It has received

for Correctional Services. very thorough consultation, and the word | get from the
stakeholders is that it is time to get on with it; we have talked
NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT BILL it through and they now want to see action.
The members for Davenport and Bright have asked
Adjourned debate on second reading. whether the mining and petroleum industries have been
(Continued from 24 March. Page 1661.) consulted in relation to this bill. | can advise that a briefing

was provided to representatives of the South Australian
TheHon. J.D.HILL (Minister for Environment and ~ Chamber of Mines and Energy (SACOME) and the
Conservation): Last week, when we were engaged in debateystralian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association
on the Natural Resources Management Bill, we had 10 houfs PPEA) on 27 November last year, and a separate briefing
of second reading speeches. Unfortunately, | ran out of tim@as provided to Santos representatives on 20 November
to complete my remarks. | am part-way through concludingg0p3. PIRSA mining and petroleum representatives also
my remarks in relation to the bill. I intend to go through the attended both briefings. PIRSA mining and petroleum sought
issues raised by members opposite during the second readig@nsequential amendments to the Mining and Petroleum Act
debate and address the majority of the concerns that thgytoviding a linkage to the objects and principles of this bill.
raised. Some of the more detailed comments can be cOGACOME, APPEA and Santos were made aware of these
sidered during the committee stage, when | understand grovisions in the bill. It is not surprising that these provisions
number of amendments will be moved. were proposed and have been accepted by the mining and
In my opening remarks | referred to the extensivepetroleum industries, as this actually formalises practice
consultation undertaken on this bill. I thank the member foradopted by PIRSA mining and petroleum to take into account
Davenport for acknowledging this and, indeed, for hisnatural resource management issues when considering mining
contribution by attending at least four forums. | believe heand petroleum developments. It is clear that these industries
recalled only three he had attended. In fact, 28 regionadcknowledge the need to be environmentally conscious, and
forums were convened in 2002 to consider the discussioncongratulate them for that.
paper and to seek comments on the drafting of the bill. Some The member for Davenport has asked whether there was
26 regional forums were convened in 2003 on the draft billpublic consultation on the review of the Water Resources Act.
of these, 15 were convened between July and August 200fhe report into the review of the operations of the Water
on the consultation draft, at which over 600 people attendeResources Act was prepared to fulfil the requirement of
The process attracted a significant contribution from interesisection 159 of that act which required that the minister cause
ed people and bodies. There were 200 submissions receivadeview of the operation of the act to be conducted and a
on the discussion paper and 160 submissions received on thgport on the results of the review to be submitted to the
consultation draft bill, resulting in 1 500 individual com- minister by the end of the 2001-02 financial year. Consulta-
ments. tion on the review was limited to key government agencies,
Some of the issues, of course, were duplicated anthe water resources council and catchment boards. The
suggested specific changes to the bill. All submissions wereview was commenced and substantially completed under
referred to the interim NRM council for consideration, andthe former government. In view of this government’s
there have been ongoing discussions with interested bodi@stention to develop integrated NRM legislation, further
and individuals, particularly the South Australian Farmersconsultation on the review of the Water Resources Act was
Federation and the Local Government Association, as hot considered necessary. It was intended that changes would
mentioned last week. Again, | acknowledge the valuablée incorporated into the water resources provisions of the
contribution that these two groups, amongst others, have hadRM bill and that there would be opportunity for public
in shaping this bill. In fact, | met on many occasions with thereview of recommended changes through the consultation
LGA and SAFF in relation to this legislation. | would say that process on that bill. The changes included in the bill are those
it was a bit frustrating at times for all parties but a goodthat improve the administration of the proposed act and do
process, because | think we reached reasonable consensias change the intent.
about how to proceed. Members opposite have said much about the future
The whole process has resulted in significant improvedirections of NRM legislative reform. It is acknowledged that
ments to the bill before the house. The forums were welthe current bill only incorporates three pieces of legislation.
advertised and were held regionally to ensure that thosé/hether or not other natural resource management legislation
interested had the opportunity to attend. Information has alsshould be linked in a different way or incorporated into this
been made available across the internet. | am unable, &mislation will be the subject of a formal review involving
requested by the member for Davenport, to provide detailegublic consultation as part of phase two of the reform
statistics on the background of people who attended, althougirocess. Stakeholders are well aware of this, because it has
lists of names were taken. However, | am aware that &#een putto them on many occasions over the last 18 months
number of land-holders did attend the forums, either in theior so. Any changes to legislation proposed through that
own right or as members of existing boards. Indeed, irreview will be subject to parliamentary process.
addition to those processes of consultation, the opposition Other natural resource management legislation that will
received two formal briefings on the bill, the first on be considered during the review process will include native
23 August last year and the second on 27 February 2004. Qmegetation, coast protection, South-East drainage, pastoral
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land management and the Dog Fence Act. No decision had biodiversity issues. This will particularly be achieved
been made as to how any of those areas might be includethrough the planning process. In addition, the government is
Certainly, in the area of native vegetation, we are contemplatommitted to the policy of nature links, which is the appropri-
ing how the regulations under the Native Vegetation Actate linking of protected areas through the reserve system in
could be made specific to the eight regions that are set upouth Australia with private land-holdings.

under the NRM legislation, so what may be appropriate in  We would expect that over a five year planning cycle local
one region may not necessarily be appropriate in anothdroards would develop integrated natural resource manage-
region, and we need more fine tuning of the native vegetatioment plans which include plans for biodiversity protection
regulations. | think that is something we should work on withand will facilitate the connections between both public and
some alacrity. private lands.

The government is committed to this review, and it is The member for Davenport has asked for information on
expected that this will be completed by the end of the 2006the status of current regional offices and staffing that will be
07 financial year to coincide with the review required by thecontinued into the future. Consultation with the proposed
bill. As members would know, the bill itself includes a regional NRM boards will determine appropriate details on
provision whereby it will be thoroughly reviewed within that regional delivery and staffing, including office location. The
time frame. This was one of the requests that the Farmetsansitional provisions of this bill will ensure that no existing
Federation made to us. We had an intention to review thstaff attached to the current boards will be disadvantaged.
legislation at some stage: they asked that it be done withifthere will be no forced losses of jobs, but it is expected that
that time frame and we were happy to comply with thaton-ground delivery through these staff will improve with
request. Concern has also been expressed that the bill maycreased integration and through larger grouping of staff,
in future, cover marine resources. Natural resources in Soutleducing the time that individuals are currently required to
Australia do include the marine area. Much of the consultaspend on administration. In fact, having talked to a number
tion with the marine sector in the past has focused on thef officers in various categories now, | know that they are
impact of the land on the marine environment. There needsoking forward to the integration process, because it means
to be a better understanding of these linkages and collectibe jobs that they have and the career paths that they will have
work to ensure that we maintain these environments for ouwill be considerably improved.
continued use. However, it is not intended to manage the The member for Davenport also asked how the success of
marine environment under this act. Fisheries, aquaculturehis bill will be determined. The objective measure for the
transport and the environment will still be managed undeminister will be trends in the condition of natural resources,
their separate management acts. | want to make that plaispmething that the State of the Environment Report has
because a suggestion was made during the second readingdicated is declining in many respects. This information as
debate that somehow or other this legislation could be usedell as strategies to arrest and reverse decline will be
to manage fisheries and aquaculture. provided in both the state and regional NRM plans.

This bill allows the state and regional NRM plans to  The development of a monitoring and evaluation frame-
identify at a strategic level the major issues in the marinevork is well advanced as part of the INRM planning process.
area, particularly for the marine terrestrial interactions thaf function of the proposed NRM council is to ensure that
occur. The proposed regional NRM boards would haveNRM issues are considered when reports on the state of the
regulatory control only to the low watermark, but the regionalenvironment are being prepared at the state level, that is,
NRM plans would need to address the terrestrial marinelause 18(1)(e)(iii). The benchmark provided by the 2003
interactions, as do the current catchment water managemestate of the Environment Report for South Australia has
plans. So, it is consistent with the framework we have imoted, amongst other things, generally declining quality of
place already. This model has been established in the Natund@ers, streams and wetlands; long-term increase in dry land
Heritage Trust and the National Action Plan for Salinity andsalinity expected; increasing soil acidity; unsustainable loss
Water Quality. Both those programs are commonwealttof soil and cause for concern regarding introduced species
programs and the INRM plans, which were established jointhand plant diseases, Mundulla yellows and phytophthora. The
with the commonwealth, that have been produced recentlgroposed NRM council and regional NRM boards will also
include marine issues. record their achievements against the state and regional NRM

The member for Davenport asked how this bill relates tglans in their annual reports.
the State Development Act. The bill continues the arrange- | turn now to institutional arrangements. Several members
ments under the current Water Resources Act that providepposite have expressed concern with regard to the objects
that a proposed regional NRM may seek to have naturand principles established by the bill. | can advise that this
resource management outcomes included in a local goversection of the bill was the subject of detailed review and
ment development plan. discussion, and ultimately agreed to by the INRM council,

Revision of these arrangements is part of a major reviewvith the assistance of a subcommittee of the interim NRM
of the Development Act, and changes will be considered asouncil involving the Department of Environment and
part of the consultation currently ongoing on the DraftHeritage, the Department of Water, Land and Biodiversity,
Sustainable Development Bill. In other words, we areConservation and the South Australian Farmers Federation,
maintaining what exists under the Water Resources Act anés well as the national parks council representative on the
through the process of consultation in the Development Billinterim NRM council.
we may make changes to this legislation subsequently. The principles were considered extremely significant by

The member for Davenport also asked how this bill relateshe interim NRM council as providing a guiding framework
to the government’s policy of no species loss. The bill willfor interpreting the legislation. Key stakeholder bodies,
support other state legislation, such as the National Parks aimtluding SAFF, LGA and the Conservation Council of South
Wildlife Act, the Wilderness Protection Act and the Native Australia have supported the objects and principles. This
Vegetation Act in identifying and facilitating the managementunderlines the true consensus nature of this legislation. We
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have worked this very hard with all of what might be  Mr Speaker, you made a comment on, | think, Thursday
considered the competing interests to come up with a parceluring question time about the desirability of ministers being
of legislation reform which has the general support of allresponsible to this house for the operation of those boards. |
those bodies with differing interests. agree; it is essential that the minister of the day can come in
Some concern has also been expressed that the bill comlesre and answer questions and be responsible for the
under the direction of one minister. The member for Daveneperation of those boards. The flip side of that is that the
port has suggested that this will remove the intellectual rigouminister has to have power of direction over those boards as
of debate between several ministers. Integrated decisionmell, because they are instruments of the state, not independ-
making is facilitated through the process provided by the billent entities which operate outside the overall framework of
Cabinet will be involved in a number of processes providedjovernment policy. For example, water boards now operate
by the bill where the Governor's assent is required, and it isvithin the state water plan, and the minister of the day
through that process that that kind of intellectual rigour(myself) currently is responsible to the house and can be
between ministers occurs, as | am sure the member fasked questions about the operation of those boards. Never-
Davenport will recall from his time as a member of cabinet.theless, the government is prepared to consider an amend-
However, it is acknowledged that the consultation with ament to remove such power over proposed regional NRM
range of ministers in relation to aspects of the bill is desir-groups as this would focus any ministerial direction through
able. In fact, a function of the minister is to promote thethe one body.
pursuits of the objects of this act by state and local govern- Some concern is expressed by opposition members with
ment bodies, and this will be achieved by consultation withregard to the size of the regions and regional boundaries.
the appropriate ministers. During the process of consultation with the stakeholders, the
Built into the structure that we are establishing is themajority of people were prepared to work within the boundar-
inclusion at every level of the new arrangements of represeries as currently defined. | made it clear when | was introduc-
tatives of both my departments and also the department of thieg this policy for discussion that one decision | had made
Minister for Agriculture, Food and Fisheries. There will be was that the boundaries would be based on water catchment
a PIRSA representative on each of the boards and, indeed, boundaries, not on some cadastral boundary. | also said we
the state council; and the PIRSA representative has been aould be happy, after the legislation was passed, to have a
the interim council we have established. In addition, thereview of the boundaries but that, if we started talking about
heads of the various departments who have an interest in thilse boundaries at the very beginning, it was highly likely that
area, including PIRSA, have formed a working group andve would not proceed very far at all, because that is some-
have been assisting in the development of this legislation. Wening on which it is very difficult to get a consensus.
have absolutely ensured that the views of PIRSA have been There have also been some comments about the location
included in this process. of boundaries. From the point of view of natural resource
The member for Chaffey has informed me of an amendmanagement, the location of boundaries is appropriately
ment that she is having prepared requiring the minister tbased on catchments, as | said, rather than local government
consult with ministers responsible for other portfolio areasboundaries. In many cases, changing the boundaries raises a
before taking to cabinet proposed amendments for theew set of issues. Consequently, the bill was amended over
proposed NRM council and regional NRM boards. | have noChristmas to allow groups to operate across boundaries where
yet seen that amendment—it has not been filed—but | amecessary. Such a situation would be a group on one side of
supportive of the general intent, and | indicate, subject t@ regional board wanting to work with a group on the other
seeing the amendment, that we will support that propositiorside. They would establish a cross-boundary group. We
I hope that will allay some of the concerns that members havagreed to that through the consultation process. There are a
about only one minister being involved in the process. couple of places where that may turn out to be necessary.
Opposition members have also raised concerns about too The commonwealth has also agreed that these regions will
much power being vested in one minister. The minister isuit the delivery of NHT and NAP funding. | think this is a
responsible for numerous functions under the legislation, asmajor advance, because at the moment in South Australia we
appropriate. The opposition has in fact sought to increase theave state arrangements with state funding. We then have an
minister’'s power in some areas such as the power of averlay of commonwealth boards and approval processes and
proposed regional NRM board to acquire land and arfunding arrangements, all of which cost money and either
oversight of the provision of financial assistance by proposeduplicate or are different from what is happening through
regional NRM boards. | understand that the member fostate and regional boards. We have got agreement from the
Stuart has particular concerns about the power of boards tmmmonwealth that we will have one set of arrangements for
acquire land. While | am comfortable with the currenttheir purposes and our purposes. | believe that will improve
provisions, the government is preparing an amendment to theervice delivery and understanding and goal-setting at a local
bill to give the minister greater control in these areas. | amevel quite dramatically. | think we will be the only state in
happy to see that fall whichever way the committee deterthe commonwealth where that arrangement will be in place.
mines that it ought to fall. Nevertheless, | have made a clear commitment that | am
At the same time, however, the member for Davenport haprepared to review boundaries following the implementation
expressed some concern with regard to the minister’'s powef the legislation, and | have indicated through the forum
of direction over proposed regional NRM boards and groupsprocess that | would give favourable consideration to changes
As members would recall, the boards were established (oriall appropriate parties concur. The bill does not set the
for each of the eight regions), and then groups can beegions; rather, it sets a process for considering the boundar-
established under each of these NRM boards. Clearly, ires.
order to achieve the objectives of the act and the minister's Some members have expressed confusion about the
responsibilities, power of direction over proposed regionaktructure and function of committees that may be set up under
NRM boards is appropriate. the bill. Committees may be set up under the proposed NRM
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Council boards and groups to advise and assist if determined | turn now to operational arrangements. The member for
appropriate by the respective body. So, for example, in th®avenport noted that the owner of land in which a water-
area covering your electorate, Mr Speaker, it may beourse is present must maintain that watercourse in good
appropriate for a committee to be set up which could adviseondition. He is concerned about the impact of this obligation
on branched broomrape. It would be a specialised body théfta proposed regional NRM board or local council uses the
knew a lot about a particular issue which could give advicevatercourse for stormwater management. This provision has
to the board or group in a particular region. Itis notintendeccome across from the Water Resources Act virtually un-
that the committees be operational but support the proposethanged. It is possible for the proposed regional NRM board
NRM Council boards and groups in doing their work. Theto assume responsibility for maintenance and protection of
same arrangements exist under the current acts but few hawater resources if the owner of the land grants an easement
been formed, and | expect that this will continue to be thao the proposed regional NRM board. It would not be
case. appropriate to assign this responsibility to a proposed
The minister may also require the establishment ofegional NRM board unless the proposed regional NRM
committees under regulation if the minister thinks it isboard owned the land or had been granted an easement.
appropriate. For example, at this stage following representa- The member for Davenport was concerned about the
tion from the Aboriginal INRM group on behalf of Abori- reference in clause 132(1)(a)(ii) that relates to the issue of a
ginal people, | have committed to requiring the establishmeniotice to rectify unauthorised activity in relation to provisions
of an Aboriginal advisory committee to the proposed NRMof this bill or a corresponding previous enactment, and he
Council and advisory committees to the proposed regionaisked what these previous acts might be. Previous enactments
NRM boards on Aboriginal issues. are defined in clause 3 as those referred to in schedule 4, part
The member for Davenport sought examples of inconsisi 7, clause 43, namely, the animal and plant, soil conservation
tencies in the currentimplementation of the current acts angnd water resources acts. This facilitates continuity through
asked if they could be solved more simply. The Statutorytransition to carry forward issues which may have been the
Authorities Review Committee of parliament, in its 26th subject of a notice under the previous act but which require
report on the inquiry into animal and plant control boards andurther action.
soil conservation boards, noted in evidence issues relating to The member for Davenport also notes that a licence for

duplication and overlap between NRM authorities that wergyater might restrict the purpose for which water may be used.
impeding efficiency and success in delivering programs. Fothjs provision comes across unchanged from section 29 of
example, in a submission to the committee, Mr Clemihe \Water Resources Act and maintains the same regulatory
Fitzgerald, a farmer from north of Kimba and also a membefegime which ensures that water is allocated appropriately
of local government, the Animal and Plant Control Board andyhen area-based allocations are sought. The purpose of this
the Soil Conservation Board, concluded that the soil consekection is the allocation of water, not to dictate what crops
vation and animal and plant control acts do not work inmay be grown with a certain amount of water. Where an area
COﬂ]UﬂCtIOﬂ with each other. He also said that, in the fund|ng'noves to volumetric measuring, there will be no need at all
relationships between local and state governments, PIRS{\ relate to the type of crop on which the water is used.
and the community, the acts were not compatible. However, pending the establishment of volumetric alloca-
Examples of conflict between the separate aspects @fpns, the area of land and type of crop to be irrigated is used

natural resources management have included such things 2§ a way of determining the amount of water allocated.
weed control on sandhills conflicting with soil conservation

f the crop currently stated on the licence and the proposed
rop. The objective is to have all licences in the prescribed
- : @rea of the state eventually issued with volumetric alloca-
chair of the Eyre Peninsula board, who has told me abOLg/ons, and that is consistent with the State Water Plan which
similar issues in relation to the Water Resources Act ang;»¢ introduced by the member for Unley when he was the

other acts. relevant minister.

OVIQfOsz%erggé(??evﬁggg{ tNeé(,p\)Ar%%;erg fggﬁfé? gfczuti;he The member Davenport has noted that penalties in this bill
P prop 9 P %ave been increased and has questioned the reason for this.

land provided by clause 34 of the bill. The purpose of th'SPenaIties have been updated to better reflect current penalties

clause is to ensure thata proppsed regional NRM board MaY¥ other acts and provisions nationally. For example, it better
enter land in emergency situations, such as flood control an

infrastructure damage maintenance, or to facilitate a ofrl]etﬁ: th:n\;?tluiggvgzt;: ?g c:rlaseedut? d;;:;‘: ggeas?g;fogr';l&'e
investigation as to whether works are needed. Notification P y 9 y

; . ; - ee for overuse of water. In legal proceedings magistrate Mr
the landholder is required. Equivalent powers are avallablg\ R. Newman described the current penalties for the

to local government, for example, with regard to stormwater rgauthorised taking of water as grossly inadequate given the

management. The clause is not about a proposed regio - .
NRM board setting up camp on someone’s land and, in vie@ h value of the water taken. In his remarks on penalty in the
il

of the member for Davenport’s concerns, the government wi ase between the Department of Water, Land, Biodiversity

. . ; : : nd Conservation and Smart, magistrate Newman stated,
introduce an amendment that will clarify this point. mongst other things:

The member for Davenport has suggested, and wad
Concerned7 that NRM groups may not undertake bus|nez It was seen from what has been put to me that if the defendants

L f - ad been in a position to purchase the water they used in the first
activities. In fact, they can, but subject to some oversight b ear, it would have cost them something in the order of $30 000 or

the minister. This oversight will ensure that groups areémore and probably in the second year something like $50 000 or
focused on their formal role of on-ground NRM delivery. more. This is the fee that they have not been required to pay because
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they effectively took the water without allocation. The penaltiesbe sufficient time for consultation with the community about
prescribed by the legislation, given the financial gains that can bghe |evel of levies prior to new or increased NRM levies

made, seem to me to be grossly inadequate. The maximum penakty,: -~ ; ;
for breaching the licence is a $5 000 fine. Deterrence is ve ing introduced. The time frame we have in place now for

important in areas such as this, where unauthorised removal ¢f€ annual levies is such that it just would not happen until
natural resources is involved. those two years have passed.
In other words: you do not have an allocation, you take The member for Davenport and the member for Flinders
$30 000 worth of water, and you pay $5 000. Itis incrediblyhave expressed concern that a plan may be amended by the
unfair on those who are doing the right thing. minister to provide that that part of the levy collected may be

A number of points have been made in relation to theSpent on issues in another region. We talked about that last
appeal processes, including some concern that they avéeek. Itis appropriate for one region to be able to fund works
weaker than that provided in the current legislation. It is noin another region where such works have relevance to natural
the government’s intention that appeal provisions should beesources management in the donor region. However, it was
weaker and the government will consider amendments in thigever the intention of the government to enable a minister to
regard. change a plan to provide for levy-shifting to unrelated works

The member for Davenport asked what effect this bill will in another region. So, to ensure that any theoretical possibility
have on government-owned land. The management & this might occur, the government will introduce an
government-owned land has to be in accordance with the dugmendment to ensure that this may not happen.
of care under the bill, which is consistent with the three The member for Davenport raised a number of issues in
existing acts. As with the statutes this bill would repeal, theelation to the cost of levy collection by local government and
Crown is bound and hence is required to comply with all thene questioned why this bill does not provide for levies to be
statutory duties and regulatory controls which apply under theollected by Revenue SA. A simple and fair cost-recovery
legislation. process is currently being negotiated with the councils

Prior to the adjournment of this debate, | was talking abouthrough the LGA. It is appropriate to reimburse fair costs to
funding for NRM delivery. Much has been said about thelocal government to ensure that an equitable partnership for
levy process and | wanted, at this time, to remind this placeegional NRM is engendered between proposed regional
of statements made by the member for Mawson during thBIRM boards and local government. Local government is
second reading debate on the catchment water managementrently collecting the catchment board levies for minimal
bill on 21 March 1995. He said of that levy: cost. As levy funding is tied to the proposed regional NRM

I do not have any problems with respect to the levy. | believe iP0ard and spent, implementing the regional NRM plan
is not a matter of asking questions like,'l do not pollute: why shouldconsulted on with the regional community, it is considered
I pay?’ The fact is that we are all South Australians, we all have aappropriate to continue with the efficient system of collection
responsibility to this State, and as far as | am concerned each oneB ovided by local government while agreeing to make it
us should be paying that levy. . . .

simpler for local government to recover fair collection costs.

