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Wednesday, 13 February 2008 
————— 

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

APOLOGY TO AUSTRALIA’S 
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES 

Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-
tralia—Leader of the Government in the 
Senate) (9.31 am)—I take great pleasure in 
moving this motion. I first want to acknowl-
edge all the traditional owners of the land 
upon which we meet today. I want to ac-
knowledge the presence of many Indigenous 
peoples in the parliament and its surrounds 
who are part of what we know as the stolen 
generations. I also want to acknowledge the 
many Australians, Indigenous and non-
Indigenous, across Australia who are listen-
ing or watching the parliament this morn-
ing—although probably the House of Repre-
sentatives. 

Today is a very important occasion in the 
history of our nation and this parliament. 
Today is not just about our past; it is also 
about our future. For many Australians, to-
day means confronting and accepting what 
has gone before and acknowledging our val-
ues of civility, fairness and compassion, 
which hopefully will guide us in our future 
endeavours. I move: 
That— 

Today we honour the Indigenous peoples of this 
land, the oldest continuing cultures in human 
history. 

We reflect on their past mistreatment. 

We reflect in particular on the mistreatment of 
those who were Stolen Generations – this blem-
ished chapter in our nation’s history. 

The time has now come for the nation to turn a 
new page in Australia’s history by righting the 
wrongs of the past and so moving forward with 
confidence to the future. 

We apologise for the laws and policies of succes-
sive Parliaments and governments that have in-
flicted profound grief, suffering and loss on these 
our fellow Australians. 

We apologise especially for the removal of Abo-
riginal and Torres Strait Islander children from 
their families, their communities and their coun-
try. 

For the pain, suffering and hurt of these Stolen 
Generations, their descendants and for their fami-
lies left behind, we say sorry. 

To the mothers and the fathers, the brothers and 
the sisters, for the breaking up of families and 
communities, we say sorry. 

And for the indignity and degradation thus in-
flicted on a proud people and a proud culture, we 
say sorry. 

We the Parliament of Australia respectfully re-
quest that this apology be received in the spirit in 
which it is offered as part of the healing of the 
nation. 

For the future we take heart; resolving that this 
new page in the history of our great continent can 
now be written. 

We today take this first step by acknowledging 
the past and laying claim to a future that em-
braces all Australians. 

A future where this Parliament resolves that the 
injustices of the past must never, never happen 
again. 

A future where we harness the determination of 
all Australians, Indigenous and non-Indigenous, 
to close the gap that lies between us in life expec-
tancy, educational achievement and economic 
opportunity. 

A future where we embrace the possibility of new 
solutions to enduring problems where old ap-
proaches have failed. 

A future based on mutual respect, mutual resolve 
and mutual responsibility. 

A future where all Australians, whatever their 
origins, are truly equal partners, with equal op-
portunities and with an equal stake in shaping the 
next chapter in the history of this great country, 
Australia. 
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Nearly 10 years ago, on 27 May 1997, the 
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Com-
mission released its report Bringing them 
home. The report was the result of a national 
inquiry established by the Keating govern-
ment in August 1995. The report was dedi-
cated to the generations of Aboriginal chil-
dren taken from their families and communi-
ties who are still searching for home and to 
the memory of the children who will never 
return. The inquiry visited every state and 
territory and most regions of Australia. It 
took evidence in public and private from 
Indigenous people, government and church 
representatives, former mission staff, foster 
and adoptive parents, doctors and health pro-
fessionals, academics, police and others. 
Most hearings were conducted by Sir Ronald 
Wilson, the HREOC President, and Mick 
Dodson, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
lander Social Justice Commissioner. We are 
indebted to these two great Australians. 

In each major region throughout Australia 
an Indigenous commissioner was appointed 
to assist with the hearings. An Indigenous 
advisory council with representatives from 
all the regions also assisted the inquiry. A 
total of 770 people and organisations pro-
vided evidence or a submission. Some 535 
were Indigenous people. Most had been re-
moved as children; others were parents, sib-
lings or children of removed children. The 
report found that somewhere between one in 
three and one in 10 Indigenous children were 
forcibly removed from their families be-
tween 1910 and 1970. We do not know how 
many were separated prior to 1910. Indeed, 
we do not know with certainty how many 
children were removed from their families, 
but we do know that Indigenous children 
were placed in institutions and church mis-
sions, were adopted or fostered and were at 
risk of physical and sexual abuse. Many, of 
course, did not receive wages for their la-
bour. The practice was on such a large scale 

and over such a long period, continuing so 
close to the present day, that its effect cannot 
be dismissed as only applying to olden times. 
It is our responsibility. The truth is in the past 
and is very much with us today in the effect 
on the lives of Indigenous Australians. 

There are some, I know, who still believe 
that the removal of Indigenous children was 
good. Some removals, it is argued, were part 
of a broad welfare system which decided 
what was in the best interests of the children. 
But the truth is that the stolen generations 
were removed from their families because of 
their culture, their colour and their race, be-
cause they were considered inferior and be-
cause non-Indigenous Australians thought 
that they could do better. 

Thousands of Indigenous people grew up 
without the love of their parents or the love 
of their brothers and sisters. Many never 
knew who they were or where they came 
from. These policies did break down fami-
lies, clans and tribes and played a key role in 
dislocating communities, depriving many of 
them of the bonds that bind communities and 
depriving them of family and cultural lega-
cies. 

After the release of the report, many of the 
stolen generations made a request for an 
apology. They said that this would have 
meaning by showing that Australians recog-
nised their hurt and pain and accepted that 
what had been done to them was wrong. It 
was a heartfelt request because, they said, 
this would help the healing process. The sto-
len generations are real people. Let us think 
of them as individuals as well. It is to them 
that we belatedly offer our apology. 

Since that time, apologies have been given 
in state parliaments in New South Wales, 
Queensland, Western Australia, South Aus-
tralia, Victoria and Tasmania and in the par-
liaments of the ACT and the Northern Terri-
tory. Words of apology have been said in 
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churches, in public meetings and in private 
conversations. They have been discussed and 
debated Australia wide. But until now no 
apology has been offered in this place by an 
Australian government. And that has been 
wrong. The stolen generations have been 
deeply damaged by the decisions of this par-
liament and of governments. Their suffering 
was a product of the deliberate policies of 
the state as reflected in the explicit powers 
given under statute. 

There are countless moving stories from 
the many thousands of Aboriginal people 
who were taken from their families involun-
tarily. I was particularly touched by the story 
of Sandra Hill, who says today’s apology 
from the parliament will be the biggest thing 
to happen in her life. I would like to recount 
part of her story, which was published in the 
Sunday Times of Perth last weekend, for the 
benefit of the Senate today. 

Sandra is a professional artist, a mother of 
three children and grandmother to five chil-
dren, who lives in the south-west of Western 
Australia in Balingup. Sandra is also a 
strong, resilient and proud Nyungar woman 
who was forcibly taken from her parents in 
1958 at the age of six. Along with her two 
sisters and younger brother, Sandra was 
taken to Sister Kate’s Children’s Home, 
where they lived for two years before being 
fostered out to a white family. It would be 27 
years before those children saw their parents 
again. 

I would like to recount some of Sandra’s 
story, as only her words can do justice to the 
experiences that she and her family have 
endured. She said: 
You can’t begin to imagine the sense of loss that 
I, and so many like me, have experienced. My 
children were the first ‘free’ children born into 
my family for four generations and I celebrate 
every day that we share together as a family. 

She also said: 

My heart aches for my Mum and Dad—to lose a 
child is bad enough, to lose four young children 
in one foul swoop is incomprehensible. 

 … … … 
Our removal forced Mum to not only relive her 
own experiences, but also that of her father and 
grandfather (both were ‘surrendered’ to the 
monks at New Norcia). 

In 1933 the Native Welfare swooped down on my 
grandparents’ camp in Caversham. They took my 
mother Doreen ... and her sister Hilda, who were 
seven and ten at the time. 

She was taken to Moore River Native Settlement 
and then transferred, due to her fair skin, to Sister 
Kate’s Home for Half Castes at Buckland Hill. 
The authorities changed her name and her birth 
date so that her parents couldn’t trace her. 

 … … … 
... over a period of 23 years, from 1933, my 
grandparents lost six children to the welfare au-
thorities, ending in 1956 with their youngest 
daughter Boronia. 

Mum could barely talk about the family’s experi-
ence without enormous distress, even after 60 
years. 

 … … … 
No education, material gain or so-called ‘oppor-
tunities’ could or would ever be a fair trade-off 
for losing the ones you love. My family was my 
world and it was stolen from me and my siblings 
and, if I could go back in time I would choose to 
stay where I belonged, where my spirit and my 
heart still live, with my beloved mum and dad. 

She goes on to say: 
We don’t want to relegate blame or guilt—that 
would be counter productive. However, recogni-
tion and acknowledgement of the profound and 
far reaching effects that past policies have had on 
my people is critical in helping us to move for-
ward into a more positive and inclusive future. 

While working on committees of this par-
liament and in moving around the electorate, 
I have listened to many of the stolen genera-
tions tell us their stories over the years. You 
are always struck by the dignity with which 
those stories are told. The thing that strikes 
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me most is the lack of bitterness—the lack of 
thought of vengeance. I defy anyone not to 
be moved by those stories. Do not think of 
them as ‘a generation’ or under the title we 
give them. Think of them as individual peo-
ple. 

It has been written that the pain and suf-
fering cannot be addressed unless the whole 
community listens with an open heart and 
mind to the stories of what happened and, 
having listened and understood, commits 
itself to repairing the damage. It is awful to 
comprehend the pain and suffering of the 
children who were removed and the anguish 
of their parents, grandparents, aunts and un-
cles. The trauma of a removal is indescrib-
able. Every parent fears the death of their 
children. The forcible separation from their 
children must have been equally traumatic. 
To have such a policy organised and sanc-
tioned by the national government would 
only have added to the trauma and the feel-
ing of helplessness. 

The past is always with us. It shapes the 
present and the future. It shapes who we are 
and how we behave. It determines the colour 
of our thinking, and we can only progress 
when we acknowledge the good and the bad 
that have happened. It has taken nearly 11 
years since the report was published, but this 
morning, in the other place, the Prime Minis-
ter, on behalf of the Australian parliament, 
offered an apology to the stolen generations. 
There is no more important place for these 
words to be said, because this parliament 
speaks for the nation. The Prime Minister 
apologised for the laws and policies of past 
governments which caused profound grief 
and loss for many Indigenous Australians. 
He promised that this will never happen 
again. He has committed us to a new begin-
ning—a new national effort—and we must 
succeed. 

The response of the nation to today’s 
apology has been wonderful. People are em-
bracing the opportunity to do the right thing, 
to do what we teach our children to do, to 
say sorry for doing something hurtful and, 
more importantly, to mean it. Non-
Indigenous Australians should be proud that 
we are strong enough as a people to admit 
the wrong and to say sorry. 

I know that this is a day that many Indige-
nous Australians believed they would never 
live to see. It has been far too long coming. 
For that, I am sorry too. And we acknowl-
edge those who did not live to see this day. 
To their descendents we say sorry for the 
pain and hurt suffered over generations and 
the loss of identity, family and country that 
can never be restored. 

Much has been said and written in the past 
few weeks about the symbolism of an apol-
ogy and its significance. Some people have 
argued that the symbolic act of saying sorry 
will somehow undermine or even replace the 
practical reforms needed to fix the huge gap 
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
Australians. I believe the opposite is true. I 
am mindful of what Sir William Deane said: 
It is simply to assert our identity as a nation and 
the basic fact that national shame, as well as na-
tional pride, can and should exist in relation to 
past acts and omissions, at least when done or 
made in the name of the community or with the 
authority of government. Where there is no room 
for national pride or national shame about the past 
there can be no national soul. 

Saying sorry gives us the impetus to move 
on. It reminds us of our responsibilities as 
citizens, as members of the Australian com-
munity, to help those in society less well-off. 
It is the next step in the huge task of closing 
the gap. Yes, it is arguably a symbolic ges-
ture; but symbols are important by definition 
in sending a strong message, which I believe 
will help us tackle the substance of the issue: 
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removing the inequalities that exist between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. 

We know that the health and wellbeing of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Austra-
lians remain dramatically worse than that of 
the rest of the community as a whole. Many 
still endure inadequate health services, over-
crowded and substandard housing, poor ac-
cess to education and barriers in getting a 
job. Alcohol and drugs are crippling commu-
nities and child abuse is evident. Entrenched 
health problems are denying Indigenous Aus-
tralians a future, and progress to improve 
their health status has been slow under suc-
cessive governments. The inequality between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians 
is stark. The 17-year life expectancy gap re-
mains one of the starkest indicators of ine-
quality in Australian society. Current rates of 
Indigenous life expectancy are comparable to 
those of other Australians in the 1920s. Third 
World diseases like rheumatic fever and tra-
choma persist, and there are high rates of 
chronic disease, including renal failure, car-
diovascular disease and diabetes. 

The government, and I think the parlia-
ment, comprehend the enormity of closing 
this gap and we know it can only be done in 
a mutually responsible partnership with In-
digenous Australians. That is why we seek 
the support of the whole parliament. The 
government is making a concerted effort to 
ensure the fundamentals of a decent life are 
shared by Indigenous Australians: good 
health and nutrition, a safe and comfortable 
home, a high-quality education and the op-
portunity to share in the dividends of our 
economy through work. We are determined 
to make sure that all children, Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous, have the same healthy 
future. 

We have pledged to halve within a decade 
the gap in mortality rates between Indige-
nous and non-Indigenous children under the 

age of five. Such goals, such targets, are im-
portant. In the same period we want to halve 
the gap in reading, writing and numeracy. To 
do this we are providing comprehensive 
funding for child and maternal health ser-
vices, early development and parenting sup-
port, and literacy and numeracy in the early 
years. Health services are being expanded 
and improved. The government is prioritising 
the expansion of alcohol detoxification and 
rehabilitation services across the Northern 
Territory. We are also expanding sobering-up 
shelters in Katherine and Tennant Creek so 
that alcohol abusers can be accommodated in 
a safe environment. 

Giving Indigenous children the best 
chance for a bright future requires a sound 
foundation of education and training. Liter-
acy and numeracy are the building blocks, 
but currently the performance of Indigenous 
children often falls far behind. This is not 
good enough. We have no illusions about the 
extent and complexity of the challenges be-
fore us, but we must close the gap in life ex-
pectancy between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians and we must close 
the infant mortality gap for young Indige-
nous children. What we must understand 
from the past is that we cannot do this for 
Indigenous Australians. Paternalism, new or 
old, does not work. We must find solutions 
together with Indigenous Australians and 
empower them to overcome the enormous 
barriers to equal opportunity in our society. 

Today’s motion is very different from the 
way we normally conduct business. The mo-
tion will be supported by the alternative gov-
ernment and other senators around the 
chamber. That is vital for Indigenous Austra-
lians to accept this apology. It has to be from 
all of us and we have to mean it. Hopefully 
the broad support for the apology will be a 
platform for a more bipartisan approach to 
attack the inequalities between Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous Australians. 
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It is a regret that, in the past, Indigenous 
policy became an ideological issue to be 
fought over. It would be good to think that 
today marks an end to the ideological battles 
of the past and marks a willingness on all 
sides to work together with Indigenous Aus-
tralians. For too long the ideological battles 
of politicians have been at the expense of 
Indigenous people. These are our challenges 
for the future. The responsibility for a just 
and equitable future for Indigenous Austra-
lians falls on all our shoulders. Today, this 
parliament, on behalf of the nation, has taken 
a powerful step in this regard. 

The apology today is not about imposing 
guilt or shame on this generation of Austra-
lians. It is not about attributing personal 
blame. It is the acknowledgement of the in-
justices and mistakes of the past and it is an 
acceptance of what has happened. It can also 
be the next step in reconciliation. It is now 
up to us as a nation, as the Prime Minister 
pledged in the other place this morning, to 
bring together Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians—government and 
opposition, Commonwealth and state—to 
write a new chapter in our nation’s story. I 
commend the motion to the Senate. 