He then 9965 onto say: o At this stage | want to mention something that disturbed
The fact is that the rest of us have an obligation to look after thgne in one of the themes running through the contributions by
environment. a number of members opposite. | do not say that all of them

And again: were in this category, and | refer in particular to comments
_I'not only support this levy but hope that, in time, that these sortsnade by the member for Flinders, but she was not alone in
of initiatives will go a lot further. her comments about the role of public servants in relation to

That is what the member for Mawson had to say some ninthe matters that are before us. The member for Flinders had
years ago. What we are trying to do is advance the procesome fairly harsh things to say, | think, about public servants,
of natural resource management reform. and | will quote briefly from her speech. She said ‘they harass
TheHon. |.F. Evans: It is very selective, minister. the farmers’. She referred to them as the environmental
TheHon. J.D. HILL: Itis the job of the person in debate, constabulary, saying ‘the environmental constabulary expect
isn't it? | understand that the member for Davenport waghe farmer, who has not had the opportunity to receive a
concerned that the NRM bill would take on responsibility for university education’ and ‘no country person would want
storm water management and that this would have a signifdepartment of environment people being in control with more
cantimpact on the raising of levies. | can assure the memb®ower than they now have’. She misunderstands. This has
for Davenport that the bill does not assign full responsibilitynothing to do with the environment department. This is the
for storm water management to a proposed regional NRNPepartment of Water, Land and Biodiversity Conservation,
board. It clarifies that it is part of the role of proposedand a large lump of those people have come out of the
regional NRM boards to include information about actionPrimary industries department, and they are persons who have
plans to address storm water management. Respective roldmary industries backgrounds.
and responsibilities, including funding, will be subject to  The member for Flinders referred to my department ‘who
regional negotiation between proposed regional NRM boardsave no empathy for our farming community’. Then she
and local government, and the state government and locegferred to the ‘heavy-handed, fine first, warn later attitude
government are working closely together to try to get ashown by departmental officers’. She went on to make a
resolution of this issue generally because until now, ofumber of comments. She then referred to ‘all power, no
course, individual local councils have been looking afteresponsibility for either department’. She talked about ‘his
storm water issues and, as we know, storm water does npiassive’—that is me—‘and still growing department of
follow local government boundaries. possibly over 1 000 paid officers’. In fact, the Department of
The member for Davenport noted that new or increasetiVater, Land and Biodiversity has around 450 paid officers
NRM levies would not be introduced until the 2006-07 and a couple of hundred officers currently work in the various
financial year. This is provided for to ensure that there willsoil, animal, plant and pest control and water catchment
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management authorities. | do not know where she got theonsultation on this bill has been extensive. It has been noted
figure of 1 000. She then said: that key stakeholders have supported this bill, and people
Ownership of this bill must go back to the people who are goinginvolved in the current arrangements, particularly the chairs
to pay the levy, particularly those dedicated farming people whonof these groups, have advised me and the opposition that they
I now feel are being stripped of the power over their own destinyyould like the new arrangements to be implemented as soon
which is being handed in some cases to their worst enemies— as possible. The opposition appears to be a lone voice in
presumably meaning the so-called bureaucrats. She talketjecting to the bill.
about being deeply offended by the environmental officers, | have gauged from the debate that some members believe
and so on. There is whole range of negative characterisatiosis bill to be an environment bill, rather than, as it is, one
of public servants in the member’s speech. It is fair enouglhat seeks to ensure the sustainable use of natural resources
for people to criticise individual public servants from time to for both present and future generations. The bill largely
time when they go over the line. All of us do that and that ismaintains the regulatory controls of the three existing pieces
part of the democratic process, but to characterise publigf legislation in relation to soil, water and animal and plant
servants as a class as being the enemy of farmers is absolutgbntrol, with changes to the institutional arrangements to
unfair and unreasonable. facilitate integrated decision making through skills based
Many of these departmental officers who work in regionalcommunity bodies. These bodies will have the responsibility
areas, either from the Department of Water, Land ando develop plans and to determine funding sources to
Biodiversity or the environment department, the regionafacilitate natural resource management. Bringing these people
rangers and so on, are dedicated people who live in thosegether will allow them to share their specialist expertise and
rural communities. They send their children to school in thos&nowledge to develop solutions to NRM issues which
communities and, in some cases, if they did not send them t@cognise the undeniable connections between soil, water and
those schools, the schools would not exist. They buy theipest species management, as well as to provide more efficient
food and their provisions at local shops, they have their carand effective services.
serviced in local service stations and they generally form part A formal role is in place to involve the broader community
of that community. in this decision making, and checks and balances are
Any time that a government attempts to close down or tgprovided, including a review by the Natural Resources
reduce the amount of public servants in a local communityCommittee of parliament, which has a formal role in review-
there are howls of protest from members opposite abothg the levels of levies proposed. Ecologically sustainable
cutbacks in regional communities. The public servants are thdevelopment principles are the basis of this legislation, but
same people who provide support and help to those locahat should be no cause for concern. ESD is the basis of the
communities. They are part of those local communities. Water Resources Act passed in 1997 under a Liberal
know that many of the officers in the Department of Water,government. ESD requires a triple bottom line approach to
Land and Biodiversity Conservation have rural backgroundge taken—that is, economic, social and environmental issues
themselves. They are not city slickers without any knowledgeind outcomes all need to be considered, and none of these
telling people what to do. As | have said before, a substantialbjectives takes precedence.
number of people from within the Department of Water, Land  Reference to ecological integrity and biological diversity
and Biodiversity Conservation are people who, in fact, untilas fundamental considerations in the objectives of this bill
two years ago, were officers within the Department ofdoes not mean that they are the main objectives: it means
Primary Industries. They have great sympathy for ruramerely that these are significant matters that need to be taken
people. into account in decision making. | am sure that the opposition
| find it strange when | consider the remarks of thedoes not believe that we can continue to ignore the signifi-
member for Flinders and compare them to correspondenaance of natural resource degradation issues and not take
that she sent to me in 2003. On 14 April, my office receivedecological integrity and biodiversity outcomes into account

from her a letter which stated: when determining future use of natural resources. Achieving
Dear John, a certain future through sustainable primary industry is about
Re Water Resources Officer. balancing conservation and development—that it is under-

I am very disturbed about rumours that the catchment managestood by all land managers—and that is the approach that this
ment officer’s position is no longer going to be located on Eyrey;| promotes.

Peninsula. This position is held by Mark Sindicic and is located in R . . .
Port Lincoln. However, he covers the whole vast region, as he isthe 1 e NRM bill will establish a supportive and collaborative

sole person with the appropriate qualifications in Eyre Peninsuldnstitutional framework in which all levels of government and
Mark performs an extremely valuable role, as he is the principathe community will be able to work together to achieve a
adviser on water catchment issues. sustainable future. The level of proposed community
On 18 December, she wrote to me again about another matterwolvement and the potential contribution of levy funding
and, on 15 December 2003, she wrote again about this officérom the entire regional community will ensure that there is
on Eyre Peninsula, pleading with me to keep these officersensitivity to the needs of primary producers in the process
in attendance—these officers whom she criticises for beingf negotiation and adaptation that is required to make sure
oppositionist and anti farmer. It does not make sense. | askat South Australia protects its natural resources into the
members opposite to restrain themselves when they refer fature. | again commend this bill to the house and reiterate
public servants. | do not mind their attacking me or thethat the government is prepared to positively review any
government, but | think it is unfair and unreasonable to attackmendments proposed by the opposition that will improve the
public servants in the way that they continually do. bill. On that point, | just indicate that | have had a number of
Many matters have been raised during the debate thatdmendments prepared over the last couple of days.

will not cover now, but they may be considered in more detail | have not signed off on them yet, because I first wish to
in the committee stage. To conclude this part of the debateonsult with the Farmers Federation, the local government
I will summarise some key aspects. It has been agreed thatthority and other key stakeholders. But | am prepared to
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hand a copy of these amendments to the opposition and to tkaying that this piece of legislation is a bit like ‘Frankenlaw’
Independents in this house. | will not table them: | will justin that | think that what is being created is not well under-
pass them over, so that members are aware of some of tkod and the framework through which we are doing it is not
amendments that we are considering. These amendments piekll understood.
up some of the issues that were raised during the second The minister will be accountable not through the legisla-
reading speeches of those opposite. tion but rather through the unfortunate arrangement proposed
Mr Venning: Legislation on the run. in the legislation by regulation. That ought not to be.
TheHon.J.D.HILL: | think it is very unfair of the Parliament ought to, wherever possible, make statute law and
member to say ‘legislation on the run’. | am trying to pick up not leave it to the bureaucracy to advise a minister to make
some of the concerns that he and others have had. They dgav by subordinate authority which really takes over. So, it
fairly technical in their nature. | understand that members ofs a bit like a curate’s egg. It is good in parts, it is well-
the opposition have a number of amendments. It wouldntentioned, but, when it is laid, the hen bird that has laid it
facilitate the debate if they would let me look at their (this parliament) will think it worthy to nurture and encour-
amendments before the debate occurs tomorrow evening 8@€.
I can have officers look at and give some consideration to | believe that the legislation ought to have a sunset
them, and advice to me. If they are able to be supported,provision because | see it as an egg from a cuckoo in the nest
will support them. and, upon being hatched, will appear every bit the desirable
chick, but in no time at all it will set about thrashing the other
The SPEAKER: Given the 22 000 people whom | nestlings around it and throwing them out of the nest—finally
represent, for better or for worse, and as has been the instarieking so much from its parents that they will be unable to
in the past, the remarks that | wish to make are to ensure thaontrol it, at which point of course it will fledge and take off
they understand how | think on the matter and whether or ndt a direction which its surrogate parents never imagined was
they believe that, therefore, to be in accord with what theyikely. That is because of the way in which the authority,
would want. | confess to the house that | was lobbied severgdrovided through the legislation, is so structured.
months ago by a large number of people who, like me, were Too much is left to the discretion of the minister and not
enthusiastic from the outset about the concept behind thignough is left to other people—that is, the citizens at large—
legislation. However, in more recent times | am unable to sajo express their view about the desirability of what is
that they would be as enthusiastic as they were at that timgappening. Indeed, none of the people to be appointed will
if they had the opportunity now to read and to more carefullyoe elected and accountable to those who they will govern,
understand, through the structure of the act, what it might dthose whose practices will be the subject of their scrutiny and
and what its underlying assumptions are, not so much in theetermination as to what is possible and what is not. Already,
direction in which it seeks to obtain control over water, landsome of the forms that | have seen drafted to be used with the
and biodiversity but, more particularly, the bureaucraticauthority of the legislation have disturbed me, hence the
mechanisms of it. reason for my remarks in these terms this evening. | mean no
| would have to say that, in the first instance, | amdisrespect whatever to any honourable member who has put
disturbed that the legislation, unlike any law we have passedn alternative view to that which | express, least of all to the
before, does not ascribe responsibility to a particular ministeiinister who is a man with a commitment to excellence and
other than by regulation. (The member for Schubert willhonourable conduct; but, like any other minister, the minister
acknowledge the fact that, when the Speaker is on his feet, i the day is not the minister forever and, whoever takes over
honourable member should leave the chamber, as some haf role, may have a different view of the way in which the
already done.) Itis my melancholy duty to have to point outPowers provided to the minister are exercised, and that is my
that, whereas Frankenstein was a monster that took contréforry.
of its destiny outside that of its creator, | would see that this | see that there is the means by which the argument will
is not a ‘stein’ but rather a ‘frankenlaw’ in that, in administra- arise, in fairly short order, in the minister’s mind, if not put
tive terms, it disturbs me immensely that the structure that i& him by some of the public servants who work with the
within it might mean that the public service, albeit well legislation, that if it does not say you cannot do it it must
meaning at the time, could take the administration of affairgnean that you can, even though, that, too, is not spelt out.
in a different direction to what any of us, including the Thatis my worry. | think that to be wrong, for parliament to
minister, might imagine at this moment. | will conclude my legislate in such fashion, without putting sunset clauses into

remarks after the dinner adjournment. the legislation to compel the parliament itself to again revisit
the way in which the legislation is working, at regular
[Sitting suspended from 6 to 7.30 p.m] intervals, and reinstate it and bodies created by it as a

deliberate proposition coming from it. If parliament through

The SPEAKER: Prior to the dinner adjournment, as the a sunset clause does not do that then, indeed, this is danger-
member for Hammond, | was making my remarks in a wayous legislation, not so much necessarily because of its impact,
which, without engaging in debate with honourable membergr otherwise, on integrated natural resource management but
set down nonetheless the basis upon which | have viewed theecause of its poor example as a way to go in the future. Itis
legislative change that is proposed in the form we have before wrong direction.
us on the integrated Natural Resources Management Billand | am chastened by the knowledge of what happened in
the manner in which it passed the second reading. | lookative vegetation when | make that remark, and | am saying,
forward to the committee stage. | have made the point thatn conclusion of my remarks, that there are public servants
whereas Frankenstein got away from its creator and did fawho cannot be trusted honourably, and | do not think that it
more damage than its creator had ever imagined, such amimproper for me to mention—indeed, to state—my concern
expression has now been adapted in our contemporagbout it by illustrating through example what | am referring.
language to refer to some things as ‘Frankenfood’. | amn statutory declarations provided to ministers and to



1742 HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY Monday 29 March 2004

government, citizens have said where they have bees a danger that we can get carried away with what often
misrepresented by public servants. In a particular case,dmounts to anti-scientific attitudes and behaviour. | draw

know that a man (the late Dan Mahar) from the far Wesimembers’ attention to the reports that were produced by the
Coast, his wife and their property were very badly dealt withSocial Development Committee, which was chaired by the
by one Craig Whisson who, for his pains and maladministraHon. Caroline Schaefer and which looked at not only the

tion, has been appointed to even higher office than he enjoyegliestion of genetically modified foods but also genetic

at the time he committed those offences mentioned in theimodification in respect of health issues; and those reports
statutory declarations. obviously are available through the parliament.

It is improper for a public servant to forge the signature  What we are seeing today, still on a wide scale, is what |
of any person or a statement of any person, or to change thos®uld call anti-science. One of the questions that was put to
statements above a signature, yet that is what happened. T scientists who were supporting genetic modification and
change the statements above a signature and submit it tayanetic research was, ‘Are you prepared to eat, or have your
government instrumentality, such as a board (and we creafamily eat, the cereals and the other products that have been
many of them through this legislation), and not to disclosénvolved with genetic modification?’ The answer from the
after being challenged about it that it was done, and to denlgighly respected people working at Waite Institute and
that it was done and get away with it and finally be promotedelsewhere was, ‘Yes.’
in consequence almost of having done it, is quite wrong, yet One could say that this bill represents a significant degree
that is what happened. In this legislation we provide evemf caution in an area which is at the forefront of scientific
greater opportunities than the native vegetation legislation iendeavour. We must be careful that we do not get to a point
all its time has provided for such maladministration andwhere we stifle productive research. | do not believe this bill
improper conduct. will do that, but we have to be careful that we do not get into

So, whilst all of us may be reassured by the remarks madéat situation. It was a concern that was raised recently in
by the minister, | repeat, as | said earlier, unfortunately, héVestern Australia, where the government has moved to
will not be the minister forever, and those who come afteiintroduce restrictions on genetically modified crops and other
will have the legislation to administer, and whomever it isprimary products.
that administers the legislation is not stated in the statute but Humans have been manipulating genes in one way or
determined in regulation. Both of those things are wrong. Thanother for a long time. The fact that we have various breeds

cuckoos do take over. of animals and plants is a reflection of that. We hear about
Bill read a second time. people consuming wheat. Wheat as we have it today, | am
In committee. told—and | am not an expert—is nothing like those sources
Clause 1. from which it was derived and bred (pardon the pun). |

TheHon. J.D. HILL: May | make a quick observation remember, quite clearly, that the Social Development
before we start? | will not take the house’s time. | haveCommittee had a presentation from the head of the national
listened to the observations of the Speaker during the secor@docers federation or organisation (I forget the correct title),
reading debate. | did not have a chance to hear what he ha@d | said to them, “Your members, for example, the big
to say before | made my contribution. | will consider the supermarkets, the little supermarkets and other food outlets

issues that he raised and, during the committee stage, | wiiSe terms such as natural, fresh and organic.’ | asked him to
address the concerns that he has also raised. define those terms, but he could not do it. | said, ‘What do
Mr WILLIAMS: | have considered moving an amend-YOU mean by ‘natural’? What is ‘natural'?’ He could not

ment to this clause, but | will desist from doing that. May | define it, yet we hear people talk about natural foods, which
take the opportunity to say that I think the clause does ndg very much a grey area. Indeed, in the advertising of some
reflect the nature of this bill, and | think it would be much Of these things it is quite misleading. | am not trying to be
better if this bill was entitied, by way of short title, ‘The flippant but snake poison is natural, although it is not good
Natural Resources Management and Environmental Fundirf§" you if you receive it at the end of a fang.

Bill' because it would much more reflect what this billisall ~ We must be careful that we do not go down a path of
about. | put on record my feeling about this. | believe this billPeople with red flags in front of motor cars and railway
is more about raising tax to fund so-called environmentagngines and the flat earth society. The reality is that with
works than it is about managing the environmental resourceifience, even though people try to restrict it at times (and |

of the state. am not against having codes of practice and proper proto-
Clause passed. cols), we must be careful .that we do not get to a situation
Progress reported; committee to sit again. where significant groups in the community, often largely
through personal prejudice and emotion, try to restrict the
GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS advancement of science and the increase in productivity by
MANAGEMENT BILL farmers or others.

If members look at the positives of some of the potential

Adjourned debate on second reading (resumed on motiondf genetic modification, they will see that one is fewer weeds
(Continued from page 1734.) and fewer sprays, and farmers getting a bigger return on their
expenditure. The critics say that the big companies such as

TheHon. R.B. SUCH (Fisher): | want to make a brief Monsanto will get a big return. But if you are getting a bigger
contribution. This issue, which is part of the wider issue ofreturn as a farmer, as a result of using someone else’s
genetic modification, is often surrounded by much emotiortechnology, you have to be better off in the financial sense.
and, sometimes, less information and less knowledge than | know there are some risks and that is why protocols are
one would like. | do not profess to be a scientist involved into be put in place. We do not know all the possible outcomes

genetic manipulation of plant or any other material. It isof interbreeding and the possibilities of what might happen
important to put this whole issue into context, because thena relation to native plants and things such as that, but the
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reality is that countries such as China and India are going flatou have a huge element of ignorance relating to what is
out on genetic modification of crops as one way of feedingnvolved in terms of scientific principle and so on then it is
the increasing population of this world. Any science, nonot surprising that people are going to be spooked, and that
matter what it is, can have a potential downside (look ascare or fear factor is going to be very prominent in terms of
nuclear energy—you can use it for generating electricity oinfluencing consumers.
blowing up people) but it also has an upside, and sensible | accept that you have to be careful in the production and
people manage these things. There is a risk in all aspects of the marketing, but | would predict that within 30 or
life and the question is managing the risk so that you do not0 years people will be eating genetically modified, in the
have unnecessary risk or resulting injury and harm to peopleery much influenced techniques that we have today, and
which is unnecessary and not worth the offset. they will not even give it a second thought. There is all this
So, | believe this measure before us is reasonable. | notalk about tomato flavoured fish and so on, which, | am told,
that in an assessment made by someone who is independéné load of nonsense, but the reality is that what is being done
that the bill does not satisfy either the pro- or the anti-GMnow with science is intervening in a more intense way, a
people. | guess that may well suggest that the bill takes more comprehensive way. It is an extension and an indepth
fairly appropriate course of action. It is important that we doapproach to what we have been doing for many years. If you
not allow ignorance to rule the roost but, at the same time, wiok at the cattle or the sheep, the plants that we have, they
need to be careful that we do not allow unnecessary risks tare the result of genetic modification over time, but not in the
individuals and the wider environment. intense or comprehensive way that we can do it now with
The concept of a GM-free zone | think is very difficult, some of the modern techniques.
because you can argue that people have a right to produce | commend the government for this bill. It will have an
crops that are not influenced by genetic modification of thénteresting time when it becomes an act, because, as | said
modern type over and above what has been traditionally dorearlier, it will not satisfy everyone. It never will, but | hope
through plant breeding and animal breeding but, at the santhat in the long run, knowledge and commonsense will
time, you can argue that other people have the right to userevail, rather than fear and ignorance.
GM crops. So, the two essentially are incompatible, in my The ACTING SPEAKER (Hon. G.M. Gunn): The
view, and | am not sure how you can enforce a GM-free zonenember for MacKillop. | take it the member for MacKillop
even in places such as Kangaroo Island, because whatthe lead speaker for the opposition.
happens if farmers on Kangaroo Island want to produce GM
crops? What is the legal consequence of their being denied Mr WILLIAMS (MacKillop): Thank you, Mr Acting
that, just as those who do not want to grow them may wanBpeaker, you have assumed correctly; | am the lead speaker
to exercise their legal right? So, in a sense, it is a no wirior the opposition. In opening my remarks, may | say that, as
situation as | see it. a practising farmer, amongst other things | do grow canola
| stand to be corrected by the minister if | have it wrong,on my farm in the South-East. As this bill is largely about
but | see the notion of GM-free zones as being basically andanola | will declare my interest right from the outset. | also
essentially unworkable. The reality is that, whether peopléndicate that the opposition broadly supports this bill—and
like it or not, they are probably consuming geneticallyl say ‘broadly’ supports the bill. We are disappointed that the
modified food products now. The United States is stronglyill does not do a lot more than has been presented, but one
into genetic madification in certain of its crops such as maizef the things you learn in a place like this is how to count. We
and canola, as are the Canadians, and, as | said earlier, theow what we can achieve and what we cannot achieve. The
Chinese are going flat out to use every aspect of genettaill could be a lot worse, and | hope that the people that this
modification they can come up with. bill will be able to work for will be satisfied with the outcome
| accept that the bill tries to deal with a difficult issue. You that we end up with tonight.
will not get everyone on board. There will be people who will A number of my colleagues have questioned the timing of
not accept genetic modification, no matter what the scientifithis bill and the fact that we are sitting here on a Monday
argument and no matter what evidence is provided becauseyening, which is a little unusual. | certainly support the
at the end of the day, much of the attitude is really in someninister, and if this bill does not get through the house this
ways akin to a religious belief. It is like some of the argu-week it will be some weeks before the parliament can
ments relating to organic foods and, whilst there is meritconsider it and, indeed, we might find ourselves with no
obviously, in much of what is promoted as organic, there areegulations and no control mechanisms whatsoever. | can tell
also some great risks in terms of some of the pathogens thtite house that we had a fairly decent rainfall in the Lower
can be associated with placing manure directly onto certaiBouth-East last evening, and with another rainfall event like
crops—fruits and vegetables and so on—that are eaten liljat over the next few weeks farmers would be able to start
humans. What happened with Nippy’s orange juice was alanting if they wanted to beat the legislation, and we could
classic case of excreta being sprayed onto oranges, athdve GM canola potentially planted in the South-East of the
understand it. | do not know whether it was human or animastate.
waste, but it was sprayed onto the oranges and then got into | understand the minister’s anxiety to get this bill through
the juice system and caused much heartache and cost ttee parliament. It disappoints me that we are pressured for
Nippy’'s and the consumers. time for this and a number of other bills that have been
What | am saying is that | think we have to be carefulfoisted on us in a very short space of time. | suggest that the
about a lot of the labelling, a lot of the emotion and a lot ofgovernment probably knew six or 12 months ago that we
the rhetoric. This is the case if you are living in a societywere going to come up against these time lines and it is a pity
where science has largely been denigrated, because peotiat we were not debating this bill in a more timely fashion
blame the tool, not the person who uses it, and people blanmegeveral months ago. Be that as it may, we will press on
the scientist, not the wider community or those who impletonight and hopefully we will not be here too late in the
ment scientific discovery. If you have a community whereevening. | want briefly to explain the gene technology
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regulatory scheme not only for the benefit of the generaprices to consumers. The next generation of GM crops is likely to
public who might pick ugHansard or the media who might ~offer significant benefits in terms of quality.
pick upHansard and report what we are doing tonight but At the moment, most of the benefits that have been offered
also for the benefit of a number of members, because dre of an agronomic nature. | will come to that more fully
suspect that a number of them do not understand the gerater, but we are talking about the actual production side of
technology regulatory scheme that we have adopted ithese crops. The reality is that all we are talking about today
Australia. It is important that everyone is well aware of whatin Australia are two crops which can potentially be grown in
this bill is about and what it can and cannot do. South Australia and which will be subject to this bill. They
We have a scheme of arrangement between all the statage both canola and generate canola seed or rape seed for the
and territories and the commonwealth government, whiclproduction of canola oil. There is what we call Roundup
scheme of arrangement was developed some years ago, éRéady canola, which has been developed by Monsanto, and
we have a commonwealth piece of legislation called the GeniVigor, which is also a herbicide resistant canola. It is
Technology Act 2000. That piece of legislation was passegesistant to a particular herbicide which is from a different
through the commonwealth parliament three to four yearfamily than Roundup: glyphosate, or Zero, as the home
ago. Amongst other things, this act has established what wgardener probably knows it.
do with regard to this technology, that is, genetic engineering So, we have these two canola plants which have been
technology in Australia. It establishes, amongst other thingsieveloped with herbicide resistance. The agronomic benefit
the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator. | think mostof these plants is that the farmer can plant his crop without
people in the community who have been following thebeing too concerned about weed control prior to sowing. That
GM debate over recent years have probably heard about tizan often be a difficulty, particularly in the more southern and
Office of the Gene Technology Regulator more than anywetter areas of Australia, because traditional tillage methods
other regulatory body or system, because that is the peajan be gazumped by the season. If the season is wet, the
regulator in this country. The functions of the OGTR—andfarmer does not have the opportunity to get good weed
| know the minister talked about Dr Sue Meek being the Geneontrol through those methods and relies on chemicals. If we
Technology Regulator—are to accept applications fomre going to rely on chemicals, surely it would be better to
licences to release GM crops into the environment and tplant the crop and have it emerge along with all the weeds,
assess whether those particular crops, plants, or speciasd then spray it with a particular chemical which will not
(however we might refer to them) comply with that act andharm the crop but which will wipe out all the weeds.
whether they will do no harm if they are released. When I say That is what this technology is based on, and that is
‘do no harm’, it is the function of that body to ensure thatexactly what it does. You can spray Monsanto Roundup
there will be no harm to human health, the human environReady canola with Roundup to get rid of most of the weeds
ment or the environment in general. that appear with the crop. Bayer CropScience uses a different
We have to understand that what we are talking abouthemical, the name of which escapes me at the moment, but
tonight has nothing to do with any impacts of GM technologythat is not important to the debate. This chemical is currently
on those three areas—human health, the human environmegifid and used agriculturally in Australia under the trade name
or the environment in general. They are all taken care of imf Basta. The point | want to make is that we have heard this
another jurisdiction. This parliament has already given awayionsense about developing super weeds which develop
its jurisdiction over those areas, and that is an issue thatresistance to chemicals. The reality is that the canola species
cannot emphasise enough, because | am sure some memhgeg has been developed to take advantage of herbicide
of this house still do not fully understand that system. As aesistance is a broadleaf plant. As a practising farmer, if |
consequence, what we are talking about now is that the stat@ginted to spray out a broadleaf weed, whether it be a brassica
are left with jurisdiction over marketing aspects of (the family to which canola belongs) or any other broadleaf
GMtechnology. There is a lot of opposition to weed, Roundup would not be my chemical of choice. | would
GM technology not only in this community but also through-use a chemical from a different family specifically designed
out the world. As you said, Mr Deputy Speaker, there is a loto eradicate broadleaf weeds.
of misinformation abroad, and | would certainly back up  There is this misconception in the community. They fail
those comments. One should question why so much misinfote understand that different chemicals are used for different
mation is out there, but various people for their own reasong/pes of plants. Canola is a specific type of plant to which we
have chosen to undermine this technology, not unlike theefer in farming parlance as a broadleaf plant. Consequently,
Luddites in England a few hundred years ago. if you want to spray it out you would use a chemical designed
Any new technology, particularly when itis groundbreak-to get rid of broadleaf plants consisting of probably dicamber
ing technology, is always difficult for a community to or one of the amine type of chemicals, which are specifically
embrace, and | am sure that it will be some years before thigesigned to get rid of those weeds. It is a nonsense to suggest
technology is fully accepted by communities across thehat by introducing genes which have resistance to Roundup
world. However, we have to concentrate on the marketingr Basta we will develop super weeds that we cannot control.
effects caused by any entry by South Australia into |refer again to the ABARE report and the conclusions in
GM technology. | will refer to a couple of paragraphs fromchapter 9. | wish to quote extensively from this report
the recent Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resourcéecause it makes some important statements. It states:
Economics (ABARE) study done into genetically modified  niarket premiums for non GM grain are significant indicators of
grains. It is called ‘Genetically Modified Grains—Market the market's acceptance of GM grain crops. If significant premiums
Implications for Australian Grain Growers’ and it is quite a for non-GM grains do not evolve on a wide scale...eventual domina-
substantial document. On page 6 of the executive summarSV?n of the world grain market by GM grains would seem inevitable.
it is stated: In other words, the marketplace will soon tell us, once it is

In the main, the current generation of GM grain crops apparenti@llowed to operate, whether people will indeed buy GM or
offers significant agronomic benefits and, thus, the promise of lowenon GM. The reality is that the Japanese canola market is
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probably the biggest market available to us to assess at tmeultinational company that is behind it and you want to stop
moment. We are told continually that the Japanese do nahat multinational company from deriving profits. It is the
want GM product, but they continue to buy Canadian canolaworld that is going to be the loser if that sort of argument is
Canada is the biggest producer of canola in the world, and tredlowed to prevail.

Japanese buy it irrespective of the fact that there is no |think members need to be well aware that this legislation
distinction in Canada between GM and non GM and that @ only about food crops. We already have at least two other
substantial proportion of their crop is GM. So, when thegenetically modified crops in Australia. One is the blue
Japanese buy Canadian canola, they are buying GM produciarnation and, while | am not a great purchaser of cut flowers,
In fact, they pay more for Canadian canola than they do forunderstand that it is quite widely grown and the community
Australian canola, not because they want to pay a premiurnas had no problem with that. The other one is what we refer
for GM product but because the Canadian canola has a highter as BT cotton, which is cotton that is resistant to a certain
oil content. The Japanese are actually buying the oil in it andnsect and which has dramatically reduced the amount of
if is a few per cent higher in oil content, they will obviously insecticide chemicals that are used in the cotton industry, and
extract more oil from the same tonnage of canola seethere has been no widespread outcry against the use of BT
purchased. cotton in Australia. It is fascinating that people have a

No premium is paid in the world canola market for nondifferent attitude to food crops than they do to other crops,
GM canola. Some people say, ‘Oh, but the Europeans wonliearing in mind that two of the by-products of the cotton
buy GM canola out of Canada.’ That has nothing to do withindustry are cotton seed oil and cotton seed meal—both of
the GMs in it: it is all to do with the fact that the Europeanswhich get into the food chain. Yet, | have never heard anyone
do not need to buy canola. They produce more canola thastomplain about those—and | am absolutely certain that they
they can use domestically, so they choose to utilise their oware used in the food chain in Australia—notwithstanding the
home-grown canola. Again quoting from the report, thefact that BT cotton does not impact in South Australia, or
conclusions in chapter 9 state: certainly is not grown in South Australia.

Much of the issue of market access for GM crops is driven by  GM technology is not just used in modifying plants either.
surveys of consumer attitudes that appear to show fairly widespreabhe CSIRO is currently doing research into using GM
disquiet over GM products. However, these survey results may bgachnology to curb the number of feral animals in this
at odds with how consumers will actually respond to GM €ropeq ntry They are actively involved in research at this very
products in the marketplace. : . - . .

. ) . time into the mouse cytomegalovirus, a genetically manipu-
As | have just said about the Japanese canola experience, {8¢q virus which would induce sterility into the mouse
report goes on: population. The mouse population is not one that readily

Nevertheless, restrictions may prevent GM products from evegomes to mind in the broad community as being a pest
reaching the market. . . species in Australia, but it certainly is to our cereal growers
That s one of the dangers: if we put too many restrictions otfrom time to time. | am sure members will be aware that there
it, we will never know what the market would or would not are a number of other pest species which this sort of tech-
have purchased. The report goes on to refer to the othélology may help us defeat in the not too distant future—
danger, as follows: things like rabbits, foxes and cane toads, etc.—and work is

... or mayload them with so many additional costs through being, and will continue to be, done through the same
compliance with regulations (such as traceability and labellingechnology to try to get on top of those other pest species.
requirements) that they are uncompetitive with conventional |gm getting very close to actually addressing the specifics
produc.ts. ) ) ) __ ofthenhill, but there are a couple of other things | would like
That is, we might build, through this sort of legislation, 1o say. There is one company operating in South Australia—
addltlona| costs into the GM pI’OdUCtIOI‘I SyStemS Wh|Ch Woulcb.nd Wh|Ch has done for a fa|r number Of years_and that |S
make them uncompetitive with conventional crops. That issayer Crop Science, which has a number of trial plots in the
a danger because, if we do that, we will lose the benefitginister's own electorate in the Lower South-East around
which will flow from this technology in the future. The report pount Gambier. This company has been trialing its particular
goes on: herbicide-tolerant canola and it is my understanding that it

Moreover, in a mixed production environment (GM and non- has, in fact, been trialing those crops near Mount Gambier for
GM) the additional costs may extend to conventional products. g |ess than seven years. | am told that, after seven years of
That is another danger, that is, when we move down thgery important trial work building this technology, nothing
regulatory path and talk about ‘identity preservation’, wehas changed as far as the legal situation faced by Bayer Crop
should be talking about not only the preservation so that w&cience. We as a parliament have not been able to progress
can identify what is GM but also the need to identify what isin seven years, and | certainly hope that tonight we will take
not GM. So, as a consequence of regulating to control GM great leap forward.
products, we will indeed increase the cost on non GM The other point | would like to make is that probably just
products. over the last week it has come to our attention that a lot of

As | have already said, | believe the GM debate—echoin@ther states have decided that they are not game to put their
the sentiments you have expressed, sir—is ideologicallyoe in the water, that they want to continue to sit on the
driven in most quarters. People have developed, for onfence—if | can mix my metaphors. They are not game to
reason or another, a position where they are against genembrace this technology. They are not game to look out with
engineering, and | cannot understand why. It disappoints many vision whatsoever.
that one of the big arguments against this technology is the New South Wales has not come to a decision at this stage,
fact that there are a couple of large multinational companiebut | understand that a number of other states have said that
that have been driving the technology. Now, | think that youthey will not go there. I find this very disappointing. After all,
are bereft of any real ideas if the only good argument that yolustralia relies very heavily on agricultural exports and, for
have against GM technology is the fact that it is a largeAustralia not to be at the cutting edge of technology, | find
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disappointing, both as an Australian and as a practisinailure in the Northern Hemisphere, the Millicent district,
farmer. We are competing on world markets with everywhich comprises only a handful of farmers, produced 90 per
agricultural product we produce and the only thing that hagent of the world’s supply of carrot seed. Again, that was not
kept us competitive on those world markets is the fact thatjone by accident: it was done by a group of very dedicated
ever since white man has been in this country, we havéarmers who are very highly skilled—the same skills that are
readily embraced every new piece of technology that hassed in this technology.
come along. | find it pathetic that major exporting states like  When some of these crops are sown, the male and female
Western Australia and Victoria are not able to come up withare planted and, at a certain time of the year, after they have
a system of regulations to allow them to continue to movebeen pollinated, the male plants are destroyed, the female
ahead with this technology. plants are allowed to continue to grow and the seed is

However, this presents huge opportunities for Souttharvested from those. That is the technology, and these
Australia. Suddenly what the other states have done preseritgmers have the knowledge, the equipment, the land, the
an opportunity for South Australia because, even though th@ater and so on, to do this. | think this is a great opportunity
US and Canada have embraced GM technology, being in tifer South Australia to tap into this technology and to take
southern hemisphere we can also be a part of this neadvantage of the position in which we, fortunately, find
technology. If a company like Bayer or Monsanto or anyourselves, whilst the other states have decided that they do
other biotech company wants to be involved in this technot want to go down this track. | do not see this as a negative
nology, and if it can produce a crop in both hemispheres, ifor South Australia. It may be a negative for some of the
can produce two crops a year, so it can double the rate gbmpanies that have already invested in those states and, if
which it can improve the crop. These companies can use Ghhey have to move to South Australia, so be it; however, it is
technology to speed up the process of getting the good thingspositive for us.
that they want to produce in their plant, and then they can use Only last week the Premier opened the Australian Centre
normal plant breeding to expand seed numbers througfor Plant Functional Genomics and hailed the fact that we
normal growing and harvesting of the seed. They can doublgave the Waite Institute (now the Australian Centre for Plant
that if they can produce in both the northern and southerfunctional Genomics), which is a world-class plant breeding
hemispheres. facility. And what is this facility doing? What work is it

These companies want to be operating in the southerinvolved in? Professor Peter Langridge, with whom | spoke
hemisphere. We do not have to be rocket scientists to worlast week and again earlier this week, forwarded to me a
out where they might operate. They can operate in southefsaper which he had written and which gives an overview of
Africa, South America or Australia. They do not have a lotsome of the work that is done at the centre. It states that
of choices, and my understanding is that these companiggientists at the Centre for Plant Functional Genomics:
would much prefer to operate in Australia than elsewhere, for  ,re investigating how plants manage stressful situations, such
obvious reasons: the stability we have as a trading nation, owé drought, waterlogging, frost and salinity, with the aim of
stability in government and the regulations that might applyjeveloping innovative and environmentally attractive solutions using
to this industry, and the relative stability of our dollar as anPlant biotechnology.
international trading currency. It goes on to say that they want to identify and:

Even more importantly, they want to be able to use the  characterise the genes controlling adaptation to abiotic
technology that is available through our human asset, that isiresses in wheat, barley and model species. This information is used
the farmers in this country who are highly trained technolo-{o develop new strategies for enhancing stress tolerance, to develop

gists in the growing and harvesting of crops. They want tdplants tolerant to multiple stresses and to identify mechanisms for
) extending stress tolerance well beyond that in existing germ plasm.

Qperate here in Australia. If they are stopped from oper_ating Initially, the outcomes will be applied through conventional plant
in all the other states, that presents a huge opportunity f§reeding programs. However, another possible outcome of this
South Australia to enter this new future for agriculture at theesearch will be the development of gene constructs that could be

base level. We can use this to ensure that the major consed to genetically modify crop plants to improve their adaptation
panies operate their trial plots and their seed-increasing pIO{g hostile conditions to which they are exposed throughout Australia.
in South Australia. If the government plays this right—andYou do not have to be a farmer to know that some of the most
I lament that | do not believe that it has got it quite right—thishostile conditions for broadacre farming that farmers face
is an opportunity to get some of those companies, which areorldwide exist here in South Australia—particularly our
represented in Australia, to set up their headquarters iaroadacre cereal farmers in the Mallee and on Eyre Peninsula.
Adelaide. That is what the Centre for Plant Functional Genomicsis all

This is much bigger than just growing a few trial plots. If about, and it is one of the reasons why it is here in Adelaide.
we want to, we can develop a major industry. All the things | applaud the Premier for being so fulsome in his praise
are in place that we need to develop this as an industry. In thef our winning the competition for the centre to be in
South-East of the state we have the climate, we have the larfeielaide. We have the centre, but top, world-class scientists
availability and we have all the other things that go with thatwill not stay and work in that centre if they know that they
particularly the availability of water. More importantly, as | are barred from dealing with GM technology. The best
said a few minutes ago, we have the farming community, whecientists in the world want to be at the cutting edge and, if
are well attuned to this sort of technology, that is, growingthey cannot do so in Adelaide because we have legislation
broad acre crops in an intensive fashion. In my electorate dhat is so restrictive, they will go elsewhere. It is fantastic that
MackKillop, we already produce about 90 per cent of the smalve have that centre here in Adelaide. For goodness sake, let
seed produced in Australia. That is not done by accident: its make sure that it works for the farmers and the agricultu-
is done because of all those factors that are already in plackalists of South Australia.