Senator MINCHIN (South Australia—
Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (9.51 
am)—I rise to speak to the motion just 
moved by Senator Evans in relation to an 
apology to those Indigenous Australians that 
were forcibly removed from their families 
and communities under laws of past state and 
federal governments. While the coalition do 
support the motion, I must say at the outset 
that we do have strong objections to the way 
in which the government has handled this 
matter. 

An apology has been Labor policy for 
many years, and they have now been in gov-
ernment for nearly three months, but it was 
only last night that MPs and senators were 

able to see the wording of the motion to be 
put to the House and Senate. Not only that 
but the government have insisted that a vote 
be taken on the motion after only a limited 
number of speakers and before everyone 
who wants to speak has had that opportunity. 
The government’s handling of this sensitive 
matter has been arrogant and disrespectful of 
the parliament in whose name this apology is 
to be made. 

Nevertheless, as we have announced, the 
coalition will support this motion. We have 
given a very lengthy consideration to this 
matter in our party room. We admit this has 
not been an easy issue for many of us or for 
the millions of Australians that we represent. 
The debate about an apology has, of course, 
been held previously in this parliament, and 
state parliaments across the country have 
made some form of apology or statement of 
regret for the actions of the past. As parlia-
mentarians we have a big responsibility to 
ensure that these issues are debated for the 
right reasons, and in this case it is about 
making sure that we see better outcomes for 
Indigenous Australians and that we all work 
to overcome obvious Indigenous disadvan-
tage. 

As I said, we have given a lot of thought 
to this matter for a decade. When our gov-
ernment responded to the Bringing them 
home report in 1997 the then Prime Minister, 
John Howard, expressed his profound per-
sonal sorrow but stated that the coalition did 
not believe that Australians of this generation 
should be required to accept guilt and blame 
for past actions and policies over which they 
had no control. That was a view sincerely 
held by our government and it was, I think, 
shared by many Australians at that time. I 
must say that one should always approach 
with caution any proposition which involves 
judging past actions by contemporary stan-
dards or seeking to hold one generation re-
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sponsible for the actions of those who came 
before. 

I should also state for the record that our 
government were concerned that a formal 
statement of apology could trigger a substan-
tial number of claims for compensation 
which we felt then would be both very divi-
sive and, if successful, an unjustified burden 
on current taxpayers. We remain of that view 
in relation to the issue of compensation. We 
note that, while the government has ruled out 
any compensation, this motion is silent on 
the matter. I note that Senator Bob Brown 
proposes to move an amendment on that 
matter and I give notice now of our opposi-
tion to an amendment relating to compensa-
tion. 

In light of our reservations about a formal 
apology, in 1999 the then Prime Minister 
moved a statement of regret in the House of 
Representatives. That statement reaffirmed 
the parliament’s commitment to reconcilia-
tion, acknowledged that the mistreatment of 
many Indigenous Australians over a signifi-
cant period represents the most blemished 
chapter in our national history, expressed the 
parliament’s deep and sincere regret that In-
digenous Australians suffered injustices un-
der the practices of past generations, and 
acknowledged the hurt and trauma that many 
Indigenous people continue to feel as a con-
sequence of those practices. The intent of 
that statement remains as relevant today as it 
was nearly 10 years ago, but we acknowl-
edge that Indigenous Australians affected by 
the policies of the past need more than our 
sympathies and regret in order for them to 
accept the sincerity of our nation’s remorse 
for past practices. 

It has been a long road since that national 
inquiry into the separation of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander children—the Bringing 
them home report. May I say that Brendan 
Nelson’s contribution to the debate after the 

release of that report is as poignant and emo-
tive today as it was then. His strong sense of 
humanity and commitment to Indigenous 
Australians helped to ensure that the coali-
tion would move to support this motion to-
day. Dr Nelson is to be commended for his 
leadership on this issue which, as I said, is 
not an easy one for the men and women of 
the Liberal and National parties and the mil-
lions of Australians we represent. 

But Dr Nelson was right when he stated 
back then that this is not a question of our 
generation or subsequent generations carry-
ing guilt. It is about understanding what was 
done and the consequences of it. We now 
understand and accept that this apology is the 
right thing to do. We accept that the Austra-
lian people want this parliament to come 
together to settle this matter. Our policy on 
this matter has evolved against the back-
ground of our strong faith in the importance 
of families. The impact on families of the 
policies of forced removal does not sit well 
with what our parties fundamentally believe 
in. When we look at the individual stories of 
those affected by separations we find hurt, 
damage, regret and, in many cases, justifi-
able anger. 

But we also find that those who imple-
mented these policies were in many cases 
acting in what they believed were the best 
interests of the children at the time. Of 
course, any civilised society has laws to pro-
vide for the protection of children from 
harm, including from their own families. 
Such laws exist today in Australia but regret-
tably do not always operate to protect Aus-
tralia’s vulnerable children. This is a funda-
mental argument about who knows what is 
best for children in our society. It is a debate 
that is still going on. We trust that even today 
state government officers around the country 
act appropriately when they remove children 
at risk, even from their parents. The danger is 
in creating a perception that removal is al-
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ways wrong. Ultimately, authorities must act 
to protect children at risk. So the balance 
between the sanctity of the family and the 
state’s responsibility for the protection of 
children is never easy to achieve, especially 
in the case of Aboriginal children. 

The last decade has seen much action and 
many programs in relation to Indigenous 
affairs, and this chamber has been very ac-
tive in the matter. The former government 
implemented a number of significant reforms 
as we turned away from what we perceived 
to be political correctness to focus on real 
results. The former government had at the 
forefront of its policy for Indigenous Austra-
lians the ensuring of better outcomes. Our 
policies were admittedly about substance; 
they were not about symbolism. John How-
ard was not the barrier to an apology. It can-
not be said of our government in any way 
that we did not do our utmost to ensure that 
Indigenous people in this country received 
adequate support, or that our reforms did not 
help reduce the disadvantage facing our In-
digenous communities. 

I personally had the privilege of spending 
a considerable amount of time in our Indige-
nous communities during the first three years 
of our government, when I had executive 
responsibility for native title. I therefore ex-
perienced firsthand the enormous disadvan-
tage suffered by people in many of our more 
remote Indigenous communities. Negotiating 
native title reform with Indigenous leaders 
and their communities was a difficult but 
personally very enriching experience. Native 
title is just one aspect of Indigenous affairs 
where our determination to implement prac-
tical improvements—which we can now see 
have resulted in real advances—was met 
with hostility. Our reforms to the way in 
which we deal with native title claims have 
resulted in much better outcomes for all in-
volved. 

As a coalition we are proud of our overall 
achievements in Indigenous affairs. Expendi-
ture on Indigenous-specific programs and 
services in our last budget was set at $3.5 
billion for the current financial year, a 39 per 
cent real increase from the levels of 1995-96, 
when we came to office. More Indigenous 
Australians are participating in our strong 
economy. That includes a fall in the unem-
ployment rate among them from 30 per cent 
in 1994 to just 12.8 per cent in 2004-05. 
Over the same period, Indigenous long-term 
unemployment has fallen from 14.2 per cent 
to 5.1 per cent. Although more improve-
ments need to be made in the fields of health 
and education, there are some positive signs, 
including a 16 per cent decrease in the In-
digenous mortality rate in the Northern Terri-
tory, South Australia and Western Australia 
from 1991 to 2003. So we have seen some 
real and significant improvements—but of 
course we acknowledge that there is very 
long way to go to ensure that Indigenous 
Australians are on an equal footing and no 
longer feel shamed by past policies. 

One of the most significant steps of our 
government was the introduction of emer-
gency measures in the Northern Territory just 
last year to protect Aboriginal children from 
abuse in their own communities. Our gov-
ernment launched this drastic but decisive 
action after the release of the Little children 
are sacred report to the Northern Territory 
government. Like many here I am a parent 
and particularly felt the repulsion caused by 
the revelations in that report. This is a most 
significant intervention. We must act to stop 
such abhorrent crimes against children in 
Indigenous communities and must establish 
the protection of the law. 

The measures in that intervention are 
worth noting. They were increasing police 
levels in prescribed townships, including 
secondments from other jurisdictions, funded 
by the Australian government; introducing 
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comprehensive voluntary health checks for 
all Aboriginal children, and providing treat-
ment and making referrals where necessary; 
improving governance by putting managers 
of all government business in prescribed 
townships; widespread alcohol restrictions; 
banning the possession of X-rated pornogra-
phy and introducing audits of publicly 
funded computers to identify illegal material; 
welfare reforms to stem the flow of cash go-
ing towards substance abuse and gambling, 
and to ensure funds meant for children’s wel-
fare are used for that purpose; enforcing 
school attendance; improving housing in 
townships through increased funding and the 
introduction of market based rents and ten-
ancy arrangements. 

They are a very comprehensive set of in-
terventions and they were initiated by our 
government in its single-minded pursuit of 
ensuring that Indigenous children no longer 
suffer abuse of any description. That is why 
the Northern Territory intervention launched 
by John Howard is just so important. We do 
need to ensure that children in these commu-
nities can grow up without fear and grow up 
to reach their full potential. 

The intervention in the Northern Territory, 
I think, has also been pivotal in focusing the 
public’s attention on the plight of Indigenous 
communities, particularly of their children, 
and this intervention—its aims, its early suc-
cesses—have helped bring us, the coalition, 
and, I think, the parliament and the nation to 
where we are today. Of course, it raises 
broader questions about a community. Every 
one of us is and must be concerned about 
child abuse in every Australian community, 
and we need to ensure that all jurisdictions 
continue to work together to counter child 
abuse. 

I was part of a government that may not 
have approved a formal apology but did 
make sure that our Indigenous communities 

received assistance when and where they 
needed it most. If there was any failure on 
our part, it was in relation to recognising the 
significance of symbolism in helping Indige-
nous communities to move forward. We were 
unashamedly focused on practical outcomes 
but we can now acknowledge that that was at 
the expense of important symbolic acts. The 
transition to supporting an apology, for us 
and I think for the people we represent, has 
been a gradual process, but the report to the 
Northern Territory government, that Little 
children are sacred report, was yet another 
wake-up call that I think did capture the at-
tention of our population. The fact that such 
horrific abuse of children could be so preva-
lent today required that intervention, and it 
did require the nation’s attention. There is, as 
Senator Evans has rightly said, so much 
more to be done, and I do hope this debate 
focuses the new government on ensuring that 
funding to Indigenous communities is well 
managed and does deliver the results we all 
want. It is vitally important that the new 
government presses ahead with the measures 
adopted by the emergency intervention and 
does not just rest with the symbolism, as im-
portant as it is, of today. 

We do accept that the lack of a formal 
apology from the federal government has 
been an impediment to better relations be-
tween Indigenous and non-Indigenous Aus-
tralians. The coalition now recognise that 
this apology is very important to Indigenous 
Australians and that the parliament should 
adopt this motion in the interests of enhanc-
ing their hopes, their aspirations and their 
opportunities. But, as important as this mo-
tion may be, parliaments and governments 
must remain focused on delivering real re-
sults on the ground for disadvantaged In-
digenous Australians. We can only do that by 
maximising their chances to take advantage 
of all the opportunities offered by this great 
country to lead a rich and rewarding life. So, 



156 SENATE Wednesday, 13 February 2008 

CHAMBER 

on behalf of coalition senators, I re-
emphasise our commitment to our 1999 
statement of regret and I do now offer our 
support for the motion moved by Senator 
Evans today, as we apologise to all those 
Indigenous Australians affected by the poli-
cies of the past. 

Senator SCULLION (Northern Terri-
tory—Leader of the Nationals in the Senate) 
(10.05 am)—In rising to speak to this motion 
I would like to acknowledge the traditional 
owners of this country and their ancestors. 
For many people in this place, their life’s 
journey was very varied before they became 
a senator. I was very lucky before entering 
the Senate for the Northern Territory to be 
engaged as both a commercial fishermen and 
a professional shooter. As part of that, I was 
very privileged to work alongside Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander people—not only 
work alongside them but live together as a 
family and often play together. Many of 
these times we were in fairly remote circum-
stances, where there is no television, often 
for many months at a time. So at night, nor-
mally around a fire, there were two or three 
hours where we had the opportunity to sim-
ply discuss things as the fire died down. That 
is all we had. As people do, we discussed 
each other’s life experiences, and I had the 
great privilege of hearing very different sto-
ries. 

Where I worked in Arnhem Land, for in-
stance, the people had not been dispossessed; 
they had always had their own country, they 
always had connection to country. But there 
were also many people who were part of the 
stolen generation and had been dispossessed. 
They had a variety of views about a number 
of issues but a particular view about an apol-
ogy. I was an apology cynic through much of 
that time, and as mates we had pretty robust 
discussions about the practical applications 
of an apology and how that would have an 

effect on their lives. I think it is important 
that I make that confession. 

I also had an opportunity last year to 
speak with a group of over 100 Indigenous 
men who were part of the Attorney-General’s 
leadership group. An older group of men and 
a younger group of men met in one of the 
rooms in Parliament House. They had asked 
me to give them a presentation on my leader-
ship journey. As a pragmatist, I said, ‘You’re 
not often going to get a pretty frank and 
forthright discussion with Chatham House 
rules with the minister in government; you 
should possibly spend more of your time 
having a crack at that.’ It was not long into 
the conversation when someone said, ‘If you 
were the Prime Minister, Nigel’—as unlikely 
as that would ever be—‘would you say 
sorry?’ I declared myself a cynic and I said 
no. We had a discussion. As a pragmatist, I 
did not really understand how it would help 
if we went through these processes and 
thought it was a bit of a distraction. 

Thanks to a long-term relationship with 
many of the people in that room and the dis-
cussions we had after that, a number of peo-
ple were able to convince me, by their own 
stories, just how important this was and that, 
whilst it was not a practical step, it was the 
way that people felt. I believe now, through 
that experience, that it is so difficult to put 
yourself in the shoes of others that we need 
to acknowledge the past practices that re-
sulted in harm and hurt to many Indigenous 
people and we need to say sorry. 

The exact number of children involved 
and the exact number of people bearing in-
ternal wounds as a result of their removal 
under past government policies and practices 
may never be known, nor may the true num-
ber of people that shared that pain through 
not knowing their ancestral history or the 
fate of other family members. What I do 
know is that it is very important that we ac-
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knowledge the pain and suffering that re-
sulted from those policies, and for that I say 
sorry. I am also sincerely sorry that any indi-
vidual or family has suffered through past 
government policies and practices, however 
well intentioned or otherwise they may have 
been at the time by that government. 

I must also acknowledge that not all In-
digenous policies and practices of past and 
current governments of all persuasions have 
necessarily failed. I cite the intervention in 
the Northern Territory. Whilst it was fairly 
controversial, I think everybody would agree 
that it contained very important policies that 
will be very positive for Indigenous commu-
nities. I think there are positive aspects of 
policies from the past that we need to look to 
for the future. I think it is really important 
that we learn from the past, that we never 
repeat the failures and, as I have said, that we 
learn from the positive aspects in regard to 
any future policies. 

I view today’s significant motion as a very 
important acknowledgement and acceptance 
of previous actions and as a sincere apology 
to those who have suffered personally. To-
day’s debate is a further step towards a col-
lective better future, and I believe it should 
signal an end to the focus on the past and a 
step towards a new future. From here we 
must continue to move forward, and it is so 
important that we move forward together. As 
the third President of the United States, 
Thomas Jefferson, said: ‘I like the dreams of 
the future better than the history of the past.’ 

The policies of removing children from 
their families ended about 25 years ago, but I 
think it is important that we recognise and 
acknowledge that, unfortunately, the rate at 
which Aboriginal children are now being 
removed from their families by welfare au-
thorities has actually increased since then. It 
should also be acknowledged that the way in 
which they are removed is far better and that 

we have managed to ameliorate that. We 
have a lot better communication. Normally, 
they are removed for a period of time until 
the environment they have been taken from 
has been restored. 

If you are going to be fair dinkum about 
this apology and this debate, I would hope 
that people do not take this as an assault 
against anyone. It should not really tarnish 
our future endeavours, and that is certainly 
not my intention here today. But, unless we 
are honest with ourselves and accept the re-
alities that many Indigenous communities 
still find themselves in, I do not think we can 
move forward in the way that we should. 
Indigenous health, Indigenous education, 
social opportunities and employment oppor-
tunities still lag so far behind what is experi-
enced and expected by many other Austra-
lians. The exposure to and actual neglect and 
abuse are still far more prevalent in Indige-
nous communities than in other sectors of 
our community. These are real issues that 
confront not only Indigenous Australians but 
also all Australians. 

We must acknowledge these facts in order 
to address the underlying issues that have led 
to the reality confronting many Indigenous 
people today. I think we also need to ac-
knowledge that the policies of today are hav-
ing a similar effect to the policies of the past. 
I would cite the need to acknowledge the 
contribution of unconditional welfare to the 
cycle of substance abuse and poverty in 
many Indigenous communities today. If we 
fail from today to develop and implement 
effective policies that look very carefully at 
the past—and, in fact, at failures of the pre-
sent—then I fear that at some stage in the 
future there will be another generation of 
Australians apologising for our failures. 

My vision for Australia is to have a nation 
where everyone is encouraged to add to our 
richness and collective cultural wealth while 
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being unified as a single proud nation, shar-
ing equally in the opportunities that this 
wonderful country has to offer. We are never 
going to achieve anything close to this vision 
if we refuse to accept that there are serious 
problems that are still present within some of 
our Indigenous communities. These prob-
lems will never be resolved without first ac-
cepting that they exist. We can no longer 
deny the problems simply because we do not 
see them and, as we move through our daily 
lives, we only read about them. They are 
real, they exist and they deserve to be dealt 
with immediately. If we deny that this is 
happening, we deny a future for the next 
generation of children; and this is totally un-
acceptable. 

Today’s apology is a recognition of the 
past and an acceptance of the outcomes that 
resulted from those policies. More impor-
tantly, today’s apology must constitute a sig-
nificant step towards the future. Our rhetoric 
of today must be matched by all of our ac-
tions of tomorrow. Only then will we truly 
have a stake in our collective future. I and 
the Nationals are fully committed to doing 
everything that we can to make our future a 
brighter one for all Australians. 

Senator ALLISON (Victoria—Leader of 
the Australian Democrats) (10.14 am)—I 
begin by acknowledging country and the 
Indigenous peoples of this land, particularly 
those who are here with us today. I congratu-
late the government on arranging yesterday’s 
long-overdue welcome to country for the 
opening of parliament. I thank Matilda 
House for her deeply moving words and the 
Indigenous dancers and musicians for their 
deadly performance. I acknowledge the pa-
tient but persistent efforts of our colleague, 
former Democrats senator Aden Ridgeway, 
to have a welcome to country included in 
ceremonies that mark events such as the 
opening of parliament. I think it is a great 
shame that we are having this debate without 

a contribution from an Indigenous member 
of parliament or senator in this place. 

My colleagues and I join, without reserva-
tion, the Rudd federal government in offer-
ing an official apology from the Australian 
parliament to those Indigenous Australians 
who were taken from their mothers, their 
fathers, their siblings, their communities and 
their land and placed in institutions and in 
the charge of complete strangers. We are 
sorry for the lifetime of damage that this did 
to them and to their families. We are sorry 
for the ongoing damage that this causes to 
Indigenous communities and we are sorry 
that the principle of self-determination was 
so completely denied by this and other acts 
of political, cultural, economic and physical 
domination by our forebears. 

We say sorry for the ignorance and the 
prejudice and the misguided attempts to im-
prove the opportunities and the lives of In-
digenous children that gave rise to more than 
60 years—three generations—of people be-
ing dispossessed of their kin and their dig-
nity. The precise numbers are not known but, 
from 1910 to 1970, between one in three and 
one in 10 Indigenous children were taken. 

We are sorry that the removal of children 
was so often brutal. I quote the Bringing 
them home report: 
They put us in the police ute and said they were 
taking us to Broome. They put the mums in there 
as well. But when we’d gone [about ten miles] 
they stopped, and threw the mothers out of the 
car. We jumped on our mothers’ backs, crying, 
trying not to be left behind. But the policemen 
pulled us off and threw us back in the car. They 
pushed the mothers away and drove off, while our 
mothers were chasing the car, running and crying 
after us. We were screaming in the back of that 
car. 

We are sorry that Aboriginal children and 
their parents were deliberately kept apart and 
denied the truth of their heritage. Here is 
another quote: 
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I remember this woman saying to me, ‘Your 
mother’s dead, you’ve got no mother now. That’s 
why you’re here with us’. Then about two years 
after that my mother and my mother’s sister all 
came to The Bungalow but they weren’t allowed 
to visit us because they were black. 

We say sorry that it was not until 30 years 
after the child stealing stopped that we asked 
Aboriginal Australians to tell us their stories. 
We are moved by the courage shown by the 
stolen generations in doing so. 

We have read Bringing them home and, to 
the extent that it is humanly possible, we try 
to understand their pain. We acknowledge 
that removing a baby, a small child or even 
an adolescent from its parents, whatever their 
circumstances or culture, is the cause of deep 
hurt, sorrow and grief to both parent and 
child. There was a time when white children 
were more readily taken away from their 
families than is the case now; however, it 
was mandatory for children with Aboriginal 
mothers and white fathers. I quote again 
from the report: 

Lots of white kids do get taken away, but that’s 
for a reason – not like us. We just got taken away 
because we was black kids, I suppose – half-caste 
kids. If they wouldn’t like it, they shouldn’t do it 
to Aboriginal families. 

They were lied to, so the separation—as 
some prefer to call it—would have an awful, 
painful finality. 

‘Your family don’t care about you anymore, 
they wouldn’t have given you away. They don’t 
love you. All they are, are just dirty, drunken 
blacks.’ You heard this daily. 

We are sorry that many children were abused 
and exploited and emotionally, physically, 
educationally and culturally deprived in in-
stitutions and at the hands of some heartless 
men and women when the state held that 
they were being protected. One person said: 

I was sent out when I was eleven years old to 
[pastoral station]. I worked there for seven and a 
half years. Never got paid anything ... 

And there was this story: 
I was the best in the class, I came first in all 

the subjects. I was 15 when I got into 2nd year 
and I wanted to … continue in school, but I 
wasn’t allowed to, because they didn’t think I had 
the brains, so I was taken out of school and that’s 
when I was sent out to farms just to do house-
work. 

Punishment was routine. Another story told 
of Moore River settlement: 

Young men and women constantly ran away ... 
Not only were they separated from their families 
and relatives, but they were regimented and 
locked up like ... animals, locked in their dormi-
tory after supper for the night. They were given 
severe punishments, including solitary confine-
ments for minor misdeeds. 

Another story stated: 
Dormitory life was like living in hell. It was 

not a life. The only thing that sort of come out of 
it was how to work, how to be clean, you know 
and hygiene. That sort of thing. But we got a lot 
bashings. 

One in 10 boys and three in 10 girls report 
that they were sexually abused in foster 
placements. The probability is that most 
went unreported because those who did re-
port it were not believed. One in 10 girls re-
ported sexual abuse in the work placements 
organised by protection boards or institu-
tions, as in the following story: 

The thing that hurts the most is that they didn’t 
care about who they put us with. As long as it 
looked like they were doing their job, it just 
didn’t matter. They put me with one family and 
the man of the house used to come down and use 
me whenever he wanted to … Being raped over 
and over and there was no-one I could turn to. 
They were supposed to look after me and protect 
me, but no-one ever did. 

The New South Wales protection board re-
corded the following in 1940: 

It has been known for years that these unfortu-
nate people are exploited. Girls of 12, 14 and 15 
years of age have been hired out to stations and 
have become pregnant. 



160 SENATE Wednesday, 13 February 2008 

CHAMBER 

Their children were also removed and, with 
them, often the responsibility of the men 
who sired them. 

The distinction between being stolen and 
being separated will be argued by some, and 
it is true that some Aboriginal children were 
not forcibly removed. Some were removed 
because of neglect, but for the most part their 
circumstances were totally irrelevant. Some 
parents were coerced into giving up their 
children to institutions to avoid them begin 
taken by force. Others were tricked into sign-
ing documents, so the official record will 
always be unreliable. Some hoped their chil-
dren would be better off away from the pov-
erty and the squalor. However, we now know 
that removed children are less likely to have 
a post-secondary education and are much 
less likely to have stable living conditions. 
They are less likely to be in a stable, confid-
ing relationship with a partner, they are twice 
as likely to be arrested by the police and 
convicted of an offence, they are three times 
as likely to have been in jail and they are 
much more likely to have used illicit sub-
stances. 

The institutions that took Aboriginal chil-
dren received only minimal funding and as a 
consequence the children were constantly 
hungry and denied basic facilities and medi-
cal treatment. In any case, the objective of 
taking so called half-caste children, whatever 
their circumstances, was clear and it was 
official. The policy in the earliest times of 
settlement was to ‘inculcate European values 
and work habits in children who would then 
be employed in service to the colonial set-
tlers’. The theory by the late 19th century 
was that children of mixed descent would be 
merged and absorbed into white society and 
other Indigenous people would be forced 
onto reserves and missions and over time 
would die out.  

This generation of parliamentarians must 
make this apology because we are the ones 
confronted with the evidence. Many of us 
were here in the parliament in 1997 when the 
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Com-
mission presented its report, and I acknowl-
edge here the great work of the commission 
and particularly Sir Ronald Wilson, who 
briefed us on the awful findings. We learned 
the depth of racial discrimination, the arbi-
trary deprivation of liberty, the pain and suf-
fering, the abuse, the disruption to family 
life, the loss of cultural rights and fulfilment, 
the exploitation and the loss of opportunities. 
The report tells us: 
For the majority of witnesses to the inquiry, the 
effects have been multiple and profoundly dis-
abling ... Psychological and emotional damage 
renders many people less able to learn social 
skills and survival skills. Their ability to operate 
successfully in the world is impaired causing low 
educational achievement, unemployment and 
consequent poverty. These in turn cause their own 
emotional distress leading some to perpetrate 
violence, self-harm, substance abuse and anti-
social behaviour. 

The apology must be official and it must 
come from the highest level and it needs to 
be heartfelt and heard by those who were 
hurt, if it is to make a difference. Ten years 
were lost and yet more of the stolen genera-
tions have died without hearing this apology. 
State and territory governments have apolo-
gised. Churches have apologised. As Austra-
lian Democrats and as individuals we have 
said sorry, but saying sorry as members of 
our federal parliament matters more. I regret 
that it took 10 years and a change of gov-
ernment to say sorry. The commission made 
54 sets of recommendations, one of which 
was acknowledgement and apology—from 
parliaments, from state and territory police 
forces, from churches and other non-
government organisations. This done, we 
should move to the rest: the guarantees that 
there will be no repetition; the measures of 
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restitution; the measures of rehabilitation and 
monetary compensation. Mr Ted Lovett, a 
member of the Gunditjmara nation and the 
stolen generation, said: 
NO APOLOGY to the Victorian Aboriginal com-
munity or to the members of the stolen genera-
tions could ever be adequate without compensa-
tion for what has been lost. 

Of all the things that were stolen, the loss of our 
country, language, culture, traditional lore and 
family have been the most hurtful. The removal 
and dispersal of family members from our tradi-
tional lands, and government policies that con-
trolled our lives (even the relationships that we 
were allowed to enter into), have caused enor-
mous pain for all our people. 

As a boy, I was made a state ward in Victoria 
during the 1950s and late 1960s. I was put into 
the Turana Boys Home in Melbourne and then the 
Salvation Army Boys Home at Bayswater. During 
that time, I was subjected to inhumane and unjust 
treatment as if I was a criminal, even though my 
only “crime” was to have been born into an Abo-
riginal family. I was subsequently prevented from 
being in their care. Up to this time, I had not 
committed even a minor offence of a criminal 
nature. 

We say sorry that incarceration for Indige-
nous youth has been, even recently, a manda-
tory first resort, and many lives and opportu-
nities have been lost as a consequence. 

We are disappointed that the Rudd gov-
ernment has so far rejected compensation. 
However, we will not support Senator Bob 
Brown’s amendment today. An apology is a 
distinct action and we consider that it should 
be there to stand on its own. The Democrats 
have for many years called for compensation 
and have legislation before the Senate that 
would achieve this. If I have learned any-
thing in this place it is that governments 
must be persuaded to change position and 
that a last-minute, simplistic amendment will 
not do that. I also know that the more multi-
partisan the debate and the vote on this mo-
tion is, the more complete and the more 

meaningful it will be to those for whom it is 
intended. What is so exciting about today is 
the fact that the coalition has reversed its 
long-held public opposition to making an 
apology, and I acknowledge the political 
courage it takes to do that. I hope this change 
of heart and the consensus vote it delivers is 
so much the sweeter and so much more heal-
ing to the stolen generations as a result. 

My commitment, during the short time 
that remains for us in the Senate, is to push 
not only for compensation but for a truly 
collaborative, all-party effort to solve the 
problems that give rise to such serious disad-
vantage for Indigenous people. Eventually 
the government will see that compensation is 
the right course of action—after all, Tasma-
nia and WA have done that. Reparation must 
include family reunion and collecting and 
communicating the oral histories and experi-
ences of the stolen generations. We need 
properly funded, long-term, soundly based 
goals and strategies to tackle drug and alco-
hol dependence, incarceration and deaths in 
custody, child mortality and poor levels of 
education, health and economic endeavour. 
Indigenous Australians should get a better 
deal for what they have given up. The hous-
ing crisis would be solved if profits and roy-
alties from mining operations alone were 
more fairly shared with the traditional own-
ers of the land. And we must all listen—
intently, carefully and respectfully—or the 
strategies will be totally worthless and the 
money again wasted. 

Forcing a baby from the arms of its In-
digenous mother because white people knew 
what was best for that child proved very stu-
pid and very wrong. It was a sorry business 
and we say sorry. 

Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—
Leader of the Australian Greens) (10.29 
am)—I begin, on behalf of the Australian 
Greens, by recognising the first Australians, 
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the traditional owners, right across this great 
country of ours. I congratulate the Rudd 
government for yesterday’s affording of the 
welcome to country and thank the Indige-
nous people for that welcome. I also thank 
the government for providing this important 
moment in our nation’s history. The Greens 
wholeheartedly support this motion. Were it 
up to the Greens, we would have representa-
tives of the stolen generations with us here 
on the central floor of this Senate to receive 
our apologies and to respond, because in 
human terms that is how apologies should be 
made and that is how they work best. 

When I was a little boy my loving but 
somewhat exasperated mother, wanting to let 
me know that she was a human being with 
her own limits, once told me she would go 
away and leave me if I did not behave, and 
she closed the door. Of course, she did not 
go, and she lived to 73 years and was the 
mother I adored. Yet that shock of warned 
separation is seared into my mind at 63. I 
cannot express my debt to her and my father. 
What then, if at that dreadful moment, she 
had in fact gone? Or worse, if complete 
strangers had arrived as if from Mars and 
taken her from me or me from her? My life 
would have been taken too, and I certainly 
would not be standing here in the Senate to-
day. 

But I stand here in the Senate and, with 
the parliament as a whole, look back in hor-
ror at the fact that thousands of other little 
girls and boys were taken from their mothers 
and their fathers—not by strangers from 
Mars but by Australian governments. Thou-
sands of mothers and fathers—because they 
were Aboriginal; because they were black, 
and therefore not understood or valued by 
the perpetrators—had their little boys and 
girls, many just babies, taken from them by 
strangers in the name of our nation. It does 
not matter what the reason was, personal or 
official. Governments not only allowed but 

directed this racist separation of the innocent 
Indigenous infants from their powerless, 
numberless parents in unaccountable fear 
and agony—an agony that would not, for all 
of life, let go its grip. 