Most importantly, we have the farmers with the skills. In | now come to the details of the bill. This is an unusual
the Millicent district alone, we produce a huge amount ofbill, the construct of which | do not particularly like. There
carrot seed and, a few years ago, when there was a crepe several reasons why the bill is constructed in the manner
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in which it is. Unfortunately, as | said earlier, the governmentway forward for this technology and the GM industry in
finds itself in the position where it has jurisdiction only over general. The first recommendation states:
marketing factors. It has no jurisdiction over the environment  The current processes in place within the South Australian
or human health. There are several outside forces that mayvernment to provide advice to the regulator regarding the impacts
overturn what the government wants to achieve by this billof GM plants and the management of the impacts, particularly where
one of which is the World Trade Organisation. The govern-he impacts might be different in South Australia to other parts of

. Australia. . .
ment has to be very careful that it does not encounter an ) )
problems with respect to the World Trade Organisation and hat was just saying that even though the Gene Technology
that this bill cannot be overturned in another jurisdictionRegulator, set up under the commonwealth legislation, has
because it falls foul of prOtOCOIS that we as a nation havd{i,l”SdlC“Oﬂ ngr the whole of AUStra“a, we believe that the
signed off on with regard to the World Trade Organisation. South Australian government should have, and continue to

The farmers of Australia want the WTO to continue to dohave, the right to say that in some instances things are
what it is trying to do, and that is to achieve free trade fordlff(_arent in Sout_h Au_stralla than what they are in other states.
agriculture products. The best thing that we could ever do fok think that that is fair and reasonable.
the Australian farmer is to have free trade in agriculture The second recommendation suggests that the states
products right across the world, because Australian farmeghould legislate to ensure the release of GM products only
believe that they are very efficient and would be able tovhen what is referred to as coexistence can occur with
compete on a level playing field with any other producer inidentity preservation; that is, we will only allow the release
the world. So, we have to be a bit careful with respect to th@f GM crops into South Australia where they will notimpact,
WTO. spoil or contaminate other crops or cropping systems or the

| would also like to mention the intergovernmental Products of those cropping systems in South Australia. The
agreement and the fact that the commonwealth governmeftird and fourth recommendations expand on that particular
has passed legislation. As we all know, if our legislation rungecommendation. The fifth recommendation is that we set up
into (so to speak) the commonwealth legislation, constitutiod GM Crop Advisory Committee. The sixth recommendation
nally, the commonwesalth legislation will take precedence ands that we, in South Australia, allow for the release of GM
our legislation will be ineffective. That is another reason whycrops in South Australia when the conditions expressed in
this bill is constructed differently from most other bills that recommendations 3 and 4 are met, namely, the guarantee of
we consider in the house. The way in which this bill iscoexistence and the guarantee of identity preservation. So,
constructed is that, basically, everything that will happen willvhen those protocols are set up, we allow for the release of
be done by way of regulation. The bill merely gives headGM crops in South Australia.
powers to the minister. Recommendation 7 is that Kangaroo Island should be

Philosophically, | have a grave problem with this. We will initially declared GM free but with the proviso that the
be voting on a bill and taking on trust what the minister (andcommunity on Kangaroo Island has the final say. We take
in this case, his predecessor, who introduced this bill in th&hat position: we are GM free in the first place, but it is not
other place) said the regulations will be. Of course, we hav&M free for ever and a day; it is the community which has
not seen the regulations, as usual, and we have to take ¢ final say, and if it chooses to enter the GM world, that it
trust that the regulations will, indeed, do what we have beeis for the community to make the decision. One of the things
told they will do. That is a big ask of me because, in thethat | will be questioning the minister on in the committee
relatively short time that | have been in this place, | havestage is who will be involved in making that decision? Bear
regularly been disappointed when | have been told that & mind that we are talking about marketing and not environ-
certain outcome would flow from actions that have beerment or human health, | think it should be those people
taken only to find that the bureaucrats, the courts, or whaifvolved in marketing—those people in the business of
ever, have interpreted a section of an act or a regulatiogrowing crops, handling, transporting, shipping and selling
differently from what | was told the outcome would be.  crops, not necessarily the general community.

It is with some degree of reluctance that | say that the The eighth recommendation basically states the same
Liberal Party broadly supports this piece of legislation. Butscenario for the Eyre Peninsula on which the minister and |
that is what we have and, unfortunately, our choices are venyill possibly have a difference when we get to the committee
limited. However, | wish to put on the public record that | stage. The ninth recommendation is that the government
have grave concerns about this legislation. In that respect, ahould facilitate that consultation process where those
least, | think it is a very poor piece of legislation. But | acceptcommunities get to have the final say. The tenth recommen-
that we have to live with what we have. dation is in the same vein. The eleventh recommendation is

The legislation purports to cover the recommendations ofvhere we get to an interesting part of the committee’s
the select committee, and the minister talked about the Housteliberations, and bearing in mind that we are only talking
of Assembly select committee that reported to the house oabout identity preservation and not impacting on the market-
17 July last year on genetically modified organisms. Theng of existing crops, marketing scenarios of existing
select committee came up with 16 recommendations whichroducers and the marketing organisations.

I will very briefly endeavour to run through, and in a very  The eleventh recommendation recommends that we, in
general sense cover what those recommendations statedSauth Australia, release GM crops into the commercial world
happened to be on that select committee which was chairexb long as the people involved can guarantee (and we use the
by the minister. Like most committees that | have had thderm closed loop system) that the growing of those crops
pleasure to be involved with, | thought it was a very goodcannot have an impact on the marketing of other crops in the
select committee. It was held and concluded in a bipartisastate. ‘Closed loop’ means that, if a farmer received the seed
way, and | thought it came up with a set of recommendationfrom a seed company, planted the seed on his farm, ensured
that were fair and reasonable considering the evidence thttat the plants growing and any pollen from those plants were
was given to the committee. | thought it showed a positivecontained, grew out and harvested the crop and then delivered
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the seed, either directly to the person who provided the seed | refer to my earlier comments about having to accommo-
in the first place or to the end user without crossing pathslate the things we signed off with the WTO and that we must
with any of the existing farm (particularly storage andnever lose sight of the fact that we are talking about market-
handling) systems, there is no way, we believe, that thanhg conditions. | believe that is the reason why the wording
particular scenario could impact on the marketing of othepf those clauses is quite complicated. Further on, clause 5,
crops, and therefore it should be allowed. subclauses (2) and (3), set up the consultation process for
Recommendation 12 goes on to expand on that system, géclaring, redeclaring or changing the declaration for a
does recommendation 13. Recommendations 14 and 15 relga@rticular area and set up a particular consultation process;
to setting up the processes to enable all this to happen, irflo not have a problem with that.
addition to the control, monitoring and enforcement of the When anybody who reads the act gets to clause 5(3), they
systems. Recommendation 16 relates to the fact that, in a felyust understand that they then also have to move to, and
years, we should have a review. Most of those recommend&nderstand, the transitional clauses of the bill, because
tions have been embraced in this bill but, unfortunately, irregulations will be promulgated at the same time as the bill
terms of the construct of the recommendations of that seleéd proclaimed. The transitional provisions in the schedule
committee, | believe the bill fails to give enough consider-therefore enable the minister to circumvent clause 5(2) and
ation to recommendations 11, 12 and 13, that is, this limited3), and not go through that consultation process for the initial
release in a closed-loop system. declaration in certain areas of the state. | raise this because
The minister and | may differ there; that is the way it | think the minister and | will have a difference of opinion on
might end up. However, let me go through the bill as it isthis when it comes to the Kangaroo Island and Eyre Peninsula
before the committee. This will be the second time in thg'©gions of the state. The Liberal Party would like those two
same evening that | have talked about the short title of th"eas handled differently; that is, to have the opportunity to
bill, which is the Genetically Modified Crops Management Pt in and the opportunity to opt out. We will debate that in
Bill 2004. | believe that the bill would be better expressed ifthe third reading. - o
the title related to food crops. The bill is about food crops and  The other meaty part of the bill is clause 6, which gives

not crops in general. | think that, on the government's behal€xemptions. This is the point where | believe the hbill
there is an oversight in that respect. | will not go to the wallSomewhat fails to recognise recommendations 11, 12 and 13

on that one. In fact, | will not even move an amendment irPf the select committee, where | talked about the closed loop

that respect, but | am disappointed that the title of the bill diggcenario. If we are not going to incorporate the exemptions

not pick up and express the fact that this bill is about food" clauses 5 and 6, I think it should be more fulsome about
crops. allowing an exemption which allows that type of closed loop

An interpretation in clause 3 relates to the words ‘to deaPystem to operate in South A“S‘Fa”a' again emphasising that
with'. The interpretation provides: we are talking about the marke_tlng aspects.

... inrelation to a crop, GMO or other material, has a meaningimg;geoﬁiﬂzc;;:?é:g%t :sgzg;glg:qu;;i%%t?ir\:\gl:‘eltqr?r:/:rsagr
X‘Stfgéaeﬁz%%'gq%mv%ﬁmggislgigﬂrf]). under the Gene Tecmomgf’alrnjers across the state, | do not see V\(hy we should g_ive t_he

. . . minister the power to stop that scenario from happening in

Again, just as a way of constructing the bill, I do not know 5oth Australia. That is the way | read the recommendations
why the full definition is not given there. | looked up that of the select committee.
particylar act and the definition d_oes not go on for pages: it clause 7 is headed ‘Related Matters’ and, via regulations,
contains probably 30 \_Nords._l think that the bill Would.be it merely sets up the power for the minister to set fees for
more understandable if we did not use that sort of termlnolpeome making applications. Clause 8 is about the administra-
ogy. | would prefer that we repeated exactly what theiion of the act, and it sets up an advisory committee which,
definition was. Again, that point is fairly minor. again, is a recommendation of the select committee. Clauses

Clause 4 is where we get to what | said about the minisg to 15 by and large go through the administration of the act
ter's having all the powers to regulate. This clause gives thgia that advisory committee. It refers to who we put on the
minister the power to publish thresholds by notice in theadvisory committee, terms of conditions and membership,
Gazette. That is an eminently sensible thing to do. We mustremuneration, conflict of interest, validity of acts and
have thresholds, because we are operating in a real world, ftocedures.
a practical world, and not a theoretical world. Every person Clauses 16 and 17 are about inspectors. Of course, if we
across the world recognises the potential for very low levelgyre going to have an act, we must have inspectors; clause 17
of contamination. The risk of that happening is very high. Wehandles their powers. Clause 18 deals with orders for
must be able to accept very low levels of contamination. destruction of crops or material; we do not have a problem

From this time forward we will never be able to say thatwith that. Clause 19 gives the minister the power to delegate;
something is 100 per cent GM free and guarantee that. It iwe do not have a problem with that. Clauses 20, 21 and 22
eminently sensible that that is in the bill. Clause 5 is whereare about false and misleading information and offences
we get into the nitty-gritty of the bill. This clause gives the against the act. The Liberal Party has no problem with those
minister the powers (again, by regulation) to declare thatlauses; they are fairly standard clauses. By and large, the
various areas of the state have varying status regardirigberal Party understands the necessity to have this bill
whether or not farmers can grow GM crops, whether they caproceed through the parliament at this stage. It understands
grow crops of a specific class, whether they are not to grokhe timeliness of having it enacted, but it is somewhat
GM crops at all or whether the area is the only part of thedisappointed. It points out to the government that if it gets
state in which they can grow a crop of a specific class. It ighis wrong, if it scares away biotechnology companies, we
indeed quite a complicated series of clauses, but | am suseill be doing a disservice to the future of South Australia.
that those who study the bill intently will understand what we | heard only today that Monsanto is starting to say, ‘Why
are trying to achieve. are we bothering in Australia? It is only a relatively small
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market for us to do business in. The state governments arewards. But, here we have people who unfortunately are
making it incredibly hard for us to operate. Why don’t we relying on—I will not call it misinformation—certainly
pack up?’ It operates largely in New South Wales. New Soutlnformation about which there are some serious doubts.
Wales has not yet quite made a decision. But | understand The subject of the ‘Franken foods’ and ‘xeno transplants’
that Monsanto is thinking seriously about packing up ands raised all the time—we will have fish being crossed with
saying, ‘To hell with Australia, it's just too hard.’ Let us not tomatoes and monster weeds that will grow out of control. It
make Bayer say the same about South Australia. Indeed, letall just junk science and it is not the truth. People use the
us grasp the opportunity. | would be delighted if the ministerfear factor all the time. If you really want to worry about
was on the telephone tomorrow morning talking to peoplegenetically modified organisms, the member for MacKillop
from Monsanto and saying, ‘This is what we have in Southmentioned one that is worth worrying about, and that is
Australia. Come over here. We will encourage you to operatenodified viruses. Modified viruses scare the hell out of me
in South Australia. Not only that, bring your Australian because, until we come up with good anti-viral medications,
headquarters to Adelaide. We will welcome you with opengerm warfare will be played out with viruses. They will never
arms.’ have to shoot a bullet: viruses will be sprayed around the
place. That is the piece of genetic modification | am really

Dr McFETRIDGE (Morphett): This bill is one that concerned about. This bill is not about that but it is about
really bothers me in as much as we are about to condemgenetically modified foods, so we will get back to those.
South Australia to be the tag-along state. We might be | said that the Natural Resources Management Bill is
leading Australia when it comes to developing geneticallybased on the precautionary principle, and this is another bill
modified crops but, when it comes to the rest of the world, wevhere the information is using the precautionary principle.
will leave ourselves way behind. What makes us so speciathe precautionary principle is a well-known principle used
in South Australia? | know what makes us so special in Soutth environmental treatise and in forming environmental law,
Australia, that is, we are a very bright, very intelligent andand implements a reverse onus of proof—you are guilty until
very dynamic state. We have a $32 million genomics centrgou prove yourself innocent: there is no room for doubt
at the Waite Institute; we have a Proteomics Centre alyhatsoever. However, if you apply the precautionary
Thebarton; and we have world-class scientists working in thiprinciple to itself, you would never use it because, if the
state on pharmaco genetics and molecular genetics. We gseople who say we should not go near GM foods because
world leaders in that area and we should not allow ourselvesey are bad and horrible had to prove that beyond reasonable
to be dragged backwards into the dark ages of fear and doulibubt (100 per cent proof) like they expect scientists to do
by the eco-zealots—those quasi religious bigots who use nghen promoting GMs, they cannot do so. So, their argument
more than junk science to scare people. fails and the precautionary principle has no principle.

| feel so sorry for the non-scientists of this world because  The use of Mendelian inheritance in both animal and plant
they must be living in fear all the time. Forget the terroristsbreeding has been going on for years—we have been
in the Middle East: what we have here are the green terroristbreeding the best with the best. Genetically modifying crops
They are terrorising people with junk science. We have thand animals is basically turning genetic inheritance onto warp
world’s leading edge scientists and institutions in Southdrive—we are going really fast. Obviously, the knowledge
Australia, yet we are tying one hand behind our back wherve have nowadays is far broader, more intense and more
it comes to developing that science and then implementingcrutinised than it has ever been in the past. | should point out
that science. that the most common cause of death in the world is not war,

Having said that, | am always the optimist. | am not onlyearthquakes and natural disasters: it is poor health due to
a realist but also a pragmatist. | know that in this place ther@overty. Millions of people around the world are affected by
are many people who are being guided by what | consider tpoor health due to poor nutrition. Millions of people, as we
be junk science. That is not being derogatory towards thosstand here, are starving to death. Children are dying, as we
people. They do not have the scientific background that | angtand here, through poor nutrition, yet we say we will not
others in this place are lucky enough to have. | am able tgrow foods with natural vaccines, or foods that give you extra
make informed decisions on what is going on in our scientifiqroteins, or foods that have vitamin A so your sight does not
institutions. | am not the font of all wisdom in that area, sodeteriorate. We will not grow foods that do not need tonnes
I will stand to be corrected if there are developments thabf pesticides, or need fertiliser, that are drought resistant or
irrefutably show that what we are doing here in these worldare salt tolerant. We will not grow foods that will help you
leading scientific institutions is not going ahead with grealead a better life because you can grow those foods in your
advances. environment and they will yield twice as much, they will feed

I have a history in this place of standing up and talkingyour family and help you make some money by selling them
about genetic issues. | have introduced a private memberts your neighbours. We will not do that, because the eco-
bill to ensure patient accessibility for genetic testing, becauseealots say that genetically modified foods are bad. If we go
| realise that the advances we have got in genetic testing ialong that path, we are no better than the eco-zealots who
South Australia will allow people to find out what their future have their own agendas and are guided by this junk science.
will be. We will be able to look at our genes and find out Do you think, Mr Deputy Speaker, that the billions of
whether we have a predisposition to this disease or thaieople in China, Asia, India or Africa care whether or not
disease. Like many things in life (like bushfire prevention),their foods are GM produced? They do not care. They want
you can get in and take preventative measures and sate live. They want to be alive tomorrow. They want their
millions of dollars. | was reading the RAA's budget submis-children to be alive tomorrow. They want their children to be
sion yesterday and their thinking is along the same lines anldealthy tomorrow. By ignoring the benefits of GM foods, we
they are spending money on infrastructure (their returns arare going to miss out. The clean, green image that everybody
something like 400 per cent). It is the same all the time: ifclings to—you ask the agricultural economists—clean and
you go in with knowledge and a plan of action, you will reapgreen is not the number one thing at the moment. Clean and