Today in this parliament of Australia we 
acknowledge that heart-rending wrong to the 
stolen generations. We express our sorrow, 
unencumbered by attempts to excuse or ra-
tionalise such behaviour. This nation let its 
authorities trespass against a fundamental 
law of nature—that every child deserves and 
must have the love of parents who have love 
to give and that no parent who loves a child 
should have that love denied. We know the 
facts. We try to understand the pain. And we 
reach out not just for forgiveness but towards 
whatever restitution can now be given to 
those who suffered and are suffering so 
much. And, in reaching out, all of us may 
rest a little better in the name of humanity 
and in the name of our nation, Australia. 

We Greens welcome this day in Austra-
lia’s parliament. But we urge the government 
to logically move from sorrow through to 
just and fair compensation. To be sure, no 
government cheque will ever make up for the 
dispossession of Indigenous Australians 
taken from their parents, just as no compen-
sation ever makes up for an eye lost in an 
accident or even a job lost in a corporate col-
lapse. Yet logic and compassion make it clear 
that the national parliament should now 
move, and move speedily, to compensate the 
stolen generations, just as the Tasmanian 
parliament—with the Labor and Liberal par-
ties and the Greens working together—did 
last year. 

As foreshadowed, I move: 
That paragraph 10 of the Government’s notice 

of motion no. 1 be amended in the following 
terms: After the words: ‘We the Parliament of 
Australia’ insert ‘commit to offering just compen-
sation to all those who suffered loss and’. 
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This is not a last-minute amendment. This 
amendment came as a first-minute response 
to this great motion and is a logical follow-
through that, down the road, we as a nation 
must take towards reconciliation. 

We Greens advocate to the Rudd govern-
ment that all of the 54 recommendations of 
the Bringing them home report should be 
implemented. The report’s recommendations 
on monetary reparation are critical to re-
dressing the terrible wrongs of, to quote from 
the motion, ‘the blemished chapter of our 
history’. In particular, that report recom-
mended to this parliament that appropriate 
reparation, including monetary reparation, be 
made in recognition of the history of gross 
violations of human rights; that reparation be 
made to all who suffered because of forcible 
removal policies, including those who were 
forcibly removed as children, their family 
members, their communities and their de-
scendants, who as a result have been de-
prived of community ties, of culture and lan-
guage and of links with and entitlements to 
their traditional land; and that the Council of 
Australian Governments establish a joint 
national compensation fund, managed by a 
board chaired by an Indigenous person and 
made up of both Indigenous and non-
Indigenous people. 

I commend this amendment to all parties 
in the Senate because it incorporates the es-
sential practical component to this historic 
gesture we are making here today. It moves 
us closer to a nation reconciled between the 
first Australians and all other Australians—
that is, the 97 per cent majority of us who 
have come or whose forefathers and mothers 
have come to these shores since 1787. That 
reconciliation requires that all the people 
understand the history of dispossession of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Australians from 
their land. There were acts of consideration 
by the colonialists, but they were too few. 
Australia’s true history reveals that, through 

the ravages of European disease, official and 
unofficial military or vigilante operations 
and even poisoning of food and waterholes, 
the first peoples of this continent were cru-
elly decimated along with their cultures and 
their languages. That history has not yet been 
put in full reverse, but we are challenged to 
reverse it as best we can. 

Former Prime Minister John Howard re-
jected what he called ‘the black armband’ 
version of Australia’s history and put on 
blinkers instead. But he could not, in the end, 
defy the truth or the more mature aspiration 
of Australians as a whole to honestly face the 
past and deal with it. So, as the sun set on his 
government, he lit candles of reconciliation 
by calling for acknowledgement of Indige-
nous Australians at the head of our Constitu-
tion and by moving, however crudely, un-
precedented resources into addressing the 
plight of Aborigines in the Northern Terri-
tory. 

Like the Australian Greens now, the new 
government of Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, 
in consultation with first Australians, is 
committed to pursuing constitutional change 
and undertaking the work of ending the 
broad-scale disadvantages which first Aus-
tralians still suffer. We Greens are committed 
to accelerating that course of action. Saying 
sorry is a step along the road to true recon-
ciliation and recognition of the original sov-
ereignty of Aboriginal and Torres Strait peo-
ples in Australia. 

In 1997, as my Greens colleague Senator 
Milne was with the Liberal government and 
Labor opposition of the day bringing Indige-
nous people onto the floor of the Tasmanian 
parliament to receive and respond to an 
apology, I rose in this Senate to say sorry to 
the stolen generations on behalf of the Aus-
tralian Greens. Here, a decade later, I con-
gratulate the new Rudd Labor government 
for giving the nation this day when ‘sorry’ is 
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truly said by all of us. We all understand that 
the dispossession and cruelty of the past can-
not go away but that this simple act of heart-
felt sorrow is an essential step to heal our 
nation’s history and therefore to help ensure 
that Australia’s future will be safer, securer, 
fairer and happier for all of us. So, at last in 
2008, this nation says to the first Australians, 
‘We are sorry.’ Now, from sorrow, let us 
move to fair and just reparation to the stolen 
generations for the betterment of all Austra-
lians. 

Senator FIELDING (Victoria—Leader 
of the Family First Party) (10.41 am)—
Today, Australia’s parliament will deliver a 
long-overdue apology to Australia’s Indige-
nous people. It will be a historic and emo-
tional day for many who have waited a long 
time to hear these words. Saying sorry 
should not be so hard. In families, just like 
any relationship, we know that we should be 
quick to say sorry when we do something 
wrong and to mend any hurt we have caused. 
It is not about blame. It is about genuinely 
being sorry that the other person has been 
hurt, even if that action or that hurt was unin-
tentional. Every parent knows and under-
stands the importance of teaching our chil-
dren to say sorry when something goes 
wrong. There is no doubt that something has 
gone wrong for the children and families of 
the stolen generations. 

But what exactly do we mean by the term 
‘the stolen generations’? I think many Aus-
tralians may not understand the wrong that 
was done to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
lander children, that it was Australian gov-
ernment official policy from the mid-1800s 
right through to the 1970s to remove children 
from their parents in order to assimilate the 
Indigenous population into the wider com-
munity. 

Family First does not believe that Austra-
lian governments 50 years ago or even 100 

years ago intended harm to any child or fam-
ily. These governments and authorities acted 
in a manner that they thought was right at the 
time and in the best interest of the children 
involved. But removing children from their 
parents just because they were Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander children—not on 
genuine welfare grounds—was wrong. The 
parents were hurt and the children got hurt. 

A report found that many of the children 
taken from their families fell victim to physi-
cal and sexual abuse. They got hurt, and eve-
rybody should be sorry—very sorry—for the 
hurt caused to these children. We should 
show compassion and empathy. These chil-
dren are now adults, while many others have 
passed on. But the unresolved hurt continues 
in them, in their families and in their com-
munities. Unresolved and unacknowledged 
hurt in any family or relationship just festers 
and never really goes away. We would not 
wait to say sorry if this was our family. We 
would want to fix the rift and restore the re-
lationship. When we do not resolve past 
hurts, we find that resentment builds and 
there really is little possibility of an ongoing 
healthy relationship. However, ‘sorry’ often 
seems to be the hardest word to say. Yet it is 
one of the most important words in any fam-
ily, marriage or relationship. Saying sorry 
allows our kids and us as parents to move 
past our mistakes and our failures. Saying 
sorry is a part of life because at times we all 
do and say things we should not. Sometimes 
on purpose, sometimes out of ignorance or 
out of carelessness, hurts are made. But we 
need to fix them and we need forgiveness. 
There is responsibility on both parties here. 

And it is no different in the relationship 
between the Australian government and In-
digenous people, which was torn apart by the 
government’s policy to remove Indigenous 
children from their parents, their families and 
their communities. In our family, we also 
teach that when someone says sorry they 
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must also ask for forgiveness. Sometimes, 
we can say sorry as a throwaway line just to 
get us off the hook, but my wife, Sue, and I 
have taught our kids that a proper apology 
comes with the words: ‘I’m sorry. Please, 
will you forgive me?’ The child who has 
been hurt, even in an unintended situation, 
then feels that their hurt has been acknowl-
edged. Importantly, they are also part of the 
healing by actively forgiving their brother or 
sister. We reckon that saying sorry and being 
forgiven go hand in hand. Relationships get 
restored, friendships are mended and fences 
are rebuilt. 

As I said before, sorry can be the hardest 
word to say, but forgiving can be the hardest 
thing to do. Forgiveness is not an easy thing. 
As a nation, today we are sincerely sorry for 
the great hurt and pain caused and we admit 
that Australian governments have treated 
Indigenous Australians badly. In turn, I hope 
Indigenous Australians can be open to a 
process of forgiveness. Forgiveness does not 
mean condoning what happened. We cannot 
change the past, but we can forgive it. 

There are real, positive effects from letting 
go of the hurt by forgiving. It enables us to 
move forward. Most importantly, forgiving 
makes room for hope: hope for the future; 
hope for a better life for the kids; hope for a 
united Australia. As a nation, we need to help 
that process of forgiveness by really commit-
ting to dealing with the complex and long-
standing problems facing the Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander community. We need to 
close the 17-year life expectancy gap be-
tween Indigenous and non-Indigenous chil-
dren. Who can hope for a future without 
knowing that their kids will get good school-
ing and decent health care? It is a scandal 
that Indigenous Australians are so far behind 
other Australians in the standard of education 
and health care provided to them and in the 
outcomes from those key services. The big 
task for government is to make sure that 

schooling, health and other services are pro-
vided at a level equal to the broader Austra-
lian community, and the challenge for Abo-
riginal and Torres Strait Islander people is to 
make the most of those opportunities.  

Family First agrees the Australian parlia-
ment should say sorry for the past. I hope the 
children and families that have been hurt can 
then accept that apology and forgive us. The 
debt must finally be cancelled so we can all 
move on together to build a united family of 
Australians. 

Question put: 
That the amendment (Senator Bob Brown’s) 

be agreed to. 

The Senate divided. [10.53 am] 

(The President—Senator the Hon. Alan 
Ferguson) 

Ayes…………  4 

Noes………… 65 

Majority……… 61 

AYES 

Brown, B.J. Milne, C. 
Nettle, K. Siewert, R. * 

NOES 

Abetz, E. Adams, J. 
Barnett, G. Bernardi, C. 
Birmingham, S. Bishop, T.M. 
Boswell, R.L.D. Boyce, S. 
Brandis, G.H. Brown, C.L. 
Bushby, D.C. Campbell, G. 
Carr, K.J. Chapman, H.G.P. 
Colbeck, R. Conroy, S.M. 
Coonan, H.L. Cormann, M.H.P. 
Crossin, P.M. Eggleston, A. 
Ellison, C.M. Evans, C.V. 
Faulkner, J.P. Ferguson, A.B. 
Fielding, S. Fierravanti-Wells, C. 
Fifield, M.P. Fisher, M.J. 
Forshaw, M.G. Hogg, J.J. 
Humphries, G. Hurley, A. 
Hutchins, S.P. Joyce, B. 
Kemp, C.R. Kirk, L. 
Ludwig, J.W. Lundy, K.A. 
Macdonald, I. Macdonald, J.A.L. 
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Marshall, G. Mason, B.J. 
McEwen, A. McGauran, J.J.J. 
McLucas, J.E. Minchin, N.H. 
Moore, C. Nash, F. 
O’Brien, K.W.K. Parry, S. 
Patterson, K.C. Payne, M.A. 
Polley, H. Ray, R.F. 
Ronaldson, M. Scullion, N.G. 
Sherry, N.J. Stephens, U. 
Sterle, G. Troeth, J.M. 
Trood, R.B. Watson, J.O.W. 
Webber, R. * Wong, P. 
Wortley, D.  

* denotes teller 

Question negatived. 

Original question agreed to.  

GOVERNOR-GENERAL’S SPEECH 
Address-in-Reply 

Senator WORTLEY (South Australia) 
(10.58 am)—I move: 

That the following address-in-reply be agreed 
to: 

To His Excellency the Governor-General 

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR EXCELLENCY— 

We, the Senate of the Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia in Parliament assembled, desire to express 
our loyalty to our Most Gracious Sovereign and 
to thank Your Excellency for the speech which 
you have been pleased to address to Parliament. 

I welcome the opportunity to move the ad-
dress-in-reply to His Excellency the Gover-
nor-General’s speech given at the opening of 
the 42nd Parliament. On 24 November 2007 
the people of Australia voted in a new gov-
ernment. They voted for a government with a 
plan—a plan that as a nation we will move 
forward to write a new page in our nation’s 
history, a plan to make this country of ours 
even greater. As His Excellency said yester-
day: 

As one of the world’s oldest democracies, it is 
easy for us to take elections for granted ... 

But, as he went on to say: 

... all Australians can celebrate the success of our 
democracy when such changes can occur so 
seamlessly and with such goodwill. 

This week and those ahead of this parliament 
are history in the making, a precursor to 
change, renewal and moving forward. There 
will be new directions, advancements and 
progress important to our nation, and today I 
will focus on just some of these. They in-
clude workplace relations, the environment, 
climate change and water, education and 
health, skills training, and reconciliation and 
Indigenous affairs. 

It is significant that yesterday, the day we 
opened the 42nd Parliament, we were for the 
first time officially welcomed by the tradi-
tional owners of this land, by Indigenous 
Australians—welcomed to country. The 
Rudd government has made a commitment 
to our future as a nation, and this was a small 
but significant step. 

The tasks ahead are challenging. We are 
faced with the bleak reality of climate 
change, the fact that owning a house is be-
yond the reach of many Australian families 
and many young people, the frustration of a 
skills crisis, the lack of adequate childcare 
places, the confrontation that many hard-
working Australian families are being denied 
fairness in the workplace, and a wide gap in 
health and educational outcomes between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. 
On that Saturday in November less than 
three months ago, the Australian people 
made a stand on these and other issues at the 
ballot box. It is now fair to say that the re-
covery of the Australian soul, the restoration 
of our national spirit, is underway with a fair 
go for all. 

Admittedly, there are mountains to climb; 
but each step takes us closer to delivering to 
the Australian people the commitments made 
by this government. The seeds of compas-
sion are once again being sown. Today we 
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take a step forward by honouring the Indige-
nous people of this land and by apologising 
for the wrongs they have worn; by apologis-
ing for the laws and policies of successive 
parliaments and governments that inflicted 
profound grief, suffering and loss on them; 
by apologising for the removal of Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander children from their 
families, their communities and their coun-
try; and by saying sorry for the pain, suffer-
ing and hurt of the stolen generations, their 
descendants and their families left behind 
and for the indignity and degradation in-
flicted upon a proud people and a proud cul-
ture. 

In the words of the Prime Minister: 
We today take this first step by acknowledging 
the past and laying claim to a future that em-
braces all Australians. 

When I entered the parliament in July 2005, I 
included the following words in my first 
speech: 
Today I acknowledge the traditional owners of 
this land where we stand ... and I pay tribute to all 
Indigenous people of Australia. For the tragedy 
suffered by them and their ancestors I am truly 
sorry, as are the 55,000 people with whom I 
marched in Adelaide on that long weekend in 
June 2000. More than 240,000 people around 
Australia walked for reconciliation with our Abo-
riginal and Torres Strait Islander people. It is a 
shame that reconciliation has not progressed as it 
could have, and we now know that as a nation it 
will not reflect kindly on us in the history books. 

Almost three years on, and with a new gov-
ernment in office, today as a nation we arrive 
at a place from which to progress reconcilia-
tion with our Indigenous peoples. Optimism 
and hope are returning to these halls. Today 
we find ourselves at a place from which to 
start building better relationships between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Austra-
lians—a better future. It is the cornerstone 
upon which we can all begin to establish mu-
tual respect and from which we can work 

towards achieving other meaningful goals. 
Now we must take the opportunity to move 
forward, Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
people, learning from the mistakes of the 
past and ensuring that they are never re-
peated. 

As Prime Minister Kevin Rudd said at 
yesterday’s historic welcome to country 
opening of parliament: 

Our challenge this week, then is to write a new 
page in the country’s history, and this is one small 
step. But for that page to be truly written, it must 
be written between ourselves and indigenous Aus-
tralia, and within this parliament between those 
who are Government and those who are Opposi-
tion. 

There remains much to be done across the 
Australian community to bring about recon-
ciliation between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians. Through consulta-
tion and collaboration with Indigenous peo-
ples and communities, the government will 
seek to build a relationship based on respect. 
We must translate our words of apology into 
actions via meaningful and effective policy, 
legislation and law. The government will 
continue developing and implementing a 
range of initiatives to help close the gap be-
tween Indigenous and non-Indigenous Aus-
tralia in the areas of health outcomes and 
educational achievement. These include, but 
are not limited to, within a generation clos-
ing the 17-year life expectancy gap between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians; 
halving the gap in infant mortality rates be-
tween Indigenous and non-Indigenous Aus-
tralians in the next decade; and halving the 
gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
children in their reading, writing and nu-
meracy achievements, also within a decade. 
It is important that individually and as a na-
tion we recognise the true and full value of 
Indigenous culture, and we must move to-
wards this end. As a government, we will 
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address these and other examples of over-
sight and neglect of our Indigenous peoples. 

The Rudd government believe every Aus-
tralian child deserves a world-class educa-
tion. We have promised an education revolu-
tion, and that is what we are working to-
wards delivering. Submissions have already 
been made to cabinet regarding the $1 billion 
National Secondary School Computer Fund 
and the $2.5 billion trades training centres 
initiative. Real commitments have been 
made through the Council of Australian 
Governments to drive the productivity 
agenda through substantial reform in educa-
tion, skills and early childhood development. 

The government will raise standards in 
education by increasing standards in our 
schools and improving the quality of teach-
ing through a grand reform agenda—the 
education revolution. Added to our education 
measures is Labor’s 50 per cent education 
tax refund, which is designed to boost Aus-
tralia’s productivity and ease cost of living 
pressures for working families. Indeed, Aus-
tralia needs an education revolution with 
new measures and innovations from early 
childhood years through primary and high 
school and on to tertiary study. 

As His Excellency noted in his address 
yesterday, the government wants parents to 
have access to affordable, high-quality child 
care that helps them balance their work and 
family responsibilities. Another innovation 
will be universal access to early childhood 
education for all four-year-olds for 15 hours 
per week for 40 weeks of the year. A national 
curriculum will be introduced to streamline 
education in key learning areas for older 
children and the government will establish 
trades training centres in thousands of high 
schools around the country as a central plank 
in addressing the skills shortage. 

There is no doubt that the skills shortage 
is impacting on our economy. Therefore, the 

government will commit $1.17 billion to a 
skills package over four years. The govern-
ment’s establishment of the Skills Australia 
body is being fast-tracked to assist in fight-
ing the inflationary pressures in the economy 
and improving productivity. This independ-
ent statutory body, to be known as Skills 
Australia—made up of members from a 
range of backgrounds, including economics, 
industry and academia—will oversee the 
government’s pledge to provide an extra 
450,000 training places in the next four 
years. Over the coming decade, this number 
will grow to 820,000. To emphasise the gov-
ernment’s seriousness in this matter, the plan 
is to have the first 20,000 of these training 
places available by April this year. The goal 
of this program is to better match the de-
mand for skills with skills training in Austra-
lia. 

When it comes to our nation’s health sys-
tems, we need to end the state and territory 
versus Commonwealth government blame 
game referred to by His Excellency in his 
speech yesterday. The Rudd government, in 
cooperation with the states and territories, 
will direct resources towards medical and 
health research, boost nursing numbers, es-
tablish GP superclinics and put in place 
strategies to slash elective surgery waiting 
lists at our hospitals. There will be more at-
tention paid, too, to the seriously under-
resourced sectors of rural, women’s and In-
digenous health. Aged care will take its turn 
in the spotlight during this parliamentary 
term, as will dental health, preventative 
health policies and meeting the challenge 
presented by the obesity epidemic confront-
ing Australians of all ages. 

As a government, we will address this and 
other areas that urgently require attention, 
including the environment, climate change 
and our most fragile and vital resource, wa-
ter. Australians know we cannot afford to be 
sluggish when it comes to issues of our envi-
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ronment. What we do or do not do now and 
in the coming years will help shape the 
health of our planet for generations to come. 
To what extent the globe continues to be 
hospitable may well depend on us. We can-
not afford to leave things to those who come 
after us. 

While, through the media, we have seen 
worldwide the spectacular and even terrify-
ing evidence of the toll of climate change, 
there are also clear signs in our own back-
yard. Environmental wonders, including 
rainforests, reefs and unique natural wildlife 
sanctuaries such as Kakadu National Park, 
are under threat. Bushfires pose more of a 
threat to life and livelihood than before, and 
our river systems are being choked by 
drought. For these reasons and more, on 3 
December—the day the government was 
sworn in—as one of the first acts of this gov-
ernment, the Prime Minister signed the in-
strument of ratification of the Kyoto proto-
col. It was the first official act of the newly 
elected Rudd Labor government. In doing so, 
we have now gained a place at the world’s 
negotiating table. 

So Australia will become a full member of 
the Kyoto protocol next month, and this gov-
ernment intends to be actively involved in 
developing a comprehensive new agreement 
to address the very serious issue of climate 
change. As a government, we want to be 
helping to drive the international dialogue on 
climate change rather than remaining in the 
back seat criticising those at the wheel. The 
government has also committed to slashing 
Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions by 60 
per cent on 2000 levels by 2050. There will 
also be a $500 million renewable energy 
fund to develop, commercialise and deploy 
renewable energy technologies in Australia. 
This will aim to generate a further $1 billion 
private sector investment in such technolo-
gies. The government is committed to a na-
tional emissions trading scheme, which will 

provide incentives to cut greenhouse gas 
emissions across the country. 

Caring for the environment is everyone’s 
responsibility, but we believe that the gov-
ernment must lead the way. Only the gov-
ernment can legislate change, and so this 
administration has embarked on a range of 
initiatives designed to preserve our precious 
environment. We want to conserve whales in 
our waters and around the world, and to that 
end we have upped diplomatic efforts, 
looked seriously at our international legal 
options and overseen an unprecedented level 
of monitoring of the Japanese whaling fleet 
in the Southern Ocean. We are also working 
to help Australians make their homes greener 
and more sustainable. The range of measures 
includes green loans, energy efficient insula-
tion and cost-saving new standards for 
household appliances. The Solar Cities con-
cept will be expanded and every school will 
become a solar school. 

When it comes to action on the urgent is-
sue of water, and particularly our drought-
ravaged lifeblood, the Murray-Darling Basin, 
the government will implement its election 
commitments to secure a sustainable future 
for the basin. While some of the nation has 
suffered through floods in recent weeks, 
much of it remains terribly parched. Because 
of this fact, special water-sharing arrange-
ments in the Murray-Darling Basin will con-
tinue in 2009. 

Nowhere is the need for a new spirit of 
cooperation between the federal and state 
governments in the area of water more evi-
dent than in my home state of South Austra-
lia. Through cooperation, we need to find a 
long-term and sustainable solution for the 
River Murray and the communities who de-
pend on it. For the first time in many years, 
real progress is being made in the area of 
consolidating a national approach to this cri-
sis. How we deal with this challenge now 
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will affect our people and environment for 
many years to come. 

As with climate change, the voting pub-
lic’s verdict from last November on work-
place relations is clear. Australians want a 
fair go for themselves, their families and 
others in the workplace. They want to be 
treated with respect and even-handedness, 
and that is an entirely reasonable expecta-
tion. When Australians voted last November 
for Labor’s fair and balanced workplace rela-
tions system, we promised them there would 
be no new Australian workplace agreements. 
This government’s commitment in this area 
is to give working families a better, simpler 
industrial relations system than the one it 
will replace. 

Essential to establishing a better system is 
to have a modern safety net. Our 10 national 
employment standards will form the integral 
part of that safety net. We will modernise and 
simplify our award system, and we will be-
gin this process with a transition bill prom-
ised before the election. People who want to 
make individual agreements can make com-
mon-law agreements which must give them 
equal or more than the safety net rather than 
overriding and undermining that safety net. 

The purpose of these measures is clear: 
we want to restore job security and satisfac-
tion to our workforce. The Forward with 
Fairness reforms that the government will 
introduce are designed to establish just and 
fair relationships between employers and 
employees and revive worker confidence and 
family certainty. Better morale and more 
reasonable conditions within the workforce 
will also foster improved productivity. Hap-
pier workers are also healthier workers, with 
less stress and the associated social problems 
that it brings. Our legislation will implement 
a genuine no-disadvantage test for workplace 
agreements, protect workers against being 
unfairly dismissed and halt the stripping 

away of pay and conditions, including public 
holidays and overtime, without any appro-
priate remuneration. The government will 
promote family-friendly policy develop-
ments, such as giving women the right to ask 
their employer for an extended period of ma-
ternity leave or to return to work under part-
time or more flexible conditions. There also 
will be a Productivity Commission inquiry 
looking into possibilities for paid maternity 
leave as a priority of this administration. 

However, it is not only in the areas of the 
environment, working families, education, 
health and Indigenous issues that we will see 
benefits from a new way of thinking and a 
different course of action from our govern-
ment; the government’s policies and their 
implementation are working towards deliver-
ing a more just society, a more united soci-
ety, a more productive society and a more 
sustainable society in which all Australians 
can share. 

Senator McEWEN (South Australia) 
(11.16 am)—It is with great pleasure that I 
second the motion moved by Senator 
Wortley thanking his Excellency the Gover-
nor-General for his address to parliament 
yesterday. I also take this opportunity to 
congratulate the new ministers and parlia-
mentary secretaries who took their seats for 
the first time in the parliament yesterday. 
After 2½ years for me, and up to 11 years for 
some of my colleagues here, it is a great feel-
ing today to be sitting on the right side of 
you, Mr Acting Deputy President. 

The opening of the 42nd Parliament was a 
very special day. For the first time in our 
parliament’s history, we had a welcome to 
country ceremony. It is hard to believe that it 
had not been done before. I think that for 
many years most senators would have at-
tended conferences, events and government 
functions where a welcome to country cere-
mony was expected and always occurred. It 
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is good that we have finally done it here. It is 
unfortunate that it took so long. The wel-
come to country ceremony was a strong sign 
that this parliament and this government will 
be different to those of the past. I am heart-
ened to know that future openings of parlia-
ment will also incorporate the welcome to 
country ceremony. 

In his speech, His Excellency the Gover-
nor-General pointed out how fortunate we 
are to live in a nation where governments 
change peacefully as a result of the free ex-
pression of the will of the people. We live in 
a democracy that is truly democratic, where 
people can safely and secretly vote with the 
confidence that their vote will be counted 
and that they have a say in who runs their 
country. Not everyone in the world is as for-
tunate as us. It is indeed a feature of our de-
mocracy that we change governments peace-
fully, and it is also a significant feature of 
our democracy that it began from the roots 
up rather than being created by special inter-
est groups. This fact was noted by South 
Australian representative Josiah Symon at 
the time of Federation. While members on 
this side of the chamber do not share all of 
Symon’s philosophies, he was right in mak-
ing a distinction between us and the founding 
structure of the British parliament, for exam-
ple, which was frustrated by power struggles 
between royalty and landed gentry. 

Although in our early history there was a 
failure to include Aboriginal Australians, 
there were at least sentiments expressed 
about a people’s parliament. This historic 
week in our parliament is a step towards 
achieving a more inclusive system. The po-
litical liberty Australians have in being able 
to change governments democratically and 
peacefully is one that other nations do not 
have. Some nations do not have that oppor-
tunity, nor the opportunity to establish their 
democracies from scratch. Before a democ-
racy can come about in some countries a lot 

of pain has to be endured while regimes 
which are not representative are replaced. 
One example of such a country is Myanmar. 
In its recent history Myanmar has suffered a 
military dictatorship which has severely cur-
tailed the democratic rights of its citizens. 
Who could forget those terrible images we 
have all undoubtedly seen of Buddhist 
monks and democracy protesters being fired 
at with tear gas and rounded up to be impris-
oned? Pakistan is another example where the 
fight for democracy is characterised by vio-
lence. Less than two months ago, former 
Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto was mur-
dered by extremists. She had shown great 
courage and defiance in her resistance to 
extremism as she campaigned resolutely for 
democracy in Pakistan. 

Recently, Kenya has also struggled for 
democracy as it faces civil strife and allega-
tions of vote rigging following the recent 
elections there. Subsequent to those elec-
tions, we have seen violence which has 
claimed the lives of more than 1,000 Ken-
yans and is reported to have displaced more 
than 600,000 people. Even in the ex-
Commonwealth country of Zimbabwe, 
where the history of the British system and 
conventions on parliamentary democracy 
would be presumed to be stronger than in 
some other countries, abuses of executive 
power leading to an undemocratic regime 
occur to this day. One emerging democracy 
which must in time experience the democ-
racy that Australia enjoys is East Timor. 
However, currently this young nation is beset 
with political instability which saw the coun-
try split following the last election. The in-
stability was further expressed in the recent 
attempted assassination of the country’s 
President and Prime Minister. 

I would like to take this chance to remind 
the Senate that our government is strongly 
committed to seeing democracy prosper in 
that nation, our nearest neighbour, and we 
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have deployed extra troops and police offi-
cers there in an effort to maintain order at 
this particularly volatile time. I would like to 
acknowledge the efforts of our troops and the 
Australian Federal Police officers serving in 
East Timor and in other countries, including 
Iraq. 

In contrast to those examples of nations 
struggling for democracy, on 24 November 
last year Australians went to polling booths 
and voted according to their own free will. 
Australians used their democratic right and 
they voted for change. The trust and confi-
dence of the nation has been handed to those 
of us in the Labor Party. It is a significant 
step for a nation to change government, and 
with change comes much responsibility for 
those who are assuming government. 

A key difference between the new Austra-
lian government and the previous one is that 
under a Labor government the focus will not 
be on the individual. We have the ability to 
look at the bigger picture and we are com-
mitted to improving the lives of all Austra-
lians. We believe in a fair distribution of the 
benefits of economic growth, continuous 
improvement in the welfare and living stan-
dards of the Australians people and the real-
location of resources to those most in need. 
Labor is proud to bring these principles with 
it into the new government. 

I was very encouraged to hear the Gover-
nor-General outline the government’s plans 
for the future. We do not just have plans; we 
implement them. When elected, Labor hit the 
ground running, and we will not be slowing 
down anytime soon. As His Excellency men-
tioned, one of our first actions as a new gov-
ernment was to ratify Kyoto. From the be-
ginning of the election campaign, Mr Rudd 
outlined Labor’s commitment to the envi-
ronment and our commitment to addressing 
climate change. This commitment has been 
evident since our election, not only in the 

ratification of the Kyoto protocol but also by 
the creation of the climate change portfolio. 
That change to portfolios means that the 
Minister for Climate Change and Water, 
Senator Penny Wong, is able to dedicate her-
self to the issue. 

The government has also committed to re-
ducing Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions 
by 60 per cent on 2000 levels by the year 
2050. We see that climate change is one of 
the biggest challenges of our generation and, 
if the Australian government does not take 
action, it will undoubtedly continue to be one 
of the biggest challenges for generations to 
come. The previous government unfortu-
nately was full of climate change sceptics 
and made little effort to protect our environ-
ment and develop ways to counteract global 
warming, but we will take action. 

Labor has developed a strong plan of ac-
tion to address the environmental issues that 
are currently facing Australia and the rest of 
the world. As the Governor-General outlined, 
our plans for the environment include man-
aging the water crisis. As Senator Wortley 
said, this is an issue of particular importance 
to my state of South Australia. For urban 
areas, the new government will be establish-
ing a $1 billion fund to invest in both old and 
new water supplies. A number of rebates will 
also be made available for families across the 
nation to assist them in making their homes 
more water efficient. 