1750 HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY Monday 29 March 2004

green takes a back seat to price, quality, reliability and suppliechnology. We are doing it already in this state. We have
chain management. If you can get the quality, get the produagone it by investing in the genomics centre—as | said,
there, itis a good quality produce and is not expensive—it i$32 million. We have leading scientists, and | hope this bill
affordable—particularly in markets where they cannot pay aoes not scare them all off.
lot, that is what it is all about. When we have got billions of  The member for McKillop has certainly embraced all
people just to our north who are crying out for food, weaspects of this bill. | know that he wants to raise a number of
should not be shutting the doors, driving our scientists awapoints at the committee stage. | look forward to other
or shutting down opportunities at the Plant Genomic Centrenembers’ contributions, but let us not hide our head in the
and out at Thebarton in the Proteomics Centre. We have geaind, and let us not reject it because we are afraid of the
to make sure that we are not just reverting back to ouperceptions out there. We all know that in politics perceptions
prehistoric, genetically inhibited ancestors. are reality. It is very important that we have the courage to
The market advantage of GM foods for some is also beinghow leadership and that we are not gelded by public
used by countries like Europe, as a form of ‘tariffication’. perception. We are given this opportunity to come into this
The World Trade Organisation is well aware of the use oflace to lead, to show the way and to improve people’s lives,
non-tariff protection barriers being used by countries aroun@nd if we do it by embracing well thought out, well doc-
the world. Genetically modified foods are one of those nonumented and proven good science, then we should use every
tariff barriers. They restrict countries’ access to markets in @pportunity to form legislation, pass it through this place and
very unfair way. It is very important that, as a relatively smallget South Australia going ahead.
part of the world—but a very large part of the world market
in producing cereals and potentially even more if we embrace MrsPENFOLD (Flinders): In October 2001, | spoke in
genetically modified foods—we highlight this tariffication of this house and supported a five year moratorium on the
GM products and ensure that trade agreements get arouidroduction of GMO crops on Eyre Peninsula. What | said
these non-tariff barriers. Other states are not even goinipen is still relevant now. However, since then we have had
ahead with GM trials. the select committee on genetically modified organisms and
TheHon. R.J. McEwen: Which other states? there has been considerable public discussion about the pros
Dr McFETRIDGE: The member for McKillop said all and cons of growing GMO products. Most of the farmers
other states; New South Wales have not even shown thegontacting my office were firm in the belief that it was still
hand on it yet but, as | understand, other states are not goirigo soon to grow GMO grain on the Eyre Peninsula, and |
ahead with this. If that is the case, that is their loss. We a@sked that the committee recommend that Eyre Peninsula
least are going ahead and doing something about it. We aremain GMO free, along with Kangaroo Island, to enable
preparing to allow some GM crops to go ahead, and the be#rther time for our farmers to consider the implications. Just
part about that is that people realise they are not the ‘frankersome of the perceived negatives that regularly came up in
foods’ or the disaster that they are being portrayed as by thdiscussions were: firstly, there was a major concern about
ecozealots. market acceptance of GMO products; and, secondly, who will
Canola oil is a classic example of the furphies that are oupe responsible if we have a problem with super weeds, plants
there. | understand there are some companies that will not ugéhich could well be former crops bred for their tolerance to
GM canola oil in their cans of tuna. | defy anybody to herbicides. Then there was a concern about multinational
identify GM canola oil and non-GM canola oil just by companies that might get control of the seeds by way of
looking at it. Unless there is a transformation in the arrangepatents and put the price up in a similar way to what we have
ment of the fats in there—are they monosaturated or polyurseen with medicines.
saturated—I do not think they can. Canola oil is canola oilis  Also of concern was that the multinationals could sue if
canola oil. The proteins determining the production of that oitheir seed was used accidentally in some way in a paddock
are how you can tell whether or not it is genetically modified.and a small farmer would be no match in the courts. There
That is what genetic modification is all about. was concern about the cost and difficulty of segregation of
People seem to think that if you eat a genetically modifieccrops and seed to ensure contamination did not occur. Who
food then you are going to become genetically modified. Yowshould pay for segregation and who would pay if segregation
are not. You are going to digest that canola oil and that bit ofvas not effective and contamination did occur?
genetically modified bread made from genetically modified Finally, people are most concerned about any cross
wheat in exactly the same way as you are going to digest argpecies modification of genes; that is, for example, the one
other food. There are opportunities to add in extra vitaminghat has been spoken about tonight, namely, pig genes in
which you can benefit from. There are opportunities to addomatoes. Then there were those farmers who more recently
in vaccines that people can then assimilate, but that is admave come forward expressing great concern that Eyre
entirely different biochemical process. Peninsula could be left behind if our farmers could not take
The member for MacKillop did mention cotton. That is a advantage of the advances in GMO technologies; and that the
non-food crop, but cotton oil and cotton meal are used in foodbenefits of seeds with salt tolerance, drought tolerance, pest
production, so there is a bit of an anomaly we are going t@esistance and with tolerance to weeds, sprays and vitamin
have to look at. We will be left behind in South Australia if enhanced would not be available to them.
we do not embrace GM foods. | am content not to oppose this When the bill was tabled with the three year pause for the
piece of legislation. | just hope that we use our brains rathestate and with Kangaroo Island and Eyre Peninsula being
than just cower to those who have other motives. | do noeéxempt from GMO, | did not have a problem. However, since
understand all their other motives. then, the difficulty of getting out of this exemption, if in three
Many green groups rely on a public furore for notoriety years time the growers on Eyre Peninsula decide that they
and for funding and, as | said previously, | think they becomevant to grow GMO products, has caused me to decide that
quasi religious in their endeavours. We must not lose thé would be better for the Eyre Peninsula to stay with the rest
focus on where we want to be. We need to embrace newf the state.
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By 2007, the five year GMO free undertaking for Eyre might be able to proceed. | do not agree with this legislation,
Peninsula that | gave in 2001 will have been more tharbut | will not oppose it. | know that everyone thinks, ‘Well,
fulfilled. Thenin three years’ time, the decision can be madewhy are we doing this?’ | do not agree with the legislation
along with the rest of the state, as to whether or not the regiobecause | feel that we are being hijacked in this matter
will go for GMO. | would hope that Eyre Peninsula will still because of world opinion, and | have difficulty with that. |
be considered as a distinct region for the purposes of optinink that many of my colleagues tonight would not support
out at that time should they wish. The Eyre Regionalit either. This government chooses to sit on the fence. It does
Development Board has already begun to consult witmot have the courage to stand up for what it knows to be right.
farmers in the region through a series of meetings, and | | was a practising farmer before | came to this place.
would hope that these will help to clarify the issues forwhen I started farming as a nine or 10-year-old we hardly
farmers and that the right decision is made when the timesed any chemicals on our property. We used a hormone
comes. occasionally (2 4-D), but that was about all. Today, every

I am concerned that even if undertakings are made novittle farming operation uses a chemical. Even during summer
in good faith by the current independent minister that enablgve are out there spraying with chemicals. We spray before
the farmers to decide the route they wish to take, if a Liberaie sow the crop; we spray when the crop is coming up; we
government should not be in power, we could have a reapray again when the crop is up; and we spray again at the
Labor minister in three years’ time who could cause difficul-end to take out the grassy weeds and everything else. | do not
ties that | have not foreseen. It could be possible that in threkelieve that what we are doing is sustainable. Itis not a word
years, despite farmers wanting to grow GMO plants, thé use a lot; it is one of those green words. My constituency
situation could be manipulated by a Labor minister to stogsays that it is one of those ‘in’ trendy words. | do not believe
this from happening for political reasons, probably to pandethat what we are doing on the farms out there is sustainable,
to green groups. As a remote region that produces in a godzecause we do not know what the long-term effects will be.
year about 40 per cent of the state’s grain, we cannot afford What about all those residues that are floating around—
not to get the best price available for our product and have thehemical upon chemical? Once you have polluted the ground,
advantage of growing as much as we can. and once you have this residue—and | remind the house that

We have a world-class centre for dryland farming atthe most minute residues can be picked up and detected, with
Minnipa research station that must have a say in the future fdhe most exacting equipment we have today—what is the
the region where it is based. However, what is best for Eyréong-term outcome for what we are doing on our properties
Peninsula must ultimately be decided by the farmers on Eyrat the moment? | see genetically modified foods as the
Peninsula, not by the people who have no real understandirsgviour to our problem, not the end of the problem, that is, to
of farming in our region. | believe it will probably come be able to use plants that grow food that do not have to be
down to individual products being given approval one by onesprayed; plants that will be able to grow in conditions that do
as they become available, having been tested and approvedt need the same amount of rainfall; and plants that can
and segregation matters ironed out. | support the pause aggow in saline areas, in other words, tolerant to salt. All this
will support an amendment to have Eyre Peninsula includedould be open for us. However, here in this house tonight, we
with the rest of the state for the next three years. are saying, ‘No; it's too touchy. The world perception out

there is that, if we allow GM foods, we might not be able to

Mr VENNING (Schubert): | will try to be fairly short  sell some of our product in some markets.’
and not repeat what has been said. The bill seeks to impose It is true that there is a risk, but | believe that we should
a moratorium or a pause on the commercial growing obe making a stand. We should be working hard to convince
genetically modified food crops in this state for approximatethe world that our GM modified foods are healthier than those
ly three years. | had difficulty understanding the differencelaced with pesticides and weedicides, and that is what is
between the words ‘moratorium’ and ‘pause’, so | went to thehappening, particularly with our legume crops. As every
dictionary. ‘Moratorium’ is defined as ‘a legal authorisation legume grower would know, we spray the weevils with
to delay’ or ‘an agreed or imposed respite’ and ‘pause’ as ‘esticides, and there has to be a residue—
temporary stop or rest’ or ‘a cessation proceeding from doubt TheHon. G.M. Gunn: And herbicides.
or uncertainty’. So, | think the word ‘pause’ is the correctone  Mr VENNING: Weedicides and herbicides. There has to
to use, because there is a lot of doubt and uncertainty ibe a residue, and we are fooled into thinking that this is okay
relation to this bill. because we have always done it that way. However, this GM

The bill is the same as, or very similar to, recommendafood thing is evil and bad news. As my colleagues have so
tions of the House of Assembly Select Committee orncapably said, this issue has been taken over by the green
Genetically Modified Organisms. The bill also gives thelobby. | know the minister has had quite a lot of involvement
minister the power to designate regions where GM crops cawith this issue for quite a while, and he has done a lot of
be grown or regions where no GM material can be growntalking and thinking about the subject. | really believe we
The bill does not exactly say so, but it is well-known thatshould have made a stand and not just sat on the fence, which
Kangaroo Island and Eyre Peninsula are intended to bie what we are doing with this bill. We are asking for time;
GM free regions. | agree with the member for Flinders thatve are asking for three years and to then say, ‘Okay, we'll do
they do not want to be separate from us. The rest of the stathis now.’ | am not going to vote against this bill, but | regret
will also be GM free other than when a licence for experi-that we as a parliament have not taken on the green element.
mental planting is granted by the minister. Again, that givesVith genetically modifying foods, we are not crossing
the minister some power and a lot of discretion. different species. That is a nonsense. As the members for

| presume that the rest of the state can grow GM crops iMorphett and MacKillop said, we are not crossing species;
certain criteria are met and if the minister agrees. So, if yowve are purely introducing genetic material into our lines that
know the minister and can convince the minister that yowvill assist us to grow better and more food to feed the
need to be able to do this experimentation, it looks like yoistarving millions.
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Every year, we are taking more and more land out of food TheHon. G.M. GUNN (Stuart): Briefly, there are a few
production, yet we are expected to feed more people. Thamhatters in relation to this debate which are clear to me. The
does not work out unless we do it smarter, and being smartéirst thing is that once we go down the road of genetically
is to produce genetically modified food. What is wheat? It ismodified crops there will be no turning back. From what |
a genetically modified grass. There is no such thing as saw in the United States it is clear that once they started
natural wheat; it was bred over many years. | pay tremendowugrowing GM-tolerant beans there was no going back. The
tribute to our many plant breeders for the work they havesecond important issue is that it would be very difficult to
done in what they call line breeding. | do not see anycompletely segregate GM grain from non-GM grain unless
difference in adding a gene or putting it out in the paddockyou have a separate grain handling system, which is not
to grow and then to cross germinate, as they have been doipgssible.
for many decades. | think it is naive in the extreme that we The next issue in relation to this matter—and the most
are doing this. I am also concerned that we would be cuttingignificant—is that we cannot afford to get ahead of the rest
our state into two separate zones; it is quite ridiculous t@f the world, and there is no point in our trying to be leaders
expect Eyre Peninsula to be treated differently from the redtecause, until there is market acceptability, particularly for
of us, the so called mainland. | would like the minister towheat, it would be an unwise course of action. Canada, the
respond to this question: how can you keep Eyre Peninsuldnited States and Japan have an agreement that none of them
totally GM free when most of our ships loading barley andwill grow genetically modified wheat or be involved in the
wheat on this side of the gulf are topped up at Port Lincolngenetically modified wheat trade until such time as their

If the minister says we cannot do that any more, that is @authorities recommend it. And that is not likely in the near
huge problem. In fact, it is an insurmountable problem future. They have already developed genetically modified or
because we have not got the water on the side of the gulf tBoundup Ready wheat in South and North Dakota. Itis a very
fill them up, so we are going to have to use Port Lincoln attractive option for a farmer, and | have seen the crops in the
Also, alot of our grain contractors, our harvesters, move frontnited States. | have also seen corn which is being developed
one side of state to the other, and so do the people who saand which is resistant to various insects.
the crops. But, worst of all, most of our small seed producers It is quite clear that in the future genetically modified
come on this side. How are we going to keep these areasops will be grown widely throughout the grain-producing
separate? | do not believe that we can, and | think it is a farceegions of the world because there is not a great deal of land
and that we are being naive in the extreme to think that wehat is suitable for agriculture yet to be brought into produc-
can. tion. So we are going to have to produce more off the same

GM crops are regulated and licensed federally after é&and, and the only way to do that is by having improved
thorough investigation, and this is where this debate startedrops. One of those ways is to have genetically modified
This is pandering to the green element, and it is not about therops, and | believe that will happen.
agricultural advancement of our foods. | believe that the | do not agree that Eyre Peninsula should be excluded
government is sitting on its hands and not taking a positiveompletely, and a few people over there, particularly in the
step in either direction. | know that the member for Gordon—southern part of the peninsula, have generated a lot of
now Mount Gambier—introduced this subject in the olddiscussion, but | have not had farmers from broad acre groups
parliament and now as minister he is handling it in thiscome to me and say, ‘We want you to oppose genetically
parliament. As with the NRM bill, as the member for modified crops.” That has not happened. When it becomes
MacKillop said, power is given to the minister, and this isaccepted internationally and when there are suitable crops
causing concern in our farming circles. This is a slim pieceavailable, | believe they will be grown. As the member for
of legislation and it leaves everything up to regulation. ThatSchubert said, if it means that we reduce the amount of
is dangerous, because at least within this house we debatkemicals that we currently use, that will be a good thing.
these matters and make a decision on the seats in this house,l hope that this legislation is successful. | believe in being
but when it is done by regulation—particularly when you docautious, but it is absolutely essential that we involve
not know about it—that particularly annoys me. ourselves in ongoing research so that our growers and our

I am very concerned that we are debating this, particularhlzommunity can be kept fully abreast of what is taking place,
when we know that we have one of the best genomic centreot only in Australia but internationally. | am very pleased
in the world here at Waite—in fact, | think it costs this that | went overseas in September to have a look myself,
government in excess of $20 million—and it is working because clearly in the long term these crops will be grown.
extremely well. Also, our biotech companies are very active had discussions with a wide section of the industry. In three
here in South Australia, and not only are these the companig®ars’ time when we examine this legislation again, | believe
that have been selling us the chemicals, but to their credthat there will probably be a different attitude.
they are also working for the day when we are not relianton In the short term, there is no point having widespread
chemicals, and much of that has to do with GM-modifiedsowing of genetically modified crops unless we can sell them.
food. I hope they stay and continue their work, and we shoul@hat is what will govern all decisions on genetically modified
encourage them—not discourage them—in these sorts @fops: it is whether the market will accept it. If the market
matters. will not accept it, we are wasting our time. | believe that, as

I have always had some difficulty with this, and | know time goes on, the market will accept it and the benefits will
that it is popular to run with the flow but, as a farmer whobe clear. | make this prediction: the moment certain signifi-
still does little bit of farming—and no doubt the member for cant crops are developed in the European Union, it will
Stuart will also tell you this—I think that we have become farchange its attitude and the opposition will dissipate. However,
too reliant on chemicals. We do not know half the damagén the meantime, if the international community will not
that they will do the long term, and | believe that our futureaccept the products, there is not much point growing them.
lies with modified foods—genetically modified foods, if you | believe that we need to keep abreast of technology. Itis
like—and with more GM crops and fewer chemicals. very attractive to a farmer to be able to grow Roundup-ready



Monday 29 March 2004 HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 1753

crops. It cuts down the workload, and | have seen in Americhe developed, or genetically modified food products to be in
(and people should also remember this) that the argument@ur food supply. The risks of gene technology and its
really not relevant in the United States itself because mangroducts to public health and safety include allergenicity,
of the crops that Americans consume, including tomatoes, atexicity, mutagenicity and carcinogenicity. The impact of
already genetically modified. genetic engineering on biodiversity and the environment is
I look forward to the ongoing debate on this matter. Inot well understood, and pollen and seed contamination is
believe that we must continue to pay close attention to whatevitable.
is taking place around the world, and a number of members The federal Gene Technology Act, to which | have
ought to go overseas and keep themselves abreast of theferred, allows the regulator to consult various committees,
issues. We cannot afford to fall behind but we cannot afforgyt the predominant effect of that is for the technical advisory
to get ahead of the pack. committee to play the dominant role. | suggest that the

. ) process on approval of genetically modified crops at the
Mr HANNA (Mitchell): | am speaking about the federal level lacks transparency.

Genetically Modified Crops Management Bill that has been
introduced to this parliament by the government. It follows

on a report that was prepared and published last vear. Sin eneral release of genetically modified crops means signifi-
P > Prep P year. &nt risks of irreversible genetic contamination of natural and
then, | have studied the matter and consulted widely,

;gricultural gene pools. Open pollinated genetically modified

In respect of the environmental risks, | suggest that the

particularly within the Greens Party. | make SOme generg rops may cross with related crops or wild relatives, transfer-
remarks because many people in the community do not we

understand what is involved in genetic modification. The 9 engineered traits. Horizontal gene transfer between
: L ng - unrelated organisms may also pose a serious risk, as studies
starting point is that the gene is a segment of a cell's DNA

X . . - " “have already documented the transfer of engineered DNA
and DNA.'S' ?f course, the blueprl_nt_of In‘_e that_determln_es?cross kinggom boundaries, that is, across sr?ecies boundar-
an organisms specmg characterlstlcs, !ncludlr_lg phys[cale& In essence, the impact of allowing genetically modified
appearance and functioning, etc. Genetic .mOd'f'Cat'On IS grops in South Australia is unpredictable. In the absence of
relatively new technology that allows scientists to exchang

?ong-term studies, particularly independent studies, we cannot
DNA sequences and to remove the DNA sequences bewve%ﬂarantee that these unwanted outcomes will not occur. The

and within species in a way in which traditional bree‘j'ngrpossibilities are, in some cases, horrible to contemplate. The
could not. Genetic modification is often used to insert foreig

DNA from differing species—whether they be plants,contamma'uon of other species of plants could have an

h ) ; . verse impact on the functioning of ecosystems. It could
g?r:r;rallji’n\elllgiggSs’pk()a?:(i:éina or humans—into the genome cﬁ]dean loss of biodiversity in the long term.

In the context of this.debate, essentially we are talking The transfer of genetip _material_ from herbicide tolerant
about that process in respect of plants—for example, gen&&0PS_can create herblude resistant weeds. Increased
for herbicide tolerance and insect toxin production fromchemical usage associated with such crops can lead to
bacteria and other plants engineered into crops. There ha@fvateq chemical residues in our food, soils and waterways.
been examples of genetically modified crops in Australia; in '€ Point there is that we are talking about introducing
fact, cotton and carnations were commercialised unde‘g‘,;enetlcally mOdI.erd crops in t.he context of an a}gnculturgl
voluntary guidelines that operated for 15 years before thiidustry that relies very heavily, indeed, on poisons. It is
Gene Technology Act came into force in 2001. nown as _the pharmaceutical mdustry,_or the a_gncultural

I need to explain something about the federal system fofeémical industry, but we are essentially talking about
those who are unfamiliar with the regulatory framework,PoiSOns to stop the bugs and weeds that have an adverse
because it has a significant impact upon what we can arfgffect ©n commercial crops. You can try to engineer crops to
cannot do in respect of South Australian legislation. The’€ resistant to pests, pUt if you have those unforeseen
Gene Technology Act is the federal legislation and is &£°enseguences of affecting the weeds themselves through
starting point if we hope to regulate genetic modification ofS0Me sort of cross pollination you run the risk of creating
crops in South Australia. The federal legislation sets up SUPEr weeds. | am not saying that this is even a likely
regulatory office—namely, the Gene Technology Regula—c’“tc‘?m‘?' bl_Jt tl_n_e fact that it is a possible outcome means that
tor—and the critical issue (and we can point the finger at thd€ risk is significant.

Liberal and Labor Parties in the federal parliament for this) Again, in respect of health risks, | suggest that insufficient
is that health and environmental concerns can have no pardependent human or animal tests have been conducted in
in prohibiting the introduction of genetically modified crops relation to genetically modified foods that are currently in our
under that regulatory framework. So, what we are left withfood supply. | recognise once again that these are not issues
in South Australia is, essentially, the option to restrict or tothat this South Australian bill can directly deal with. But it
prohibit genetically modified crops on the basis of thewould be foolish of this parliament to overlook the hazard,
economic impact. However, | cannot ignore the potential fono matter how low the probability, of these highly undesir-
health and environmental impacts, and | will say more abougble outcomes.

those in a moment. There is another issue in terms of the marketplace in

By way of general background, it is also worth pointing respect of the intellectual property of genetically modified
out that already in Australia we have many varieties ofcrops. It is a very new phenomenon for us to have the
imported genetically modified foods, such as soy, cornpatenting of living organisms and their genes. It amounts to
canola, cotton, potatoes and so on. These have been approedunprecedented revolution in human values as life itself
by the Australian and New Zealand Food Authority, so theyturns into a commaodity, and | recognise the concerns of the
are already in the food supply. The Greens’ position is verynember for Morphett in relation to the commercialisation of
clearly that the risks have not been adequately or seriouslyjuman genetic material. | am suggesting that a private
taken into account in allowing genetically modified crops toownership of such genetic material is unethical, because
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living organisms are not inventions: living organisms neechave just had an announcement this week that they will also
to be respected as the creatures they are. continue to restrict genetically modified crops, again, because

Genetically modified crops, of course—that is, the desigrof the concerns that | have outlined. That is not being driven
that allows their modification—can be patented and, thereby radical green MPs—it is being driven by the Labor
fore, monopoly owned. | see a danger in that. This is not jusgovernment under Premier Steve Bracks.
a remote concern. The fact is that the top few genetically | can also adopt a couple of statements made by opposition
modified organism companies control almost 100 per cent ahembers of this parliament. The member for Schubert spoke
the market in genetically modified seeds. They also contrahbout the problems of sustainability of agriculture. In my
most of the global pesticide market and a large proportion ofiew, if we were going to have a priority in terms of improv-
the commercial seed market generally. These industring our agricultural industry, money should be put into the
cartels—using patents and contracts with farmers, graidevelopment of sustainable agriculture ahead of more
handlers, processors and retailers—have a very strong contiolestment into the research of how to produce genetically
over the whole food supply from the laboratory to the dinnemmodified crops. The answer is in sustainable agriculture.
plate. Centralised monopoly control of the genetic blueprint{ltimately, it would be wonderful to work toward more
of life through genetic intellectual property ownership givesorganic farming. Certainly, organic farming is on the
too much power to industry and it is not in the public interestincrease. There is a viable niche market for organic products,
Essentially, governments (including the Australianand that will only continue to develop.
government) have been gutless in taking on the powerful |also draw support from the member for Stuart’s contribu-
multinational corporations behind the pushing of geneticallition. He made the point, very clearly, that once we allow
modified materials. There are international implicationsgenetically modified crops in South Australia there will be no
which I will not go into too deeply, but | think it is worth turning back. It is absolutely clear that it is irreversible, and
contemplating that, if the trend continues to monopolythat is why we need to take such caution. | will be moving a
ownership of genetically modified crop material, then thereseries of amendments—essentially, three tiers of amend-
are implications for third world countries that cannotments. Essentially, the firstamendment will be to gut the bill
necessarily afford to have this sort of technology. The gajand to provide for the prohibition of genetically modified
between first world and third world agricultural production crops in South Australia. If that does not succeed, | will move
will only widen. that there should be a five-year moratorium on genetically

Before coming to a conclusion, | must say somethingmodified crops in South Australia.
about the precautionary principle. Itis a well-known principle  Let us wait for more testing to be done to reassess the
in respect of new innovations, particularly those which mightsafety and the risks and, if | am not supported in that, either,
affect human health or the environment, but it applies equallyhave a series of amendments to make any farmer think twice
in respect of economic considerations. The legislation beforbefore they not only take the risk for themselves but also take
us asks us to focus on the economic impact for the reasoitise risk for their neighbouring farmers in trialing GM crops.
that | have mentioned. The fact is that there was an intef-will be moving that series of amendments when we consider
governmental agreement on the environment signed by thee bill in detail.
heads of all Australian governments in May 1992. In section | summarise this bill as a prohibition with exemption
3.5.1, it states: model. In my view, it should simply be a prohibition model.

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible environmentdiowever, if we must have exemptions, then, certainly, | want
damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as 40 tighten up the process so that we minimise the risk of harm
reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradaet only to current farmers and their economic prospects in
B?i%tlg g;%ig‘i%%“scgﬁ'gﬂlé’gg‘gu%zcdagyzonary principle, public andihe markets of Europe and Asia but also to future generations

(i) careful evaluation to avoid, wherever practicable, serious opf farmers and, ultimately, to the community of South
irreversible damage to the environment; and Australia as a whole.

(ii) an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various
options. Under the principle ‘the onus of proof’ regarding impacts TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN (Minister for Agriculture,
has shifted to those actions that might cause change. Food and Fisheries): | move:
There are many unresolved risks in genetic modification. This The time for moving the adjournment of the house be extended
is evidenced by the extensive debates among scientists aheyond 10 p.m.
in the community. The community has not been won overin  Motion carried.
respect of genetic modification, and one has to ask why.
Precaution demands that we delay releasing genetically Mr HAMILTON-SMITH (Waite): | contribute to this
modified crops. Although the probability of adverse impactill not only as the shadow spokesperson for innovation and
from the release of genetically modified crops—or theinformation economy—that shadow portfolio picking up
consumption of genetically modified foods, for that matter—responsibility for matters relating to biotechnology—but also
may be small, the problem is that the impact may be high ands an interested member of the opposition. | can see both
irreversible. That is why applying the precautionary principlesides of the bill. I congratulate the member for Mitchell on
in gene technology is therefore essential. We need to be mohgs contribution. | understand the points he is making about
cautious in this regard. the risks of GM cropping and GM maodification, and his

I may be alone in this parliament in putting forward theseconcern that, somehow, it might lead to a situation where
concerns, but if these concerns were to be taken on board logncers, allergies or disease-resistant weeds may be spawned
the parliament, we would not be alone. Western Australia hagut into the environment, wreak havoc and cause damage.
decided that genetically modified crops would not be grown However, | am more persuaded by the arguments that we
in Western Australia. They want to protect their state’s clearrannot avoid going down this road. | am more persuaded by
and green status. This was not some radical green MP sayiagguments that farming communities have been modifying
this: it was the Labor Premier Geoff Gallop. In Victoria, we and breeding crops for centuries and that it is a natural
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progression to the scientifically assisted modification andeplace the current arrangements that rely on prescription
breeding of crops. under the Tasmanian Plant Quarantine Act 1997.

I can see much of the good that would evolve from such  |nthe ACT the government intends to introduce a bill this
genetic modification. The same argument that we hear igear; that s in line with the New South Wales arrangements.
debate on the bill about genetic modification of crops wouldn the Northern Territory some field trials of Monsanto's GM
have been argued about advances in medical science. Tbgtton are already conducted in the Northern Territory under
logic that one should not interfere with nature could bethe commonwealth regulatory arrangements.
extended to the use of penicillin and other drugs. The logic ' The Northern Territory government is content to continue
could be that one should not i.ntervene a}nd modify natq(e o await developments. So, we have an array of approaches
any way in order to save lives or bring about positiveg this challenge. GM crops are already out there. A number
outcomes. Of course, the logic of that has been proven wrongs states are going full steam ahead with their planting and

In fact, people have demanded such scientific solutions tgyoquction. Other states are taking a more measured ap-
health problems and problems associated with their environsroach, but the bottom line is that genetically modified crops
ment and the foods they eat. We have been modifying natutge out there. They are out there to stay. As my colleague the
cpnstantly throughout humanity, and this is another progresnember for Stuart pointed out, once you are out there then
sion of that. Not only that, but one wonders about howhere is no going back. Australia as a producer of grains is
necessary this bill is from the outset, and, further, howyready out there with GM. Any potential purchaser of our
effective this bill will be. The reality is that Australia as a grains will be aware of that. They are not necessarily buying
whole is a rural marketplace; Australia as a whole is a P|aC@rain from Yorke Peninsula, Eyre Peninsula, Kangaroo
where grains are grown and produced for sale, and wheig|and, Victoria or New South Wales. The fact is that
farming activities are undertaken. ) Australia as a marketplace is perceived as a national market-

What has not been put on the record so far is the extent igiace, and it will be very difficult to escape the label of being
which there is diversity in the approach taken by each stat§ gm nation as we market our products. There will be
on this matter. In New South Wales the government hagrstwhile efforts and attempts—and this bill is one of them—
gazetted orders under the Gene Technology Crop Moratoriuyt | expect it will be extremely difficult to achieve it.

Act 2003 to prohibit the cultivatipn of InVigour and R_oundup In my view, questions are raised by this bill about whether
Ready GM canola. An exemption order has been issued fGy, iy pe effective; whether it will simply create a new level

each crop to allow the continuation of existing field trlals.of bureaucracy: and whether it will deliver more uncertainty

The legislation is due to sunset in March 2006. The NeW o than a positive outcome. The bill itself, when we get

South Wales government has indicated that it will conside|,\+, the committee stage, will be shown to have some major

an application from the industry for proposed large-scalg, g in it, | think. | am particularly interested in clause 6 in

supply chain trials in 2004; | think they are Iooki_ng in terms Part 2, the exemption clause, which, in effect, gives the
of 5 000 hectares. Of course, across the border in Victoria, o inister the power to vary any of the conditions of the bill as

8 May 2003, .the Victorian government announced a 126 or she sees fit. In fact, clause 6(4) provides:
month moratorium on GM crops by voluntary agreement with . o .
the technology providers; no legislation required. An exemption may be granted by the minister on such conditions
. . ! . - . s the minister thinks fit.

The moratorium is subject to an independent internationat
marketplace review of the potential risks and benefits posebcannot imagine a more generous clause or provision in a bill
by GM canola and an independent expert assessment tfan that. If the minister wakes up in the morning and decides
industry preparedness and capacity to manage the off-farii¢ sees fit to grant an exemption anywhere about, it seems the
handling system to segregate canola in the supply chain. Thall enables him to do so. If this bill, as it seems to be, is
Victorian government has received these reports and igesigned to send some sort of message that we want to go
presently considering them. In Queensland, one of th&lowly—festina lente is the Latin for hasten slowly—then |
strongest growing states in Australia, the government is wish the government well with it. | doubt if it will achieve
strong supporter of gene technology linked to the existinghat goal. | think, rather, Australia will be perceived because
strong national regulatory system. It believes that furthepf the actions of other states to be a GM producing nation.
regulation of market issues is unwarranted and that croppinghe reality is that we will rely upon the nationally agreed
decisions should be determined by farmers. | favour théegulatory arrangements which are in place, which are
Queensland commonsense approach. stringent and which work to protect the nation from any

In Western Australia, we find that the Genetically abuses of the type which were raised by the member for
Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 allows the designatioMitchell and which may be a risk as a consequence of GM
of areas to be free from GM. It entered into operation on 24nodification.
December 2003. Under this law the agriculture minister in  If we step outside the square and ask ourselves what
Western Australia will be able to make orders to designatadvantages might flow from embracing GM, then one opens
specified areas or the whole state, if he wishes, where specificdoor to all sorts of opportunities. As has been mentioned by
commercial GM crops may not be cultivated. Exemptions tany colleagues, we have established here the Plant Genomics
these orders are permitted, including for field trials. Centre of Excellence at Waite, a centre of excellence to

In Tasmania, on 27 February 2003, the governmentesearch grains and to produce drought resistant and salt
announced the existing two-year moratorium on the commeresistant varieties of wheat and other grains for the very
cial release of GM crops would be extended to June 200gwurpose of making the land more bountiful; for the very
This is quite a different approach to the other states. Thpurpose of increasing yields; for the very purpose of helping
government is developing a marketing specific state law fofarmers in the nation to trade and to produce products through
regulation of gene technology in primary industries. The lawdrought, pestilence, salt degradation and other challenges.
will be specifically designed to dovetail with existing The benefits of that are obvious. In fact, at the Waite campus,
commonwealth and Tasmanian gene technology acts and wadhd the Waite precinct more broadly, is one of the three
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premier agri-science clusters in the world. We are in a MrsREDMOND (Heysen): | want to make a brief
position to take leadership on gene modification of certairtontribution to this bill, because | happen to have had a bit
plant varieties. We are in a position to be a world leader irof a look into genetically modified crops when | was in North
this field, but what message are we sending to the scientist®akota last year. | think | was there while the member for
the farmers and the world community through the passage &tuart was in South Dakota looking at something similar. In
this bill? We are sending a message that says, ‘We are happyder to prepare for that trip, | read fairly extensively—and
to establish this scientific centre of excellence but we do ndt do not promise to be any great scientific brain when it
want to use the technology. We want some sort of moratorieomes to genetically modified foods but, it seems to me, from
um for three years because we would not want it to escape tteverything | have read, that there is no evidence that genetic-
Waite.' ally modifying foods is either harmful to health or harmful

I think there is a conflict here. The government crowed© the environment. Indeed, in North Dakota, the figures |
recently about its investment in the Centre for Plant Functionwas presented with indicated that, in a lot of cases, it is
al Genomics, which | hasten to add was an initiative of theexpected that there will be a benefit to the environment in
former government, not the current government. | know thafnoving to genetically modified foods because of the decrease
to be a fact, because | was the minister who carried th# the amount of pesticides and herbicides that may have to
cabinet submission into parliament for $12 million from our P& used in bringing crops to fruition.
$45 million innovation fund so that we could get the grain  Nevertheless, the real issue in my view is that of consumer
genomics centre to South Australia. | note the Premier hagsistance to the idea of genetically modified foods. I think
since said it was $8.5 million, so the amount has beeff is actually the main genetic modification that leads to a lot
knocked down’ but that put together a cluster of funding_Of resistance, to the extent that North Dakota and, | thln.k,
almost $40 million, | think it was in total—of federal, state, SOuth Dakota and a number of the other states were looking

private and university-based funding which has given us thigt the growth of genetically modified spring wheat which

beautiful jewel, the Centre for Plant Functional Genomics aMonsanto have produced. They are ready to go to the farm
Waite. with it, but they know that their main markets for that crop

We need a clearly thought through strategy here Th%re Japan and the European union, and both of those markets

minister is part of a government that, on the one hand, wan re resistant to having that particular type of crop. They have

the plant genomics centre and to be a leader in that area anoa_smally a zero tolerance, and the reality is that there is no

on the other hand, wants to put a moratorium on using sucE\S'rr;Lg]S;armers growing what the market is not going to

technology here in South Australia in our own backyard. No To that end, the Monsanto organisation has given an

only that, but also as a nation we are in a strategic muddle, . .
We are stuck in the middle. We have attempted to grow crop ndertaking to the farmers there not to introduce any of these

. . . 7 genetically modified crops in the wheat until such time as
e e 00l Ser s a o change-a it he s f e racing
: P ! 9 artners of America, in particular Japan and the European

tion and other environmental challenges have made th nion. At the end of the day, the customer is always right.

cropping not viable, yet with this bill we are saying we do not . oo : A
want to go further with genetically modified crops. :gteg%iﬁg?op&;t in the farmer growing what the customer is

The opportunities for this nation to open up dry land—to  There are a couple of other issues that come into it. | am
open up the north of the country—for cultivation are ye|atively convinced that it is not harmful to health or the
boundless. We could be the bread basket of this South-Eagfyironment, but there are issues about separation and cross
Asian region or, for that matter, the world, if we were to po|lination problems. | know that in North Dakota they told
embrace this technology fully and have it as an integral patie that if the fact sheet said that you only needed to allow
of what South Australia stands .for—as, mdeed, states su@he metre to stop cross-pollination, and the federal govern-
as Queensland are already doing. We sit here and wondg{ent said that you needed to allow 100 metres, they would
why there is enormous growth in Queensland. We sit hergiow a kilometre, rather than take any chances. They went
and wonder why we feel we are being left behind. We sit hergyjte over the top in making sure that they were well outside
and wonder why people are moving to Queensland. This ighe |imits in order to prevent any cross contamination
just one part of the answer. As we debate this bill in commityecurring.
tee, we ought to sit down and think really carefully aboutour  of course, the big issue will be the separation you will
muddled. levels of cropping: the GM free, organic and the GM crops.

In summary, | think the proponent of the bill and the In America, there is a fair admixture of those things. In order
member for Mitchell put up some good arguments about théo separate GM free, for the market place, you experience
risks associated with GM cropping. | note that some of myhuge amounts of difficulty in terms of how you actually keep
own colleagues on this side welcome the bill (particularly thehem separated, right down the chain from where they are
local members for Kangaroo Island and Eyre Peninsula) angroduced to where they are sold into the market, as well as
that is good. | understand that it will give us time for pausehaving to clean trucks, silos and all that sort of stuff, to
and reflection, and time to gather our thoughts while we worlprevent any contamination.
out what we are going to do about GM crops in the future. The other major issue identified in the states, anyway, was
But the cat is already out of the bag and other states are goirtgat of the legal liability potential; that is, if a GM crop
ahead with it. | do not think it will make any difference in the should escape into the property of someone who is growing,
marketplace—we are perceived as we are perceived. Like dor instance, organic crops, and they are certified organic, and
many bills from this government, it looks good and feelsthey suffer a detriment, there is still an issue of legal liability.
good and it will probably get a headline but, atthe end of the Those issues are still to be sorted out, and | think,
day, it will not change the world one little bit. therefore, that there is the idea of putting a moratorium in
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place—although I notice that apparently we are not callingrou want to plant an apple tree, any horticulturalist will tell
it a moratorium: it is going to be called some sort of a pauseyou to ensure that you have at least one, preferably two, apple
I would be interested if the minister can explain if there is anytrees of a different type in near proximity so that cross
difference. To me it seems to be a moratorium. pollination can occur. In speaking with the so-called experts
I make two other comments, and that is in relation to thethat is definitely genetic modification.
idea of making the Eyre Peninsula and Kangaroo Island GM It goes through then to many positives, some of which
free. One relates to the fact that that will be unfortunate fohave been highlighted but | will identify them. For example,
the farmers on the Eyre Peninsula or on Kangaroo Island whitnings such as drought resistant wheat and other crops;
would be quite happy to be more productive and perhaps tdisease resistant crops; the insertion of vitamin A into crops
become commercially viable by going into GM. such as rice to help overcome the eyesight problems for
More importantly, overseas, Australia is regarded agpeople who eat rice on a regular basis such as many of our
Australia. They do not even recognise that we have separa#ssian neighbours; the creation of salt tolerant grasses (and
states, let alone regions within states that we might be ablgertainly that is very helpful to Yorke Peninsula); insect
to call GM free. So, it seems to me that in order for us to gaesistant crops, which again | believe have many more
one way or the other, we must, as a whole country, go onpositives than negatives; herbicide resistant crops; and even
way or the other. At the end of the day, | believe that we willthings such as a shorter growing period.
probably head into GM production, if only for the sake of We have seen GM modifications in so many crops over
trying to feed the 9 billion people who are expecting to be ora long period. From some of my reading, | will not deny that
this planet in the next 50 years or so. there are some serious questions in relation to canola, but |
In the meantime, though, | think it is appropriate, givenalso have read where some of the points put forward are not
those couple of issues to which I have alerted the house, favhat they appear to be. Therefore, | recognise that we have
us to put this delay in place for a short time. However, | doto stay in step with the commonwealth legislation in this area
think that we need to be really concentrating in the threend that, if we as a state do not act within this week | believe,
years on what we are going to do at the end of the three yeanse will be left behind and it will be totally unregulated which
I do not think it is enough to simply put a moratorium in in itself may not be a good thing either. With those com-
place for three years and then just sit and not contemplate theents, | trust that this bill can have the speediest passage
issue further until that three years is up. We really need to bpossible.
having some very firm discussions, and | suspect a lot of it
will be about public education and public knowledge inthe TheHon. R.J. McEWEN (Minister for Agriculture,
area of genetic modification. However, once the three yeafsood and Fisheries): | thank all members who have
are up, | would like to think that this parliament is capable ofcontributed to the debate. On balance, they have reflected on
coming to some sort of resolution about what we will do inthe bill, although some have ranged well beyond the bill into
the longer term to address what is clearly a significant issuareas of science which are probably a little spurious. | think
but, as | said, one which | believe is not harmful to health otthe lead speaker for the opposition encapsulated the bill very
the environment but one where we do have a few other issu#¥ell and clearly defined the boundaries within which we are

about marketing perceptions and so on to sort out. operating. It is important not only to define the boundaries
but also to remember that at this stage we are dealing with

Mr MEIER (Goyder): | am pleased to also have the only two crops. Only two food crops have actually been
opportunity to speak to this bill. | think my colleagues havelicensed for release; therefore, the bill relates only to those
summed up my feelings on the bill and | will not hold up the two crops.
house unduly, other than to say that | recognise that this bill There are a couple of matters with which we need to deal
is a result of what the government regards as extensivi@ committee, and | look forward to further discussing those
consultation, and | would agree with that because it has beesith members at that time. From the outset, this measure has
the subject of a select committee and it was made availablegeen approached in a bipartisan way. We have tried to reflect
for consultation in November, December 2003. | believein the bill the recommendations of the select committee and
some 266 people in organisations responded to the consultzapture them as best we can in a form which is enforceable
tion process on the draft bill, with a total of 142 separateat a state level. | say that because the lead speaker for the
submissions. Itis good to see that it has been circulated a fadpposition reminded us of the boundaries within which we
bit, and | know that it has certainly provoked discussion inhave to operate under not only the commonwealth legislation
my electorate. The discussion has varied from one extremghe Commonwealth Gene Technology Act 2000) but also the
to the other; that is, we should not go down the geneticallf’\ TO requirements, etc. So, we must be mindful of those
modified track through to the other side that, if we want tobroader boundaries when we try, in this state, to walk that
stay with our markets and if we do not want to be isolatedine line between the impact on markets and not restraining
from the rest of the world, we do not have a choice but taesearch and development. | thank members for their
consider the genetically modified crops. contributions, and | look forward to dealing with the proposed

| further acknowledge that the ingredients of geneticallyamendments in committee.
modified crops will be handled through regulation, so we are Bill read a second time.
not 100 per cent certain of the precise outcomes. In simple In committee.
terms, | think genetic modification has been with us for so The CHAIRMAN: The member for Mitchell has two sets
long. The simplest case is probably the creation of the merinof amendments. | ask him to clarify whether he is proceeding
sheep by Macarthur. Whether or not people are upset ovevith both.
that, we cannot undo our merino sheep today—and thank Mr HANNA: I intend to follow the amendments labelled
goodness we cannot because Australia has benefited so mu3(2), moving my amendment to clause 1. | will take that as
from the merino sheep over so many years. However, ia test clause on the principle that genetically modified crops
happens in a more simpler form with apples. For instance, ishould be banned in South Australia. If | succeed with that
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amendment, | will move the remaining amendments on 78(2) Members will note the focus on marketing purposes for
and | will not move the amendments on 78(3). If | lose thatthe reasons that | have already outlined. The federal legisla-
amendment, | will not move any of the amendments on 78(2}tjon deals with health and environmental issues, not satisfac-

but I will proceed with all the amendments on 78(3). torily from the Greens’ point of view, but nonetheless that is
Clause 1. in the federal jurisdiction. This is a test clause. If | do not
Mr HANNA: | move: succeed with this amendment to clause 3, | will not be
. moving any amendments until clause 6 of the bill when there
Page 3, line 3— is another issue to consider
Delete ‘Management’ and substitute: S another ISsue to co_ Siaer.
Prohibition Amendment negatived; clause passed.
On the face of it, this amendment deletes the word ‘manage- 2:2322864 and 5 passed.

ment’ and substitutes the word ‘prohibition’. That is what this Mr HANNA: | move:
amendment is about. | am moving this as a test amendment. i ) .

| am putting forward the Greens’ position that GM crops ~ Page 7, lines 13 and 14—Leave out subparagraph (ii).

should be banned in South Australia. In my second readinghis relates to the position taken in the bill in respect of
speech, | outlined the reasons why the precautionary principlelosed loop production. There is an exemption in the bill that
should be paramount in this regard. Even if we are not ables essentially fairly tolerant in allowing companies to
to consider the health and environmental reasons becauseeXperiment with GM crops. To make sense of it, | need to
the federal jurisdiction in respect of those matters, there anefer to the bill. We are dealing now with an exemption
clearly economic and marketing reasons why we should takgrocess. | called the bill one which is a prohibition with
the cautious approach and follow the Western Australiaexemption model and we are now dealing with the manner
leadership and, to some extent, the leadership shown in which exemptions might be granted.