Those in rural areas, particularly farmers, 
have been impacted the most by the water 
crisis. For this reason the government has a 
drought policy that will ensure that those 
farmers receiving government assistance are 
better equipped to deal with drought. That 
includes climate change adaptation pro-
grams, which support farmers to change their 
practices to better deal with changes in the 
environment. 
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One area that really suffered during the 
reign of the Howard-Costello government 
was the education sector. So, shortly after the 
election, senators and members were di-
rected by the new Prime Minister to visit 
schools. These visits were invigorating. It 
gave us all a chance to get out into the com-
munity and find out what is needed in our 
education sector. I took the opportunity to 
visit public and private schools in metropoli-
tan and rural areas of South Australia and it 
provided me with a very good understanding 
of the issues faced by our schools. It was 
exciting to visit the schools and to present 
our education revolution, particularly our 
digital education revolution. Everywhere we 
went principals, teachers, students and par-
ents showed great interest in this initiative 
and looked forward to improving and ex-
panding the information technology systems 
in their schools. 

University students continued to suffer 
because the previous government introduced 
voluntary student unionism and broke its 
promise of no more full-fee-paying univer-
sity places. As we know, there are now 104 
domestic full-fee university degrees costing 
over $100,000—three of which cost more 
that $200,000 per student. Labor believes 
that everyone has the right to a good educa-
tion regardless of their socioeconomic back-
ground. Therefore we will be keeping our 
promise of phasing out full-fee-paying 
courses so that by the year 2010 students will 
be entering universities based on merit, not 
on their household income. 

Working families have also suffered over 
the last decade through Howard’s draconian 
and extreme industrial relations laws, the 
decline in housing affordability and the ris-
ing cost of living. Those three elements 
combined have led to a lot of people doing it 
really tough at the moment. The Rudd Labor 
government acknowledges those problems 
and is committed to addressing them. 

I am proud to say that the government will 
bury WorkChoices. Changes will include 
abolishing AWAs but respecting existing 
contractual arrangements; providing 10 na-
tional employment standards; creating a fast 
and simple unfair dismissals system; simpli-
fying and modernising some 4,300 awards; 
and creating a new independent umpire—
Fair Work Australia. 

Throughout the campaign we outlined a 
comprehensive plan on how to address hous-
ing affordability and homelessness. This plan 
incorporates first home saver accounts, the 
release of Commonwealth land and talking 
with the states and territories to develop a 
national housing affordability agreement. 
That agreement is just one example of the 
new cooperation between state and federal 
governments that will bring an end to the so-
called blame game that we saw the previous 
federal government use extensively as an 
excuse for doing nothing. 

An area that is of great importance to the 
government is Indigenous affairs. The ex-
perience of the last day and a half in Can-
berra and in Parliament House has been 
unique and I feel very honoured to have been 
a part of it. The events that have transpired 
are truly momentous and are without doubt a 
highlight of this nation’s history. Today’s 
apology in both houses of the parliament is 
but the first step in developing respect and 
equality amongst all Australians. Our next 
focus must be on closing the life expectancy 
gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
people. Australians can already be proud of 
the government, as we have already shown 
strength and energy—disproving claims that 
we would become a ‘me too’ government. 

The Governor-General referred to a ‘mod-
ern Australia’ in his speech yesterday. A 
modern Australia can be interpreted as a 
country which is prepared to be active and is 
not shackled by conservatism. A modern so-
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ciety also sets targets and takes action. While 
conservatism is by definition a tendency to 
resist change, this change of government will 
see a refreshing approach to how we view 
the world and how we treat our citizens. We 
do have a lot of catching up to do.  

One area where we need to catch up very 
quickly is the skills shortage. By not acting 
on the Reserve Bank predictions of a skills 
shortage, the former coalition government 
made this country much less able to take ad-
vantage of opportunities in this first decade 
of the 21st century. Rather than rhetoric, the 
Labor government has set targets for change. 
In the Governor-General’s address, for in-
stance, we see specific targets and time lines. 
I would like to outline a few of those time 
lines. The government aims to deliver a 
budget surplus of 1.5 per cent of GDP in 
2008-09. It aims to provide an additional 
450,000 training places, which will be estab-
lished over four years, including 65,000 ex-
tra apprenticeships, with the first 20,000 
places available from April this year. The 
government has committed to reducing Aus-
tralia’s greenhouse gas emissions by 60 per 
cent on 2000 levels by 2050. A major study 
to help Australia set robust shorter term 
emission reductions will report in June this 
year. A national emissions trading scheme 
will be established by the end of 2010. The 
time line for an apology to the stolen genera-
tions is immediate. Targets have been set for 
improved education and health among Abo-
riginal and Torres Strait Islander people. The 
government will withdraw all Australian 
combat troops from Iraq at the end of the 
next rotation, due in the middle of the year. 
Australia’s overseas development assistance 
will increase to 0.5 per cent of gross national 
income by 2015-16. There were many other 
initiatives outlined in the Governor-General’s 
speech, including plans to reform the health 
system and to build a world-class education 
system, as I mentioned before. 

Apart from setting targets for a modern, 
fairer and more efficient and productive so-
ciety, Labor has demonstrated already its 
commitment to being modern, as the Gover-
nor-General put it, by addressing contempo-
rary and future issues. Under that banner, 
there are many other things those of us in 
this chamber would like to see the govern-
ment implement so that the nation is truly 
inclusive and fair for all. Personally, I hope 
that one day soon we can agree on a sensible 
scheme of universal paid parental leave and 
stronger legislation to ensure women do not 
continue to be disadvantaged in the work-
place. I would also like to see government 
legislation amended to remove any provi-
sions that discriminate against Australians 
because of their race, gender, disability, re-
ligion or sexuality. I look forward to the term 
of this government and look forward to 
working with all my fellow senators to make 
a better future for all Australians. 

Debate (on motion by Senator Ludwig) 
adjourned. 

COMMITTEES 
Membership 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 
(Senator Moore)—Order! The President has 
received letters from party leaders nominat-
ing senators to be members of committees. 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (11.34 am)—by leave—I move: 

That senators be appointed to committees as 
follows: 

Appropriations and Staffing—Standing 
Committee— 

Appointed—Senator Parry 

Community Affairs—Standing 
Committee— 

Appointed— 

Senator Allison 
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Participating members: Senators 
Bartlett, Fielding and Stott Despoja 

Economics—Standing Committee— 
Appointed— 

Senator Murray 

Participating members: Senators Al-
lison, Bartlett and Fielding 

Employment, Workplace Relations and 
Education—Standing Committee— 

Appointed— 

Senator Stott Despoja 

Participating members: Senators Al-
lison, Bartlett, Fielding and Murray 

Environment, Communications, Infor-
mation Technology and the Arts—
Standing Committee— 

Appointed— 

Senator Bartlett 

Participating members: Senators Al-
lison, Fielding and Stott Despoja 

Finance and Public Administration—
Standing Committee— 

Appointed— 

Senator Murray 

Participating members: Senators 
Bartlett and Fielding 

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade—
Standing Committee— 

Appointed—Participating members: 
Senators Allison, Bartlett, Fielding and 
Stott Despoja 

House—Standing Committee— 
Appointed—Senator Parry 

Legal and Constitutional Affairs—
Standing Committee— 

Appointed— 

Senator Bartlett 

Participating members: Senators Al-
lison, Fielding, Murray and Stott De-
spoja 

Library—Standing Committee— 
Appointed—Senators Barnett and 
Payne 

Privileges—Standing Committee— 
Appointed—Senators Brandis, McGau-
ran and Payne 

Procedure—Standing Committee— 
Appointed—Senators Bartlett and Parry 

Publications—Standing Committee— 
Appointed—Senator Mason 

Regulations and Ordinances—Standing 
Committee— 

Appointed—Senators Bartlett, Cormann 
and Ronaldson 

Rural and Regional Affairs and Trans-
port—Standing Committee— 

Appointed—Participating members: 
Senators Allison and Fielding 

Scrutiny of Bills—Standing Commit-
tee— 

Appointed—Senators Ellison, Murray 
and Troeth 

Selection of Bills—Standing Commit-
tee— 

Appointed—Senators Adams and Elli-
son 

Senators’ Interests—Standing Commit-
tee— 

Appointed—Senators Adams, Allison, 
Humphries, Johnston and Lightfoot. 

Question agreed to. 

BUSINESS 
Days and Hours of Meeting 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (11.34 am)—I move: 

That the days of meeting of the Senate for 
2008 be as follows: 

  Autumn sittings: 
  Tuesday, 12 February to Thursday, 

14 February 

  Autumn sittings (2): 
  Tuesday, 11 March to Thursday, 

13 March 
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  Monday, 17 March to Thursday, 
20 March 

  Budget sittings: 
  Tuesday, 13 May to Thursday, 15 May 

  Winter sittings: 
  Monday, 16 June to Thursday, 19 June 

  Monday, 23 June to Thursday, 26 June 

  Spring sittings: 

  Tuesday, 26 August to Thursday, 
28 August 

  Monday, 1 September to Thursday, 
4 September 

  Monday, 15 September to Thursday, 
18 September 

  Monday, 22 September to Thursday, 
25 September 

  Monday, 13 October to Thursday, 
16 October 

  Spring sittings (2): 
  Monday, 10 November to Thursday, 

13 November 

  Monday, 24 November to Thursday, 
27 November 

  Monday, 1 December to Thursday, 
4 December. 

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) 
(11.34 am)—This motion is to set the days of 
sitting for the Senate for this year. As some 
senators would know, but others may not, it 
is the Senate itself that chooses the days that 
it meets to conduct business. The Democrats 
have expressed concern for a number of 
years about the inadequate number of days of 
meeting for the Senate. Under the previous 
coalition government we saw a consistent 
decline in the number of days that the Senate 
met to conduct business—at the same time, I 
might say, as a consistent increase in the 
number of pieces of legislation that were put 
before the chamber. It is very disappointing 
that this decline in the number of sitting days 
will continue under the new Labor govern-
ment. There has been some media coverage 
of the fact that the House of Representatives 

is now sitting on Fridays for the first time 
and that the number of days the House of 
Representatives is sitting has increased. That 
has been used to create the perception of the 
new, hardworking Rudd government. As 
usual, the media has completely ignored the 
very different reality in the Senate. I am not 
going to get into the debate about what the 
House of Representatives is doing on Fridays 
and whether or not that constitutes hard 
work. That is a matter for them. 

For the Senate, which is after all the pri-
mary chamber where legislation is actually 
considered in genuine detail—and particu-
larly after July, when no one party or group-
ing will have control of this chamber—it will 
be absolutely critical to ensure there is 
enough time to properly consider different 
amendments to legislation that are put for-
ward. The parliament and the Senate in par-
ticular is a legislature. The Senate is not—or 
should not be—a debating chamber in which 
to score political points. It is a chamber that 
is the primary mechanism for determining 
the adequacy of the laws that are passed by 
the national parliament, the laws that affect 
every person in this country and, indeed, 
many people outside this country. We should 
be ensuring that there is adequate time to 
properly consider those proposed laws and, I 
might say, any other matters that deserve 
proper consideration. 

We have literally thousands of regulations 
and ordinances—subsidiary legislation. We 
also have hundreds of reports that are tabled 
in this chamber that rarely get consideration. 
But my primarily concern is the inadequate 
time to properly consider the legislation it-
self. Of course, we have Senate committees 
that meet outside of this chamber and we 
have estimates committees that meet in addi-
tion to the sitting days spent here. We have 
had estimates committees for a long period 
of time and have managed to have them meet 
alongside a much greater number of sitting 
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days than are being put forward here. In total 
there are just 52 days, spread across 14 sit-
ting weeks, scheduled for this year in the 
motion before the chamber. As far as I can 
see, that is the lowest number in a non-
election year going back at least 30 years. 

When the Howard government first came 
to office in 1996—and that was in a year 
when the election was held in March, if I 
recall correctly, so we did not even sit for the 
first three months of that year—there were 
71 sitting days spread across 16 weeks. In 
contrast to that, in its first full year the Rudd 
government—and we will have an entire 
year—are suggesting just 52 sitting days 
across 14 sitting weeks. During the previous 
Labor government, it was basically the norm 
to have 70-odd sitting days. Back in 1983, 
the first year of a Labor government—again, 
an election year—there were 63 sitting days. 
In the following years there were 62, 74, 86 
and 85 sitting days, and then 89 sitting days 
in 1988 and 92 sitting days in 1989. I think it 
is unacceptable for the number of sitting 
days to have declined so dramatically—to 
just 52 in a full year when there is no elec-
tion—particularly with a new government 
coming in. 

As we heard yesterday from the Gover-
nor-General, the government has a compre-
hensive program of reform—I appreciate not 
all of it will require legislation but it cer-
tainly will require examination and there will 
be a lot of legislation. So I think the proposal 
is inadequate. Perhaps it is understandable, 
although not necessarily excusable—it is 
understandable given Realpolitik—that the 
government wants only 21 sitting days in the 
first part of the year when the coalition still 
has a majority. But to have only 31 days in 
the second half of the year, when the balance 
of power situation will be back in operation, 
I think is grossly inadequate. 

As usually happens when a new govern-
ment comes in, there is talk of taking the 
parliament more seriously and treating it 
with more respect. I do not think this is a 
good sign of that. It is more important than 
just the formality of showing respect; it is 
important for doing the job properly. I am 
quite conscious of the fact that I will not be 
here to take part in the job being done after 
July—and neither will anyone from the De-
mocrats—so to some extent people could say 
it does not have anything to do with me in 
particular, but I think there is a broader mes-
sage. It is not about any particular party or 
individual; it is about the job that the Senate 
has done, certainly from the time the Democ-
rats first appeared—and hopefully after the 
Democrats disappear—of holding the gov-
ernment to account and properly examining 
what the government is doing. This is the 
only chamber that can do that. We all know 
the House of Representatives is not capable 
of doing that properly and we do need to 
ensure that the Senate does meet on a suffi-
cient number of days to properly provide that 
opportunity and to ensure that the senators 
themselves have sufficient time to make fully 
informed decisions. That particularly applies 
to views and amendments that are put for-
ward by people outside of government. It 
might seem a long time since the election, 
but I am sure all on the government side can 
remember what it was like to be in opposi-
tion for that long period of time—it was not 
that long ago. I am sure you can recall how 
frustrating it is not to have sufficient time to 
properly consider amendments and to feel 
that things are being railroaded through. I 
think this is quite a bad start in that respect. 

There are other aspects of the Rudd gov-
ernment’s start which I think are quite posi-
tive. As you know, Madam Acting Deputy 
President Moore, I always try to take a bal-
anced view of these things, but I think this is 
not a particularly good sign. To have the 
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lowest number of sitting days for decades, 
for at least 30 years and probably for many 
years before that—and quite clearly in a non-
election year—is unsatisfactory. It certainly 
gives the lie to any suggestion that the new 
government will be a hardworking one, at 
least in regard to work done in the Senate 
chamber. I think it is unfortunate. In previous 
years, when the coalition was in government 
and motions like this were moved, I moved 
amendments proposing extra sitting weeks. I 
have not bothered to do that this time around 
because of the assumption that it would not 
be likely to receive support. I think it is quite 
clear when you look at this schedule that 
there are number of spaces where at least a 
couple of extra sitting weeks could easily 
have been fitted in. I think that would have 
sent a better signal to the community about 
how serious the Senate is about doing its job. 
Even more importantly, it would mean that 
the Senate would actually be doing its job 
more effectively than it will otherwise be 
able to do. 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (11.43 am)—I am sure I have heard 
before in this chamber the points that Senator 
Bartlett makes. In respect of the program, it 
is a planned program. What the Senate 
does—and has done in the last couple of 
years—is to ensure there is sufficient time 
for legislation to be debated by expanding 
the hours where necessary to ensure that eve-
ryone has an opportunity to speak. Given the 
numbers in this place, I am sure we will con-
tinue to debate legislation properly and ap-
propriately and utilise the committee system 
as we have done in the past to foreshorten 
debates in the Senate. Of course, Fridays are 
reserved for Senate committees to meet, and 
I would encourage the committee chairs to 
plan their days to ensure that Fridays are util-
ised for committees to meet to consider leg-

islation and other matters that committees 
look at. 