Victoria, and ban GM crops in South Australia. Clause 6 provides that the minister may publish a notice
The CHAIRMAN: | guess it could be argued that the in the Gazette, with certain exemptions. However, the
amendment is a negation. minister may not do that unless certain conditions are met.

MrsMAYWALD: | rise to oppose this amendment. | One of those conditions set out in the bill is that the purpose
think it flies in the face of what we are trying to do as a state0f the exemption is to allow a specified person to cultivate a
A select committee has fully investigated this matter. Igenetically modified food crop on a limited and contained
support the thrust of the legislation, and | believe a prohibibasis at a specified place or places. As far as the Greens are
tion at this time, completely without providing the opportuni- concerned, that does not really make any sense, because it
ty for us to explore the positive contribution to the state thawvill not be possible to produce a GM food crop on that basis.
GMOs could have, would undermine the future developmenkwould rather that that be taken out completely. That would

of the state. still leave requirements that an exemption could be allowed
Mr WILLIAMS: | indicate to the committee that the ©n & limited scale in accordance with a GMO licence for the
Liberal Party also opposes this amendment purpose of an experiment, and the minister would have to be

The committee divided on the amendment: satisfied that it is reasonable that the exemption be granted

The CHAIRMAN: There being only one vote for the after taking into account market requirements.
ayes, the question pésses in the negative So, what this means is that | am leaving in an exemption

Amendment negatived: clause passed for purely experimental purposes but do not support an
9 ’ P ' exemption simply because a farmer proposes to undertake a
Clause 2 passed. GMO crop on a limited basis—whatever that means. The fact

Clause 3. is that that could mean a farmer wants to plant thousands of
Mr HANNA: | move: hectares of GM canola and, in my view, that would not be
Page 3— appropriate. Bearing in mind that the parliament has resolved
Line 25—delete the definition of ‘designated area’ andnotto go ahead with a moratorium and that it will allow GM
substitute ‘designated area means— crops on a limited basis, | say that if we are to allow that, it
(a) the area designated by section 4A; or should be only on the basis of experimental crops and only

(b) an area designated by regulation under section 5; it the minister is satisfied that market requirements would

This is a fall-back position as far as the Greens are concerneghake that exemption reasonable. So, that is the reason for the
but the next five amendments standing in my name amoumendment.
to a moratorium on GM crops in South Australia, but subject What | am saying to the parliament is that we should
to certain specific exemptions. proceed on an experimental basis, if we are not to have a ban

The third amendment on this sheet is a moratorium for &ltogether, and, as a result of those experiments, we can then
period of five years after the commencement of this actdetermine whether in fact it is appropriate to grow GM crops
Breaching the moratorium would result in a maximumat all. In the context of the bill, that means whether there is
penalty of $200 000. There would be certain exemptionsa market for whatever we can grow in South Australia.
which are set out in a proposed new subsection 4A(3). These The CHAIRMAN: For clarification, we are dealing with
would be exemptions, for example, where a particular crophe member’s amendment No. 6, relating to clause 6.
is already in existence at this time. They are also concernedembers need to be aware that the member for MacKillop
with the removal or disposal of material that has alreadyhas amendments dealing with the same clause, the same page
escaped into the environment. If there are stray GM cro@nd the same line. If the member for Mitchell's amendment
particles out there, we cannot penalise people if it is not theils carried, that takes the ground from under the member for
fault, but the general intention of this set of amendments i$lacKillop.
to have that moratorium so that we can further assess whether Mr WILLIAMS: Absolutely. | indicate that the Liberal
it is appropriate for South Australia to have GM crops. Party does not agree with this amendment and opposes it;
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indeed, we will move in the opposite direction. If this  Mr HANNA: No.

amendment were accepted by the committee, it would not The CHAIRMAN: We will deal with amendments Nos 1,
only deny the reality of the world in which now we live— 2 and 3. One of them deals with line 17, so | think we could
and, in that sense, | am talking about South Australia—angrobably—

deny what is already happening in South Australia but it \r HANNA: Sir, I rise on a point of order. If you deal

would also fly in the face of the recommendations of theyiin amendment No. 1, | am sure that the member for
select committee that looked into this matter. This W0U|dl\/lacKi||op will not proceed with amendments Nos 2 and 3
mean that, in a practical sense, not only would we nevef he |oses it.

progress but we would even stop the experimentation of GM The CHAIRMAN: | cannot read his mind, or anyone

plants in South Australia. else’s. The member for MacKillop’s amendment No. 3 deals

During my second reading contribution, | spoke at Iengthith line 17. If the member for Mitchell regards his amend-

on the work that is being done at the Centre for Plantoq o 7 as not being consequential on amendment No. 6,
Functional Genomics at the Waite Institute. | made the pom*ve need to take that into account
n .

that, if we go down this path, we should not expect any pla Mr WILLIAMS: I will try to help the committee. I will

breeding scientist worth his salt to be prepared to stay at the d i No. 1 it d il test th
Waite Institute, because they would go to any place in thgnove amendment No. 1 on 1ts own and we will test the

world where they could practise their trade and develop theffommittee. | move:

skills. The ramifications of this amendment are quite Page?7, line 14—
significant. Leave out ‘and’

TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: It was never the intention of MrsMAYWALD: | want to ask a question in relation to
the select committee or the government to take the ‘D’ out ofyhat may be a consequential matter, namely, the definition
‘Rand D'. In effect, that is what this amendment does.  of ‘closed loop system’. Would we need to refer to it in the

MrsMAYWALD: | also oppose this amendment. Oncejnterpretations under clause 3 in order to clearly define it,
you experiment with something you then need to moveyiven that it is a term that has not been defined as such?
forward into field trials, and th_is would deny the opportunity ~ nr WILLIAMS: The member for Chaffey makes a valid
to develop beyond the experimental stage. point. Once we have tested the committee on this, | am more

Amendment negatived. han happy to have an amendment drafted if the committee
Mr WILLIAMS: | suggest that amendments Nos 1, 2 andi|| allow me to do that.

3 standing in my name be handled concurrently. It is just one TheHon. RJ. MCEWEN: | am advised that this

process. Amendments Nos 1 and 3 are consequential !ac?*nendment neither adds to nor detracts a great deal from the

amendment No. 2 and enable it to fit into the bill. It is JUStbiII; if anything, it clarifies to some extent what we intend to

I;nz:\gggm%ur:t iasninwﬁat?:ﬁslgzegﬂn?gs(g)”)ds ;geer?(;ﬁeﬁt :\Ts 0. | also take the point about the definition, which is in the
With this amendment the Liberal Party seeks to mo}e (mendment and which states ‘a closed loop that includes’; in
accurately reflect the recommendations 012/ the select commi ffect, it captures what is meant by a closed loop. To that
tee. Nowhere in the bill do we talk about what the selecﬁxéﬁ?t’ Iindicate that we are happy to support the amend-
committee termed a ‘closed loop system’. What we talke : ) . . N
about in the select committee was that, if someone was '::/::;Zé\ilﬁgc\)/;\)/AvbﬁurT?ﬁé gilgsgt;zi:%sfﬁhgttrc]?agggnvl\:g)ur: q
rovided seed and planted it, grew the crop, harvested t 4
P b d b so meet the needs of the member for MacKillop, | would

seed and delivered it to the end user (which, for all intent S .
and purposes in today's world would most likely be theP® happy to accept it in its current form without further

person who provided the seed in the first place), and all thogdmendment. o
processes were done within a closed loop, so that at no time Mr HANNA: | oppose the amendment. | bear in mind that
during the growing of the crop or the storage and transportdhe amendment allows a closed loop system amendment. It
tion of the product of the crop to the end user did it crosdS an expansion of what is currently in the bill. True, it talks
paths with or impact on any other crop, crop system o@bout the same person growing the GM crop, and the bill
product of any other crop, how on earth could that procestlks about a specified person. We can assume that is much

affect the marketing of that other crop? That is what this billthe same thing, but the important point about the proposal
is all about. from the member for MacKillop is that there is no suggestion

| remind the committee of what | said in my secondthat the GM crop needs to be on a limited and contained

reading speech. South Australia’s jurisdiction over this relateBasis. That is the wording in the bill. That is a lot more
only to marketing aspects of GM technology. We are sayingp@latable to the Greens than the exemption proposed by the
that, if the growing of a GM crop cannot impact on the member for MacKillop, because we do away with all sense
marketing of another crop, why should we regulate againghat the exemption or the field trial, for example, can be
that scenario? | believe that that was the position taken by tHeontained. So, a farmer with 10 000 hectares can put canola
select committee. This amendment reflects much mor#ight across it. We are really starting to water down the
closely what the select committee wanted to achieve thaRfinciple of the bill, if we are getting into large scale GM
what the provisions of clause 2 would currently allow with Crop production. I oppose it on that basis.

only options (i) and (ii). | commend to the committee this Mr WILLIAMS: | point out to the member for Mitchell
third option, which would allow that closed loop system. | that the last word in amendment No. 2 is ‘and’, which means
once again reinforce the fact that we are looking only at théhat if an exemption is granted under clause 6(2) it must fulfil
marketing aspects of GM technology, and | cannot see whihe requirements of both subclauses (a) and (b) of clause 2.
the committee would be unable to accept this amendmentSubclause (b) provides:

_TheCHAIRMAN: | will just clarify with the memberfor ~ The minister is satisfied that it is reasonable that the exemption
Mitchell whether his amendment No. 7 was consequentialbe granted after taking into account market requirements.
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That means that the minister then has to comply with the So, | think that the checks and balances are still there, and
other clauses under clause 6 which ensures that all the thingsat is why | am taking the advice that this does not signifi-
that are talked about in clause 5 about maintaining IP bgantly add to but to some extent clarifies the wishes of the
supporting buffer zones and all those sorts of things areelect committee.
covered. The CHAIRMAN: Is the committee happy to take

I think that the honourable member has picked up on th@mendments Nos 1 and 2 together because, | guess, they
main difference, which is that this clause would add to thenter-relate?
bill. I did think about moving a different amendment, which ~ Mr HANNA: No, | am not happy with that.
would merely delete the word ‘limited’ in clause 6(2)(a)(i). = The CHAIRMAN: We will do it one at a time then.
The Liberal Party has a problem with the word ‘limited’,  Amendment carried.
because how does one define ‘limited’? | do not know how Mr WILLIAMS: | move:
it might be defined. | think that the example given in the other

. - . . P 7, after line 14—
place is that ‘limited’, obviously, would mean something age /, alterline

. - o Insert:
completely different if we were applying it to a GM straw- or
berry patch compared to a GM canola plant. The word (i) to cultivate a genetically modified food crop on
‘limited’, | think, could possibly make it very difficult for the the basis that all dealings with the crop will be
minister to manage the bill, and that is why the Liberal Party undertaken by the same person (or by a person or
is moving this amendment person acting on behalf of the same person) under
: aclosed loop system that includes processes and
Mr HANNA: | think that the member for MacKillop has procedures designed to ensure the segregation of
touched upon the key point. It is a rhetorical question: how gﬁeﬁrgfép";ﬂ?ﬂ gze?gngﬁo[jeJ{ég%rnt]r?itnngsailﬁ g? m
can you have a limited gnd contained GM 'canola crop? to preserve the identity of those other crops,
Maybe there are some circumstances but, in the average materials, products or things; and

farming community, | question whether it is possible at all., ., . . . .
Just to clarify the drafting point, which the member for | think we have had _enough discussion about this.
MackKillop has addressed, it is true to say that the exemption Amendment carried.
requirement that the minister must be satisfied that it is M HANNAZ I move:
reasonable after taking into account market requirements is Page 7, after line 14—

still there. Insert: .
(ab) the Minister has—

Yes, itis still there. But, apart from that, those proponents () by notice issued in accordance with the regula-
of GM crops will then have three choices in relation to tions, informed the occupiers of land within
growing it: they can go to the minister and say that the the surrounding area that the conferral of an
purpose is experimental; they can go to the minister and say, . exemption has been under consideration; and
“We will grow this only on a limited and contained basis at (if) a”owg.d any occupier OII land within the sur-

ified place’; or, they can go to the minister and sa g B L el
a specitied p ; or, they g . : say, writing to the Minister over a period of at least
‘Look, this is not really limited and contained. It is a massive 6 weeks specified in the notice; and
enterprise. However, we are going to have a closed-loop (i)  given consideration to any representations
system’, as per this amendment. It is a dramatic expansion of received under subparagraph (ii); and
GM crop possibilities, | would suggest. Members will have noticed that | am fighting a rearguard

Mr WILLIAMS: As | said a moment ago, | take the action and gradually retreating from my initial position,
honourable member’s point on the word ‘limited’, but the hoping to get support for this amendment. To put it in
word ‘contained’ which is used in the other clause and whicteontext, we are still dealing with the conditions upon which
is already in the bill as presented to the house, | think, ighe minister may grant exemptions to allow the production of
covered by most of what is in this particular amendment, tha&M crops. In this amendment | suggest that there be a
is, when we talk about the closed-loop system. That is th@rocedure whereby notices are issued to those in the sur-
containment. So, the closed-loop system provides theounding area, that is, within a 10 kilometre radius from the
containment. | fully agree with the honourable member thaplace where the relevant crop is proposed to be cultivated.
the difference, if it is passed, is that this would becomeTlhe occupiers of land within that area ought to be allowed to
subparagraph (iii), and the difference between that anthake representations in writing to the minister over a period
subparagraph (ii) is mainly that word ‘limited’. of at least six weeks. That will enable the minister to consider

The Hon. R.J. McEWEN: | am reading this in conjunc- whether the proposed crop is limited, contained or properly
tion with subclause (4), which provides: segregated from other crops. _

i o . | thought | might receive some support from the opposi-
as tAhg %ﬁ@?&'ﬁ&mﬁg 1Ei)te granted by the minister on such conditiongion, i this regard because there truly is widespread concern

: in the farming community amongst those who wish to defer

Certainly, it would never be my intention to allow a broad a decision on GM crops or those who positively do not wish
acre closed-loop crop under subclause (3), and | do not thinlbo grow GM crops, perhaps because they have European
that is what is being asked for. The Office of the Genebuyers. They are concerned that contamination will result
Technology Regulator certainly used an area of somethingnless a great deal of care is taken. Without this amendment
like nine hectares when it was talking about taking it to R&D.it is possible for the farmer next door to begin growing GM
| am not saying that you would strictly confine yourself to canola and for the neighbour not to realise until it is too late
nine hectares, but we are not talking about 1 500 hectares, and contamination has already taken place. | hope that some
anything like that. We are simply, in conjunction with of the farmer’s opposite share those concerns that, at the very
subclause (4), indicating that conditions will apply specifical-least, if there is going to be a GM crop in next door, you
ly to a closed-loop system. ought to have notice of it.
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It is the same principle that applies in planning in the TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: | might start first with the
metropolitan area. If my neighbour is going to put up a threeselect committee, which talked about how coexistence to
storey building next door | get notification under the planningmeet market demand for different classes of crops and
law. If the farmer next door is going to put in GM canola you products—for example, GM-free, non GM and GM—can be
want to know about it. | believe there should be support fronguaranteed by industry through the establishment of rigorous
the Liberal opposition in relation to this and | commend it toand cost-effective segregation and IP systems throughout the

the committee. total production and supply chain. So, | am trying to be as
Amendment negatived. consistent as | can with the select committee.
Mr WILLIAMS: | move: The select committee was saying that it is our job to be the
Page 7, line 17— umpire and what industry does best is find novel and
After ‘(ii)’ insert: imaginative ways to solve these problems in a cost-effective
or (iii) way. When the commercial imperative exists, | trust that they

ewill do it, and | think that is consistent with the select
committee and a sound way to move forward.
Amendment carried Mr WILLIAMS: | crave the committee’s indulgence
M eHANI\TA' Ica ed. i ith q N because we are discussing a hypothetical clause, but can the
r HANNA: 1 am not proceeding with amendment No. 8, yinister answer this: if a producer, a company, a company
because it was predicated upon my successfully removing the, 3 producer, or a company and a series of producers come
possibility of limited and contained GM crops being allowed.up with a scheme whereby they can grow a crop which has

Since | lost that earlier amendment and we now have threg,o, approved by the Office of the Gene Technology
possibilities for those proponents of GM crops, | would like ey jator and can deliver to the minister a set of protocols

e - o Shich they will abide by and adhere to in order to maintain
consulted by the minister before giving permission. So, 1 dQynat we have referred to as a closed loop system so that it
not proceed with that amend_ment. | do not prc_)ceed Wit annot possibly impact on the marketing or marketability of
amendment No. 9, because it was consequential uUpon Myher crops, will the minister take that as being the necessary
amendment No. 7. protocols to allow them to move forward?
Clause as amended passed. TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: We go back to clause 4, which
New clause. talks about an exemption being granted by the minister on
Mr WILLIAMS: 1 will not proceed with the amendment such conditions as the minister sees fit, and | have talked
standing in my name. | have had a series of discussions withhout this being an extension of the amendment that |
the minister on this. The Liberal Party does have someccepted. We are talking about small, tight, closed loop
concerns. | will take the opportunity to air those and | hopesystems, and | have plenty of confidence that the industry will
the minister might be able to respond. The practical realit¥ind, within that environment, the ways to maintain that
of the bill is that it provides that, if we can maintain identity security, and there will be a number of methodologies to do
preservation and if we have a set of protocols, then thenat, depending on the crop and the nature of the system. So,
minister can consider allowing the release of genetic cropsdo not see any difficulty asking industry in that set of
into the environment. circumstances to come forward with the way in which they
The reality is, in a practical sense, that nothing is providedntend to achieve that objective. On the contrary, | would not
for in the bill to drive the development of those protocols.see the government actually leading that.
The bill refers to industry protocols and assumes that the Mr HANNA: | accept that the minister does not want to
industry will develop the protocols. The problem that thesee contamination of GM crops spread to other crops, but
Liberal Party has with that is that there is no incentive forhow is the minister then proposing to ensure that there will
industry to do that. Certainly, at this stage, the part of thenot be contamination of non-GM crops? If the minister is
industry (and we are talking in a very practical sense) whichyoing to be granting exemptions on conditions, how is the
wants to move forward is the canola industry, which is onlyminister in practical terms going to achieve that? Is the
a very small part of the grains industry in South Australia.minister, for example, considering keeping canola a certain
The part of the industry which will be needed to develop suchiistance from the border of properties which might abut
protocols basically is the storage and handling system, whicfarms which do not have GM crops? What are the practical
is a huge industry in itself but is related mainly to cerealmeasures the minister is going to be looking for to try to
crops. So, there is no necessity or incentive for AusBulk otontain GM crops?
the Australian Wheat Board to get into the business of TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: We have gone way beyond
developing such protocols because the genetically modifie@there we are with this particular amendment. As part of the
canola sector of the industry is only very small and the cosstringent conditions that would be put in place before you get
of developing these protocols might not be insignificant. approval, issues around contamination will be dealt with. In
That is why the Liberal Party contemplated such proposala closed-loop system, of course, there is no way that the
in the first instance. Itis my understanding that we would noproduct of that crop will end up in the generic supply chain.
be successful with these amendments, and that is why | wilbo, identity preservation and secure segregation will obvious-
not bother the committee in moving them. However, | hopdy be very tight. We are not talking about something and then
the minister might be able to enlighten us as to how he sedsding it in the generic distribution chain at all. So, the only
the grains industry in totality moving ahead. It seems thatime you will deal with an issue around contamination is
such protocols will be the precursor to the next step butaround pollen transfer. | cannot see anywhere else in this
without a proactive stance being taken by the minister and hislosed-loop system that the set of circumstances the member
department and/or the committee (which will also be set upalludes to can occur. Obviously, that would be dealt with as
hopefully, later in this bill), | cannot see how the protocolsone of the conditions, before you will be granted an exemp-
will be developed and how we can possibly take the next stepion notice.

This amendment is merely consequential to the earli
amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN: We do not have a clause that we aretion and everything else) are the marketing issues, and | think
debating; we are talking about a hypothetical situationthe advisory committee as it is set up is appropriate to give
because the member for MacKillop withdrew it. the minister advice in terms of the limited scope that we have

Mr HANNA: Just following on from that, how is the sitting underneath the Office of the Gene Technology
minister going to do that? How will you tackle the pollination Regulator.
issue? Amendment negatived.

TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: In the same way as the Office Mr HANNA: | move:
of the Gene Technology Regulator did it and will continue to  page g, after line 33—

do it for crops that it is dealing with, keeping in mind that it Insert—

is looking at, | might add, the more significant issues around (i) one must be a person nominated by the minister who is,
the environment than we are, because it has got to get through in the opinion of the minister, an appropriate person to act
that loop first. Again, to impose strict separation criteria, and as a consumer representative;

(i) one must be a person nominated by the minister who has,

to monitor them strictly. in the opinion of the minister, appropriate experience in

Clauses 7 and 8 passed. the field of health and environmental science.

Clause 9. . . This amendment it is not strictly consequential to what | have

Mr HANNA: | move: just suggested. | simply restate that, in my view, there should

Page 8— be a consumer representative on the advisory committee and
After line 33—Delete ‘between 9 and’ there should be a person with appropriate experience in the

Clause 9 deals with the advisory committee. We have judi€ld of health and environmental science. It would not detract
agreed that there should be a GM crop advisory committed/om the committee; it would only add to the committee’s

| have suggested an amendment which affectively ensurégliberations.

that the committee would be made up of 11 members, Amendment negatived; clause passed.

whereas the bill currently suggests that it consist of between Clauses 10 to 26 passed.

9 and 11 members. The reason for this change is explained New clauses 26A and 26B.

by the following amendment in my name, and that is that pMr HANNA: | move:

there are two additional categories which | believe should be

h - . . .~ Aftercl 26—
included when it comes to consideration of the membership o cause

Insert—

of the advisory committee. 26A—Public liability insurance

| say that there should be a person appropriate toactasa A person must not—
consumer representative, and | say that there should also be (a) cultivate a genetically modified food crop within a
a person with appropriate experience in the field of health and designated area; or _ -
environmental science. One may think these are not matters (b) sell agenetically modified food crop cultivated within

. L . - . a designated area,
strictly pertaining to GM crop production, but in my view, unless there is in force a policy of public liability insurance

because we are doing something entirely new here in South  indemnifying the person in an amount of at least $20 000 000

Australia, we need to take a broader view, particularly so in in relation to economic loss that may be suffered by another
relation to the advisory committee. It is important for the full person on account of the cultivation or sale of the crop.
range of views in relation to GM crops to be aired and the Maximum penalty: $20 000.

advisory committee is the appropriate place to do that. Whahs | have pointed out earlier, my concerns and the Greens’
the minister does with advice from the advisory committeeconcerns in relation to this bill are not only in relation to the
at the end of the day, is up to the minister, but nonetheless litroader issues of health and environmental issues but there
will be useful for debates about what is and what is nois a real practical concern for farmers who want to be GM
appropriate to take place in the advisory committee settingree. We know there is a substantial number of farmers who
It is because | have two additional categories which | anwish to be GM free in South Australia and around the nation.
suggesting for membership of the advisory committee thatWe can look then to protect them in this bill. | put forward
suggest that the number should be fixed at 11 membertyo proposals in the one clause, which will assist those who
rather than the current suggestion that it should be betweemant to have an adequate comeback to GM farmers who,
nine and 11 members. through their practices, might contaminate the crops of those
TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: | agree with what the member who wish to remain GM free.
says in relation to a full range of views being aired, but this These two proposals involve public liability insurance and
is not the appropriate place for the full range of views to bethe liability of entities related to the producer of GM crops.
aired. That job has already been done once and we do nBegarding public liability insurance, the Greens would like
want to do it again. We have had to get through the substarte see an insistence upon public liability insurance to the
tial barriers as part of the federal act and the Office of theamount of at least $20 million for economic loss that may be
Gene Technology Regulator. What we are now dealing witlsuffered by a farmer who wishes his crops to remain
in this bill is a very limited set of circumstances around theGM free. For example, if farmer Smith and farmer Jones live
marketing implications of crops that have already gonenextto each other and farmer Jones undertakes the cultivation
through all that. All the issues around consumers views obf a GM crop and it spreads to farmer Smith’s crops and he
health, the environmental issues and so on have all been deslthen unable to sell those crops to his established buyers in,
with and we are not dealing with them. As much as | agreesay, Europe, then farmer Smith should be able to sue farmer
that they all must be dealt with as part of the process, they ardones successfully. It will be of benefit to the innocent farmer
dealt with at the appropriate place in the process and we wilh such a situation if there is adequate public liability
not have a second chance to regurgitate all that. If it has gatsurance. It will not necessarily be there unless we provide
through that process, then what we are focussing on (whicfor it in this legislation; | therefore propose that that should
is all we can do unless we are to be in breach of the Constitweccur.
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| also propose that, should one farmer wish to sue anoth&M crops in Australia’. It talks about liability issues. It does
because of crop contamination, liability should be spreadhot directly address what the member has raised here but it
beyond the immediate producer of the GM crop. For examedoes talk about introducing strict liability, or additional
ple, farmer Jones decides to grow GM canola on the edge gpecial liability provisions in legislation to handle GM
his property. However, to avoid liability in the case of technologies only.
contamination, farmer Jones sets up Farmer Jones Canola Pty The argument being made throughout this paper is that
Limited, a $2 company essentially without assets other thagirtually every jurisdiction, with two exceptions | will name
the seeds to grow the canola and a lease over the land @m a moment, accepts that the normal and, in our case,
which it is to be grown. In that situation, farmer Smith is thencommon law gives enough redress to anyone who finds
subject to millions of dollars of economic loss and, if farmerthemselves in a situation where their business or whatever has
Smith wishes to sue Farmer Jones Canola Pty Limited, farmdyeen impacted by the growing of a GM crop on, for instance,
Smith will find there is no effective recourse to be had. Evera neighbouring property. | reiterate that this is not what this
though legal action might be entirely proper as far as théill is about: this bill is about marketing.
court is concerned, there would be no practical benefit in - Austria and Germany are the only two jurisdictions that
suing such an entity. have apparently addressed these issues of liability by

Therefore, | have defined ‘related entities’ in terms of theintroducing special provisions through legislation and/or
directors, substantial shareholders or related companies ofegulation. | will quote from what the royal commission in
company such as the one | have described in my exampldlew Zealand said on this matter, as follows:
which I have named Farmer Jones Canola Pty Limited. Iwant The commission considers it unnecessary to recommend
to ensure that there is some entity of substance, whether it begislation providing special remedies for third parties, where they
a person or a corporation, that a farmer can sue if they wismay have been affected by the release of a genetically modified

; : rganism. As technology advanced with ever-increasing pace
to remain GM free and they have actually lost SUbStam'alh?hroughout the 20th century, the common law (that is, law based on

as a result of GMcrop contamination. These are tWQyrtdecisions, as distinct from statute law) showed it was well able
reasonable and sensible measures designed purely for ti¥emould new remedies for novel situations. Parliamentary interven-
protection of neighbouring farmers who wish to recover theition has rarely been needed in this area. From a legal liability

losses if they suffer economic loss as a result of their cropgﬁfrgfeen‘iﬂ‘i’r? Wgn*ﬁ}ée ”mog dbifeiggti%%rsgsqurg]eﬁeis r?g\}’vthé?gsraggf;"y
being contaminated with GM material. remedies. 9 q P

This is not idealistic gyandstandmg about *_‘””.‘a.” healtrl‘ think that covers very succinctly the area that the member
problems or broader environmental concerns; this is purel

: . % trying to introduce into the bill with this amendment.
and simply for the protection of farmers who want to stay The Hon. R.J. MCEWEN: Briefly, there are five reasons

GM free. There are some out there. The farmers on theh we do not subport this amendment. the first. of course
benches opposite must know of people who wish to retai y PP ’ ’ ’

that status because they have customers in Europe who Weﬁ*ﬁing that this bil i_s on abo_ut regulating a GM free e”"‘f"”?
to buy GM free canola. So, for their sake, given that we ar{nent. The second is that it is all about marketing; the third is
going to gradually have GM crops proliferate in the state, le h_at we do not believe that this is the appropriate way to deal

Us have some effective recourse for those farmers who Ioé/(\élth liability issues; the fourth is that we believe that the

out. There will be some who lose out as a result of GM cropcommon law s the appropriate way to redress such issues;

contamination, so let us give them effective recourse again?tnd the ﬁf.th. is that we thin!( that if it i.s a significant issue it
their neighbou’rs will be revisited if we do arrive at the time where we actually

! . allow the commercial release of GM crops.

me'\r?t; V\:(I)L I(;;?(Ij\/lbs. t-rrgenl]‘é?ﬁtr)aelr?grrtf\/ﬂﬁgﬁgﬁ e:ntQtT &migsé | did give an undertaking to the Hons Nick Xenophon and
a few ‘r)ninF:Jtes toyex lain whv. Eirst. let rr’1e remind thelan Gilfillan that we would have a look at this issue between
members that this biII‘i)s about)r%arketi’n and marketabilitythe houses. We have certainly taken advice on it and,
That is really all | should have to sa ogn this matter, but IbeiOUS|y’ so has the opposition. We concur with the

y h y h ’ opposition’s view that this is neither required nor appropriate
have done some research on this. | know that this matter w : P L

. - - {17 this legislation at this time.

canvassed widely in another place. One of the problems wit

, : . Mr HANNA: | am glad that both the member for
the member’s proposed clause 26B, is that right at the end . L . L
subclause (1) it states: %acKnlop and the minister have pointed out that this bill is

about marketing, as far as they are concerned, because that
then any related entity of the respondent will also be jointly andjg exactly what this amendment is about. It says that if you
severally liable for that loss or damage. are a farmer who wants to be GM-free because you have a
One of the problems we have with GM technology that a lotmarket in Europe for your product, and you have it contami-
of people fail to appreciate is that a whole plethora of peopl@ated by someone, you should have a right of recourse
are involved in the GM product that we are discussing. ltagainst that GM crop farmer next door. It is exactly about
could be any number of university faculties spread around thmarketing. We are talking about the possibility of GM crop
world. When one looks at the patents covering this GMcontamination that destroys someone’s market. Of course, it
material, one sees that a large network of people can be tracathy not be just for the neighbour who actually gets some GM
back. So, the first point | make is that the related entity couldrop material contaminating their crop: it could be that a
lead you on a path of people who have an interest in this crogyhole region has its reputation impaired in respect of those
right through research institutions particularly, all over themarkets which prefer to take onboard GM-free crops. So, it
world. is precisely about that issue which the minister and the
The other point | make relates to a paper produced by thexember for MacKillop say is paramount.
Science and Economic Policy Branch, Australian Govern- Secondly, how illusory is the reliance on common law. |
ment Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry iram quite surprised that two gentlemen familiar with business
September 2003, entitled ‘The liability issues associated witnd the ways of the world place such reliance upon the
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common law. Of course, common law gives the right to an It is my understanding that the community on Kangaroo
action against a farmer whose GM crop material strays antsland is more than happy with that situation. It is more than
contaminates a neighbour’s crop, but what happens when ydwappy for the minister, on the day the bill is proclaimed, to
sue a company and it has $2 to its name? It is dissolved at tltkeclare that Kangaroo Island be a GM free zone and, for the
drop of a hat. All the common law rights in the world will do minister to vary that at some subsequent date, the community
you no good at all. | would be very surprised if members havevould have to be consulted under clause 5, and particularly
not heard of those situations arising before. So, it is importargubclause (3), which sets out the process. The community
to have either adequate public liability insurance or the abilitywould have to be consulted and, via that process, it could
to sue related entities so that you have someone substantialrequest the minister to revoke that declaration and thus it
not just the proverbial man of straw, or the man of canola—tavould become a non-GM free zone. | understand that the
sue. Itis important that there is some money in the pot if yolKangaroo Island community is quite happy with that
ever have to sue someone and exercise those common Iaituation.
rights. The Eyre Peninsula community would like to reverse the
The Hon. R.J. MCEWEN: We do not deny anything the system. On the day the bill is proclaimed, the community
member is saying: we are simply saying that putting it in thisvould like to be nominally not declared a GM free zone, but
bill to deal with this particular limited issue of liability is not the minister would still have within his powers the ability to
the appropriate way to deal with it. Certainly, a farmer has ta@o through the processes set out in clause 5—particularly the
have an adequate public liability policy. There are a whole lotonsultation process in subclause 5(3)—to consult with that
of ways you can put your business at risk. You do not haveommunity, and it would still have the opportunity to tell the
a bill to deal with every single issue. There are plenty of risksninister, if it so desired, that it wanted to become GM free
at the moment in farming in terms of pesticide contaminatiorfrom that point on.
and drift, and all sorts of things. We are not denying that the So, there is an opt-in and opt-out situation, that is, whether
member makes a valid point; we are simply saying that yoyou choose to be declared in the first instance, with the
do not deal with it in a specific bill of this nature. opportunity to opt out, or not declared in the first instance,
Mr HANNA: | will just make one final and brief com- with the opportunity to opt in. The reason that the Liberal
ment. The reasons that GM crops deserve special considdtarty proposes this amendment is that it is our understanding
ation are, first, that it is a novel scene in South Australiarthat the community on Eyre Peninsula (and | expect that the
agriculture and we do not know the full ramifications yet. member for Flinders will also talk on this point) would rather
Secondly, we know from the way that the markets workhave the opportunity not to be declared GM free in the first
overseas that if there is the slightest amount of GM crognstance but is quite happy to be consulted as to the com-
contamination that could mean an entire farm gone forevemunity’s status. It does not particularly want to have that
in the future, or an entire region’s farms that lose theirdeclaration, because there is no process which can be initiated
overseas markets forever. So, it is of a much greater magniy the community to go through that consultation process,
tude than the loss which might be caused by the drift of and that is their problem. If it is the other way, they believe
pesticide, and so on. | make those points and | am willing tdhat the minister will initiate the consultation process and they

test it in the parliament on that basis. will have the opportunity to have their say.
The committee divided on the new clauses: The other point | make which | hope the minister will
While the division was being held: address is that the consultation process as described in
The CHAIRMAN: There being only one vote for the clause 5 does not stipulate who will be consulted: it just talks
ayes, the new clause is lost. about the community. Again, | ask the minister: because we
Clauses 27 to 29 passed. are talking about marketing and the marketability of crops,
Schedule. will that consultation process be restricted to those people

. . who will be affected by marketing and marketability?

Mr WILLIAMS I.move. o TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: The answer to the second

Clause 1, page 16, line 37—After ‘regulation’ insert: question is yes. Obviously, this is a bill about marketing. We

that applies in relation to Kangaroo Island (and no other part ofy ;|| not go and consult on health, the environment or any
the State) and ) ) other issues. We made that point earlier in relation to the
Had the member for Mitchell moved his amendment to thesther debate. | do not support this amendment because we
schedule, it might have achieved what | am trying to achievyave tried in a bipartisan way right through this debate to
with mine. | am somewhat disappointed, because between ggjly reflect, to the best of our ability, the intention of the
we might have carried the day. This amendment proposes thgélect committee. In his extensive and thorough remarks, the
we handle dlfferently the two areas that the minister intend%ad Speaker for the Opposition made the point about those 16
to declare as GM free zones—one zone being Kangarogcommendations. | think | should briefly read to the

Island and the other being Eyre Peninsula. For the benefit %mmntee recommendations 8 and 9. Recommendation 8
the committee, | will explain briefly. The bill provides for the states:

minister to divide the state into various zonesvia regulation, The community of the Eyre Peninsula must be provided the
as long as he promulgates those regulations on the same dggportunity to establish the peninsula as a GM crop free area for
as the bill is proclaimed, without having to go through themarketing purposes. While the community of Eyre Peninsula is

process that is set out in clause 5, that is, without th&indertaking the process of deciding whether the peninsula should be

community consultation process. As long as the ministefi€clared to be a GM crop free area for marketing purposes, with full
decl in this K sland and Evre Peni Lgommunlty consultation, the release of GM crops on the peninsula
eclares, in this instance, Kangaroo Island and Eyre PeninsuWgo g pe prohibited under all circumstances. Also, if the Eyre

as GM free zones by regulation on the same day as the biHleninsula is charged to be a GM crop free area, the release of GM
is proclaimed, the communities in those two areas do natrops on the peninsula should continue to be prohibited under all
have the opportunity provided by clause 5 to be consulted ofifcumstances.

the declaration. Recommendation 9 states:
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Through the legislation and/or other mechanisms the Souti\gain, | believe that, if the amendment that | am proposing
Australian government should facilitate, assist and/or empower thgs successful, the minister has within his power the ability to
communities of Kangaroo Island and the Eyre Peninsula— prevent the release of any GM crops on Eyre Peninsula until
Kangaroo Island, of course, was dealt with in recommendathe process, as described under clause 5(3), is gone through,
tion 7, and the speaker for the opposition has alluded téhcluding the opportunity for the community to do so. | do
that— not believe that there is any risk of the scenarios described by
to address the above issues and to determine whether their arttee member for Chaffey. | do not believe that there is any risk
should be declared to be a GM crop free area for marketing purposegat the community of Eyre Peninsula will have the minister
| have not been lobbied in the meantime to reverse that. S@pproving via the regulations, because everything is going to
I have no reason to go back on what we have dealt with in 8e done by regulations, until the process as described in
bipartisan way in terms of reflecting the recommendations oflause 5(3) is gone through.
the select committee. On that basis, | cannot see how we can The reverse is the problem for the people of Eyre Penin-
now support this amendment, which flies in the face of thatsula. If they are designated as GM crop free as of day 1, how

MrsMAYWALD: Given the minister's comments in do they initiate the process? The initiation of the consultation
respect of the select committee’s report, | tend to oppose thigrocess, as described in clause 5, is at the minister’s behest.
motion, but | would like to pose a question first. What will | am sure if the minister wants them to opt in, he will start the
happen on Eyre Peninsula during this time if we start with thgorocess. If he declares them in, there is no incentive for the
opt out option to which the member for MacKillop has minister to give them the opportunity to opt out. Again, as |
referred, so that GM crops can be planted? If a GM crop islescribed in the second reading, the parliament has to take the
planted in this interim period and the community thenminister on trust on a whole lot of things, and this is another
decides, after consultation, that it wants to be GM free, howne. | am not suggesting that we do not trust the minister: all
does that affect its status? | am saying is that, if we reverse the onus, | am quite happy

TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: | do not see how the scenario that the minister will do the right thing. If we do not, there are
that the honourable member has proposed can occur. The bilb guarantees and we just have to take the minister on trust.
is saying that it is prohibited until such time as you as a am just trying to reduce the risk for the people of Eyre
community ask to have the right to opt in and, thereforePeninsula.
satisfy the conditions of the central area. So, it cannot occur. The Hon. R.J. MCEWEN: To reverse the onus is not to
| have obviously misunderstood the honourable member'gruly reflect the sixteen recommendations of the select
question. committee. At any time, if the community wishes to write to

MrsMAYWALD: If the member for MacKillop’s me, the minister, to review that, that would be the starting
amendment gets up and we have the opt out until thgoint. There is nothing in here that says only the minister can
community decides that it wants to be GM free, and a GMdo that. The community could easily write to the minister. |
crop is planted in the interim, how does that affect the status®ant to ensure that, for the rest of this bill, we are honest to
Can you have ‘let us opt out’ and in that period if a GM cropthe select committee report. | would like to finish that process
is planted would it have a significant impact on the potentiaby saying that, on these two recommendations, we have
to be GM free in the future? continued with that approach.

TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN: The mover of the amendment ~ Amendment negatived; schedule passed.
might like to answer that, because my view is that you are Title passed.
buggered. Bill reported with amendments.

Mr WILLIAMS: Notwithstanding the comments that the
minister has made, it is my understanding (and | made this TheHon. R.J. MCEWEN (Minister for Agriculture,
point, | thought, quite well in the second reading) that the billFood and Fisheries): | move:
gives the minister the reins in everything that happens. The That this bill be now read a third time.
bill provides the minister with head powers to make regula-
tions to do everything that will occur with respect to GM ~ Mr HANNA (Mitchell): | have been unsuccessful, first
technology in South Australia over the next three years &f all, in trying to ban genetically modified crops in South

least. The first part of recommendation No. 8 of the selecfustralia and, on behalf of the Greens, | have moved a
committee is fine. It states: number of amendments which would have provided greater

The community of Eyre Peninsula must be provided theprotecti_on to far_mers who did not wish to have their crops
opportunity to establish the peninsula as a GM crop free zone fogontaminated with GM crops.
marketing purposes. I would also like to take this opportunity to thank the Hons
That is fine. If my amendment is successful, the communityan Gilfillan and Nick Xenophon. Their work in the upper
will have that opportunity. That opportunity is provided by house last week did produce some results in terms of
clause 5(3) of the bill. So, they have that opportunity. Wherédmendments that have been incorporated into the bill, and |

we may have a little trouble is the next paragraph, whictRm glad to see that.
states: Bill read a third time and passed.

While the community of Eyre Peninsula is undertaking that
process of deciding whether the peninsula should be declared to be
a GM crop free area for marketing purposes with full community ] )
consultation, the release of GM crops on the peninsula should be At 11.57 the house adjourned until Tuesday 30 March at
prohibited under all circumstances. 2p.m.

ADJOURNMENT