When a new government comes into par-
liament, the reality is that in the first half of 
the year the new government will be working 
on delivering its election commitments, tak-
ing the necessary steps to bring forward its 
legislative agenda, and ensuring that stake-
holders are properly consulted and that the 
Senate committees can do their work. This 
means that it is more likely that the second 
half of the year will be even busier than the 
first half. 

However, the Senate has in the past ad-
justed its program accordingly to ensure that 
there is sufficient time to deal with the legis-
lative program. In the past that statement has 
proved correct. The Senate has adjusted its 
hours and its times to ensure that debate has 
been had and that all of those who wanted to 
speak could speak on these matters. I will not 
prolong this matter. I do understand the point 
that Senator Bartlett made; however, I do not 
agree with it in this respect. The Senate will 
determine the appropriate times for sittings, 
as they will do now, and of course the pro-
gram will generally adjust itself to ensure 
that we can deal with the legislation that 
comes forward. 

Question agreed to. 

COMMITTEES 
Standing Committees 

Allocation of Departments and Agencies 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (11.45 am)—I move: 
(1)  That standing order 25(1) be amended as 

follows: 

Omit: ‘Employment, Workplace Rela-
tions and Education’ 

Substitute: ‘Education, Employment 
and Workplace Relations’ 
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Omit: ‘Environment, Communica-
tions, Information Technology and the 
Arts’ 

Substitute: ‘Environment, Communi-
cations and the Arts’. 

(2)  That departments and agencies be allo-
cated to legislative and general purpose 
standing committees as follows: 

  Community Affairs 

  Families, Housing, Community Ser-
vices and Indigenous Affairs 

  Health and Ageing 

  Economics 

  Treasury 

  Innovation, Industry, Science and Re-
search 

  Resources, Energy and Tourism 

  Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations 

  Education, Employment and Work-
place Relations 

  Environment, Communications and the 
Arts 

  Environment, Water, Heritage and the 
Arts 

  Broadband, Communications and the 
Digital Economy 

  Finance and Public Administration 

  Parliament 

  Prime Minister and Cabinet (including 
Climate Change) 

  Finance and Deregulation 

  Human Services 

  Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade 

  Foreign Affairs and Trade 

  Defence (including Veterans’ Affairs) 

  Legal and Constitutional Affairs 

  Attorney-General 

  Immigration and Citizenship 

  Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 

  Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Local Government 

  Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 

Question agreed to. 

BUDGET 
Consideration by Estimates Committees 

Meeting 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (11.46 am)—I move: 
 (1) That estimates hearings by standing com-

mittees for 2008 be scheduled as follows:  

  2007-08 additional estimates: 
  Monday, 18 February and Tuesday, 

19 February and, if required, Friday, 
22 February (Group A) 

  Wednesday, 20 February and Thursday, 
21 February and, if required, Friday, 
22 February (Group B). 

  2008-09 Budget estimates: 
  Monday, 26 May to Thursday, 29 May 

and, if required, Friday, 30 May (Group 
A) 

  Monday, 2 June to Thursday, 5 June 
and, if required, Friday, 6 June (Group 
B) 

  Monday, 20 October and Tuesday, 
21 October, and if required, 24 October 
(supplementary hearings—Group A) 

  Wednesday, 22 October and Wednes-
day, 23 October and, if required, 
24 October (supplementary hearings—
Group B). 

 (2) That the committees consider the pro-
posed expenditure in accordance with the 
allocation of departments and agencies to 
committees agreed to by the Senate. 

 (3) That committees meet in the following 
groups: 

  Group A: 
  Environment, Communications and the 

Arts 

  Finance and Public Administration 

  Legal and Constitutional Affairs 

  Rural and Regional Affairs and Trans-
port 
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  Group B: 
  Community Affairs 

  Economics 

  Education, Employment and Work-
place Relations 

  Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade. 

 (4) That the committees report to the Senate 
on the following dates: 

 (a) Tuesday, 18 March 2008 in respect of 
the 2007-08 additional estimates; and 

 (b) Tuesday, 24 June 2008 in respect of the 
2008-09 Budget estimates. 

Question agreed to. 

SENATE TEMPORARY ORDERS 
Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—

Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (11.46 am)—I move: 

That the following operate as temporary orders 
until the conclusion of the 2008 sittings: 

 (1) Adjournment debate on Tuesday 

  On the question for the adjournment of the 
Senate on Tuesday, a senator who has 
spoken once subject to the time limit of 10 
minutes may speak again for not more 
than 10 minutes if no other senator who 
has not already spoken once wishes to 
speak, provided that a senator may by 
leave speak for not more than 20 minutes 
on one occasion. 

 (2) Divisions on Thursday 

  If a division is called for on Thursday 
after 4.30 pm, the matter before the Senate 
shall be adjourned until the next day of 
sitting at a time fixed by the Senate. 

 (3) Substitute members of committees 

  If a member of a committee appointed 
under standing order 25 is unable to attend 
a meeting of the committee, that member 
may in writing to the chair of the commit-
tee appoint a participating member to act 
as a substitute member of the committee at 
that meeting. If the member is incapaci-
tated or unavailable, a letter to the chair of 
a committee appointing a participating 
member to act as a substitute member of 

the committee may be signed on behalf of 
the member by the leader of the party or 
group on whose nomination the member 
was appointed to the committee. 

Question agreed to. 

APOLOGY TO AUSTRALIA’S 
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Minister for Human Services) (11.47 am)—I 
move: 

That the Senate take note of the National 
Apology to the Stolen Generations. 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 
(Senator Moore)—Order! I understand that 
informal arrangements have been made to 
limit the time in today’s debate to 10 minutes 
per speaker. With the concurrence of the 
Senate, I ask the clerks to set the clock ac-
cordingly. 

Senator LUDWIG—Madam Acting 
Deputy President, I seek your indulgence. 
One of the matters that I think is worth while 
putting on the record is this: I do thank the 
Senate for agreeing to the way the debate 
proceeded today. It is important to have the 
Senate support the process that has been un-
dertaken today. This motion gives the Senate 
the ability to speak on the national apology 
to the stolen generations. This motion en-
sures that today the stolen generations re-
ceive an apology from both houses of par-
liament. I do thank the Senate for agreeing to 
the procedures to ensure that people can 
speak on the debate today. It is the right 
thing to have the motion moved and passed 
today by both the House and the Senate. The 
Australian people do want this parliament to 
collectively apologise. Senators who want to 
speak on this motion, like me, will be able to 
do so and can be assured that the time will be 
available to them. To prevent myself from 
falling into the difficulty of having to speak 
twice on the motion, I wanted to take the 
opportunity—and I thank Senator Kirk for 



Wednesday, 13 February 2008 SENATE 181 

CHAMBER 

allowing me to undertake this today—to en-
sure that the motion did receive its proper 
place and could be debated today. 

It is with great privilege that I speak in 
this chamber on this historic day, when the 
Australian government and the Australian 
parliament formally apologise to the stolen 
generations and to Indigenous Australians for 
the wrongs of the past. We are sorry for the 
pain and suffering that past policies brought 
to Indigenous Australians. We are sorry for 
the forced separation of children from their 
families and communities. We are sorry for 
the indignity and harm that this brought to 
those forcibly taken and to those left behind 
to grieve. I do not pretend to understand the 
pain and suffering inflicted on tens of thou-
sands of Indigenous Australians who were 
forcibly removed from their families, their 
communities and their culture. I do not pre-
tend to know the pain of those who were 
forced to live their lives in these unjustifiable 
circumstances. But, as a parent, I do know 
the importance of a family and of living a 
life filled with love and support within that 
family. I am proud that the Australian par-
liament is now apologising for the forced 
separation of Indigenous families and the 
significant and ongoing challenges that have 
resulted. To the individuals, families and 
communities that have been affected by the 
past policies, I can only commend the apol-
ogy articulated by the Prime Minister this 
morning. I add my voice to that genuine and 
unreserved apology in the nature of recon-
ciliation in which it was offered. The apol-
ogy today provides a unique opportunity for 
the Australian people and the Australian 
government to move forward with a sense of 
common purpose. The parliament should not 
allow this moment to pass as a missed oppor-
tunity. 

The importance of today needs to be 
backed up with meaningful, practical and 
effective action from the government. The 

Department of Human Services, for which I 
am responsible, can participate in a very real 
way in addressing the practical challenges 
still facing our community. The department 
can play an important role as the key service 
provider in the national effort to address the 
serious issues still facing many Indigenous 
communities. I would like to take a moment 
to commend the hard work and genuine ef-
fort of staff members of Centrelink and the 
Department of Human Services. They are 
dedicated public servants who are tasked 
with the front-line effort to work with In-
digenous communities to address the serious 
challenges we still face. I hope that today’s 
apology will help the department to further 
our mutual respect for Indigenous Austra-
lians. This is an important day for the Austra-
lian parliament, and it is an important step 
that we have taken today. It has been a long 
hard road to get here and there is more work 
to be done. Let us work together in the spirit 
of reconciliation and mutual respect to meet 
the challenges that continue to face our com-
munity. Let us harness the great spirit of to-
day to work for real improvement in the lives 
and conditions of Indigenous Australians. We 
owe it to those who have suffered in the past. 
We owe nothing less to the generations to 
come. 

Senator KIRK (South Australia) (11.52 
am)—I rise today to speak in support of the 
national apology to the stolen generation 
delivered this morning by the Prime Minister 
in the House of Representatives and moved 
in this place by the Leader of the Govern-
ment in the Senate. Today, as the Australian 
parliament acknowledges the past mistreat-
ment of Indigenous Australians and in par-
ticular offers a formal apology to members 
of the stolen generation, their descendants 
and families, we formally recognise, reflect 
and acknowledge the experiences and reper-
cussions that past policies and laws have had 
on these people—the first Australians. In 
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particular, today we recognise the many 
thousands of Indigenous children who were 
forcibly removed from their families, com-
munities and country during the mid-1800s 
right through to 1970. We say to them that 
we are deeply sorry. 

These children, known to us now as mem-
bers of the stolen generation, were taken 
from their families often solely on the basis 
of race and placed into institutional care or 
with non-Indigenous families and have suf-
fered profound grief and loss. In the words of 
former Prime Minister Keating: 
... we failed to see that what we were doing de-
graded all of us. 

We now know, and today acknowledge, that 
this practice inflicted profound grief, suffer-
ing and loss on many of our fellow Austra-
lians, and for this we, the Australian parlia-
ment, are sorry. 

The apology given today is offered in rec-
ognition of and in response to the policies, 
laws and decisions of past parliaments and 
governments. Whilst it does not attribute 
guilt to the current generation of Australian 
people, in the words of former Labor Prime 
Minister Paul Keating, in his Redfern speech 
in 1992: 

We simply cannot sweep injustice aside. Even 
if our own conscience allowed us to ... 

The word ‘sorry’, as I understand it, holds a 
special meaning in Indigenous culture in that 
it is used to describe rituals regarding 
death—known as ‘sorry business’. In this 
sense it is used to express empathy, sympa-
thy, compassion and understanding as op-
posed to responsibility, guilt or liability. It is 
my hope that today’s apology acts as a pow-
erful symbol to restore respect to Indigenous 
Australians, not only on a personal level but 
also in sending a message to the rest of the 
country and to the world that Indigenous 
Australians and Indigenous culture are val-
ued in this country.  

Removing children from their families 
solely on the basis of race and attempting to 
assimilate them with children of mixed an-
cestry into the non-Indigenous community 
has impacted the lives of many Indigenous 
Australians. Not only did children have to 
contend with the great loss of being removed 
from their parents; they also lost their con-
nection with their extended family, their tra-
ditional land,  their culture and their lan-
guage. In many cases, as we have now 
learned, Indigenous children were placed in 
vulnerable situations, at risk of physical, 
emotional and sexual abuse. We now under-
stand that the experience of many of the 
children who were forcibly removed from 
their families has had long-term disabling 
consequences.  

I wish to bring to the attention of the Sen-
ate the example of one South Australian 
woman—someone from my home state: the 
late Doris Kartinyeri. She was a woman who 
was forcibly removed from her parents when 
she was just four weeks old. Her mother 
passed away and the United Aborigines Mis-
sion came and took her from her father and 
her siblings in Port McLeay to be raised at 
the Colebrook Home in Eden Hills, a suburb 
of Adelaide. 

Colebrook housed a number of Aboriginal 
children, including the former chair of 
ATSIC, Lowitja O’Donoghue, who is known 
to many. The children were given a strict 
religious upbringing in the home, which was 
run by the United Aborigines Mission. In a 
book that Doris published entitled Kick the 
Tin, she wrote about her experiences in com-
ing to terms with what it meant to be a stolen 
child. She said: 
The saddest thing is that I really didn’t have a 
mum or family to guide me. 

In a poem written by her expressing her feel-
ings, she wrote: 
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Walking through a blue dream, 

Reality calls but it’s not what it seems. 

Living while the subconscious screams. 

Living to find out what it all means. 

Doris was a brave ambassador and cam-
paigner for members of the stolen generation 
through her openness and candour about her 
experiences. I am sorry that she is not here 
with us today to hear this national apology, 
which would have meant so much to her. To 
those who grew up at Colebrook in South 
Australia and to the many thousands of In-
digenous Australians who had experiences 
similar to Doris’s across this country, we, the 
Australian parliament, say sorry. 

The Bringing them home report, which re-
ported on the National Inquiry into the Sepa-
ration of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
lander Children from their Families, was 
tabled in this parliament in 1997. The com-
mittee, of course, was chaired by the late Sir 
Ronald Wilson. The report brought to the 
forefront of the national conscience the im-
pact which past governments’ policies and 
laws had on Indigenous Australians. In par-
ticular, the report brought to our attention 
that nationally between one in three and one 
in 10 Indigenous children were forcibly re-
moved from their families during the period 
that I referred to earlier. 

It has been 11 years since the Bringing 
them home report was tabled, and during this 
time all state and territory governments have 
apologised to the stolen generation. But, as 
we know, unfortunately this parliament has 
never given a formal apology. The Howard 
government offered an expression of deep 
and sincere regret in a motion of reconcilia-
tion in 1999, but there has never been a for-
mal apology until today. 

I want to make brief mention of Labor’s 
track record in this area, beginning with my 
state of South Australia. When Labor came 
to office in South Australia in 1965, the then 

minister for Aboriginal affairs, Mr Dunstan, 
introduced three pieces of legislation which 
granted greater autonomy to Indigenous peo-
ple. Most significant of these was the intro-
duction of the Land Trust Bill, which was the 
first step by any Australian state government 
to grant Aboriginal title to land. In 1972, 
when Labor was elected to government at the 
federal level, then Prime Minister Whitlam 
set about altering Australia’s treatment of 
Indigenous people through a raft of positive 
and progressive policy initiatives. The most 
notable of these was when the Prime Minis-
ter granted 2,000 square metres of tribal land 
back to the Gurindji people. I am proud to-
day to be a member of the Rudd Labor gov-
ernment, which has initiated and negotiated 
today’s apology with Indigenous people. 

I fondly refer to the inspirational speech 
of former Labor Prime Minister Paul Keating 
at the launch of Australia’s celebration of the 
1993 International Year of the World’s In-
digenous People. This speech is commonly 
known as ‘the Redfern speech’. He made the 
point that the: 
... fundamental test of our social goals and our 
national will: our ability to say to ourselves and 
the rest of the world that Australia is a first rate 
social democracy ... 

rests in how we treat and care for our Indige-
nous people. 

I hope that this apology represents a sig-
nificant step along the road to reconciliation 
with Indigenous Australians. It is offered 
with sincerity, sympathy, compassion, hope 
and now a greater sense of understanding. 
Whilst we understand that reconciliation is a 
journey that remains incomplete, we are keen 
for the opportunity to build a new relation-
ship with Indigenous Australians and to work 
together, in particular, to close the 17-year 
life expectancy gap between non-Indigenous 
and Indigenous Australians by maintaining 
long-term action and support in the areas of 
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health, education, housing and employment. 
I look forward to closing this dark chapter in 
Australian history and to working together 
with Indigenous people for a brighter future. 

Senator ABETZ (Tasmania) (12.01 
pm)—Today I join with others in supporting 
the motion moved by the Leader of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate. The purpose of the 
motion is to say sorry to Indigenous Austra-
lians for past misdeeds, an apology. It is to 
advance reconciliation—laudable, worthy 
and noble objectives deserving the support of 
every senator in this chamber. Previously, 
this parliament has resolved a similar senti-
ment in its expression of regret in 1999. The 
dislocation white settlement had on our In-
digenous brothers and sisters is hard to imag-
ine. The differences were phenomenal, be it 
in traditions, beliefs, technology, resistance 
to certain diseases and tolerance to alcohol, 
to name a few. Another is the understand-
ing—or, should I say, lack of understand-
ing—of how our Indigenous population op-
erated in the sense of a genuine extended 
family in the nurture of children, which was 
often misunderstood as child neglect. 

I commend the statesmanlike speech that 
the alternative prime minister, Dr Nelson, 
delivered earlier today. It was sincere, genu-
ine and visionary. In 1996, I had the honour 
and privilege to serve as the chair of this par-
liament’s native title committee, and saw 
first hand the unacceptable disadvantage of 
our Indigenous communities, visiting them 
from Coober Pedy to Kununurra and from 
the Torres Strait to my home state of Tasma-
nia. In discussing native title, in discussing 
apologies, a number of themes did emerge. 
One was the Indigenous community’s under-
standable desire to enjoy mainstream health 
and wealth, something which native title 
promised to deliver. Another was the need 
for local leadership and responsibility. The 
difference between communities only half-
an-hour drive apart was sometimes very 

stark, the differences being in the local lead-
ership. The other theme was the scourge of 
white lawyers inflicting their ideology in the 
name of looking after the Indigenous com-
munities. 

Not surprisingly, Indigenous aspirations 
are largely the same as ours. They want a 
house, they want good health, they want a 
car, they want security and they want a future 
for their children. So, when former Labor 
senator Graham Richardson promised all 
Indigenous communities flowing water, it 
was welcomed. That practical help, if carried 
out, would have been a massive step for-
ward, as is the intervention in the Northern 
Territory, restoring law and order and pro-
tecting women and children. But, in the 
‘group think’ we currently have, it seems you 
are socially aware to be angry about not 
apologising for past deeds whilst condemn-
ing those who feel anger about the abuse and 
misdeeds that currently occur within these 
communities. I suspect children in danger of 
being raped would prefer protection to an 
apology. I trust we will have both. We can 
have both, and we must have both—the prac-
tical and the symbolic. 

I do not mind admitting that I am more of 
a practical person, or a person in support of 
substance over the symbolic. But I accept 
symbolism is important, and it is a journey 
that I have travelled and accepted. Words of 
apology are important circuit breakers if ac-
cepted and acknowledged with a reciproca-
tion of forgiveness. Apologies will not pro-
vide the healing unless the words are ac-
cepted and forgiveness is reciprocated. In my 
home state of Tasmania, there was an official 
apology a decade ago followed by compen-
sation. Regrettably, I do not detect any 
change. Indeed, the same activists who 
called for the apology and compensation 
condoned the burning of the Australian flag 
just a few weeks ago. I hope today’s apology 
does not travel the same path. 
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We need to recognise that many Austra-
lians are questioning of today’s apology. Are 
they all mean-spirited? Absolutely not. Simi-
larly, not all those advocating an apology are 
politically correct flunkies. Both views come 
from genuine, sincere Australians. But I must 
say the Prime Minister’s approach is causing 
some division and cynicism. The refusal by 
the Prime Minister to share the wording with 
the Australian people until a few hours ago 
suggests other imperatives were at work, as 
is his absolute refusal to share the legal ad-
vice on the issue of compensation. Sure, the 
Prime Minister had the media, the audience, 
the screens—which, might I add, only 
showed Mr Rudd—and even the day and 
hour finely choreographed, but he had all 
that done before he even had the words in 
place. The parliament was denied the oppor-
tunity to fully discuss the issue, to keep the 
self-promotion timetable for the Prime Min-
ister. 

This is an issue which was developed over 
10 years ago and is now brought into this 
place with indecent haste, lack of consulta-
tion and breach of accepted parliamentary 
practices. We had the vote before the debate 
finished. That is fine if you are into the slick 
media timetable, but not so if you are truly 
genuine about bringing as many Australians 
as possible with you. The apology, I believe, 
has been demeaned as a result. Indeed, the 
rush and lack of consultation is highlighted 
by the reported bungle over which group 
were the traditional owners for the purposes 
of yesterday’s delightful welcome to country 
and the different representatives for today’s 
activities. 

I can understand the cynicism of many in 
the community. I also understand the doubts 
by many over the term ‘stolen generation’. 
As someone who has read the report cover to 
cover including its appendices, and discussed 
some misgivings I had with one of the au-
thors, Sir Ronald Wilson, in my office, I em-

pathise with those doubts. To assert that peo-
ple who took vows of poverty and devoted 
their life’s work to serving the Aboriginal 
community were complicit in genocide is 
unsustainable and offensive, and even more 
so after the findings in the Gunner and 
Cubillo cases. 

I understand how people feel when a per-
son gets compensation because of their race 
and for being ‘stolen’ by welfare authorities 
when their mother was doing time in jail for 
neglect of children. But we do not compen-
sate capable, loving, young unmarried moth-
ers who were defrauded by the same welfare 
authorities by being told their child had died 
at birth and given empty coffins to bury. It 
seems we are allowed to feel sorry for the 
first but not the second. 

When you hear the Labor member for 
Bass pronounce the apology as a first step 
and then laugh hysterically when asked what 
the next step might be, it shows the shallow-
ness of some. To all those people who have 
those doubts, see an inequity or express 
cynicism, I simply say: I understand those 
reservations, but nevertheless I plead with 
you to give this apology a go. Many people 
have asked for it for many years. Many say it 
will make a material difference for a group in 
our society that have been undeniably mis-
treated, so why not give it a go? 

Some time ago, a group of Christian Abo-
riginal women that I spoke with apologised 
for their hatred of the white people. Racism 
in this country has been a two-way street but 
I think most of the traffic has been on the 
white side. If these Aboriginal women had 
found it within themselves to seek forgive-
ness from the white community why can we 
not find it within ourselves to also offer an 
apology for past misdeeds? That is what this 
apology is about and that is why I fully sup-
port it, and I trust that reconciliation will be 
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enhanced as a result of this unanimous deci-
sion of this place. (Time expired) 

Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) 
(12.12 pm)—I acknowledge the Ngunawal, 
the traditional owners of the land on which 
we meet. I pay respect to their elders, their 
culture and their law. This always was, and 
always will be, Aboriginal land. I also wish 
to acknowledge the people who have come 
to Canberra this week from all over this 
country as this issue is being discussed in 
parliament. That includes people from the 
Kimberleys, Alice Springs, New South 
Wales, Victoria, South Australia, Tasmania 
and Queensland. 

To the new Rudd government, I say thank 
you for this day. It has been so important to 
so many people. I was very pleased to finally 
hear an Australian Prime Minister say sorry 
on behalf of the parliament and his govern-
ment. It means a great deal to many, many 
Australians. I would also like to say thank 
you for the opening of the 42nd Parliament 
yesterday with the magnificent welcome to 
country ceremony. 

I am sure every member of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate today saw all 
the people streaming up to this place to bear 
witness and look at and take part in the 
ceremony either on the lawns or in the Great 
Hall or who went to all the places around 
Australia where the apology was being tele-
vised. In my home state of Western Australia 
I understand that at seven o’clock this morn-
ing there were nearly 2,000 people on the 
foreshore of the Swan River listening to the 
apology. I understand that the feeling there 
was just as it was here. If you were standing 
in the Great Hall you share in this moment 
with the stolen generations. I do not think 
there has ever been a greater moment for me 
to actually hear that apology and be with the 
people feeling the emotion of that apology. 

It is significant that the apology is seen to 
be the very first action of this new govern-
ment, but we will be watching to see that 
after that first step of apology and acknowl-
edgement the government continues to take 
the second, third, fourth and fifth steps that 
are needed to address the health, education, 
housing, representation and opportunities of 
life of the Aboriginal people of Australia. We 
welcome the commitment of the new gov-
ernment to close the gap on life expectancy, 
community health, education and economic 
opportunity. We also welcome the govern-
ment’s stated commitment to evidence based 
policy, and I will come to that again later. 

We are very hopeful that they will assess 
and respond to the evidence about the prob-
lems with the intervention in the Northern 
Territory by maintaining or increasing the 
commitment of resources, but also by mak-
ing sure that those resources are being used 
properly, constructively and effectively. Un-
fortunately, the evidence that we are seeing 
come in is not reflecting that. The Greens 
again reiterate our support for a full, sincere 
and unreserved apology for stolen land, sto-
len children, stolen wages, stolen rights and 
stolen opportunities. We are sorry for the 
appalling way that we, non-Indigenous Aus-
tralians, have treated the first peoples of this 
land. We are sorry for the way that the re-
moval of children has ripped the hearts out 
of families and created a legacy of intergen-
erational suffering and trauma and contrib-
uted to the wider exclusion of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander people from the social, 
cultural and economic life of the nation. We 
desperately hope that this will be a new be-
ginning. 

The Bringing them home report, the report 
on the national inquiry into the removal of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander chil-
dren, was brought down on 26 May 1997. 
The Greens, through Senator Bob Brown, 
gave our heartfelt and unreserved apology in 
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the Senate in 1997. My very first action as a 
new senator was to speak on this very issue. 
In my first words to the Senate, I acknowl-
edged the traditional owners of this country, 
the Ngunawal. I also went on to say sorry to 
our Indigenous peoples. I said that I looked 
forward to a day ‘when we will acknowledge 
their voices and do them justice by enabling 
their true representation in the governance of 
this country’. I also felt that it was to our 
shame that we were the only developed na-
tion which has failed to achieve this and that 
the plight of our Indigenous peoples contin-
ued to worsen. The Greens believe that there 
is a need for a full audit of the Bringing them 
home report and its 54 recommendations. We 
need to measure the progress that has been 
made on these recommendations and to iden-
tify targets and timelines, and monetary re-
sources, to deliver on each and every one of 
them. To date, our audit indicates that most 
have in fact not been implemented. 

I also want to acknowledge, remember 
and pay my respects to Rob Riley, who 
kicked off the very first inquiry into the re-
moval of children in Western Australia, 
which then went on to become a model for 
the national inquiry. I have told Rob’s story 
in this place before—in fact, on Sorry Day in 
2006. Rob was a pillar of strength for the 
local Nyungah community in Perth. For 
many years, he headed up the Aboriginal 
Legal Service. But he was also one who 
night after night went down to the lockup 
when one of the Nyungah street kids was 
taken down there and needed help. When 
Rob released the first WA report, he came 
out and told the story of being taken from his 
mother at the age of 18 months, of being 
brought up being told that his mother was 
dead and of not learning any different until it 
was too late and she had passed on. Rob, 
unfortunately, took his own life when it got 
too much for him. 

Rob’s story gives us a very clear example 
of the way that removal has very stark im-
pacts on the health and wellbeing of both the 
children removed and their families. These 
ongoing, tangible impacts are the reason that 
a heartfelt apology on behalf of the nation, 
backed up by a commitment to address the 
wrongs of the past, is so important. This 
clearly includes reparations, which are so 
clearly and strongly recommended in the 
Bringing them home report. 

For concrete evidence for, and an under-
standing of, the intergenerational impacts of 
removal on the health and wellbeing of Abo-
riginal Australians and the stolen genera-
tions, I draw your attention to the Western 
Australian Aboriginal Child Health Survey 
and remind you of the speech given by then 
Australian of the Year Dr Fiona Stanley in 
parliament in May 2005. I also acknowledge 
the work of Dr Helen Milroy and others on 
this issue. This survey quantified the rela-
tionship between the removal of parents and 
grandparents who are now the carers of the 
current generations of Aboriginal kids and 
the health and wellbeing of those children. 
One in six Aboriginal children in WA were 
surveyed—that is over 5,000 kids, the big-
gest and most comprehensive survey of this 
kind. Of those zero- to 17-year olds, nearly 
13 per cent had carers who had been re-
moved. Those carers who had been removed 
as children had higher rates of alcohol con-
sumption, were more likely to have been 
arrested or charged and were half as likely to 
have someone with whom they felt they 
could share their problems. They were also 
more likely to have contact with mental 
health services. The children for whom they 
cared were twice as likely to have behav-
ioural and emotional problems, twice as 
likely to have a high risk of hyperactivity 
and emotional conduct disorders and twice 
as likely to be already abusing drugs and 
alcohol. As you can see, there are very clear 
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links between the stolen generations and the 
impact on the children of the current genera-
tion. 

Children growing up hearing the stories of 
officially sanctioned mistreatment of their 
parents, their mothers and their grandmoth-
ers in an environment in which these injus-
tices are not acknowledged, or are even de-
nied, can easily be led to despair, particularly 
when they are growing up in disadvantage, 
experiencing firsthand the impacts of social 
exclusion and living in a community with a 
high rate of unemployment and in which 
they face an uncertain future. This is why a 
full and unconditional apology from the gov-
ernment to the stolen generations on behalf 
of the parliament is important to not just the 
children who were removed but also their 
children and grandchildren. The health and 
wellbeing burden carried by Aboriginal Aus-
tralia and Aboriginal communities is huge. 
But, compared to the population, their num-
bers are relatively small. So how can we jus-
tify not being able to address their social ex-
clusion and their disadvantage? How can we 
justify not being able to fix the 17-year gap 
in life expectancy? 

It was very disappointing to hear that the 
issue of reparations and compensation was 
dismissed out of hand when the delivery of 
the apology was being discussed. We believe 
that this business will not be resolved or fin-
ished until the stolen generations are prop-
erly compensated and have full reparation. 
We Greens are absolutely committed to fol-
lowing that issue and ensuring that the stolen 
generations are fully compensated and that 
just reparation is delivered. 

Senator McEWEN (South Australia) 
(12.21 pm)—I would like to acknowledge 
and pay my respects to the traditional owners 
of the land on which we meet and to the tra-
ditional owners of all the lands that make up 
our nation of Australia. In the long history of 

the land that we now call Australia, the pe-
riod of non-Indigenous occupation has been 
very short—less than 300 years. In that short 
time, much damage has been done to our 
Indigenous Australians. Some people still try 
and delude themselves that everything that 
was done was done with the best intentions. 
But if everything was so well intentioned, 
why do our Indigenous Australians still have 
a higher mortality rate, poorer education out-
comes, poorer health, lower homeownership 
rates, higher unemployment rates and higher 
incarceration rates than the rest of us? White 
settlement of this nation brought with it the 
view that nothing else mattered but the ad-
vancement of the new—white—colony, and 
that was coupled with the belief that white 
people were somehow superior. It was an 
attitude that led to abuse and dispossession 
of our Indigenous Australians, a beginning 
from which the nation has yet to recover. 

As we focus today on the forced removal 
of children from their families—the stolen 
generation—there will persist those self-
satisfying remarks from some who continue 
to say that things were not really so bad and 
that the ‘stolen generations’ is a misnomer. 
An extreme view is that there is nothing at 
all to apologise for if the actions were seen 
by the perpetrators to be for the advancement 
of Aboriginal Australians. Put aside for the 
moment that our Indigenous Australians 
were not even regarded as equal Australians, 
because they did not have the vote. The 
families who had their children taken away 
were not consulted. They were not engaged 
in any discussion about the matter at all, 
about whether or not this action would be 
better for them and their children. They were 
not engaged and not consulted because they 
were not considered worthy of such engage-
ment. 

Some people do not like the word ‘stolen’, 
yet it is very appropriate to use this term 
when anything is taken without permission 
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and when it is hidden away. The fact that 
human beings were involved, with force and 
secrecy used to sever ties with family and 
culture, makes it the most offensive and cruel 
form of theft. The fact that governments 
condoned this happening, indeed legislated 
for it to happen, makes it even more regret-
table. Let us not fool ourselves. While the 
nation’s short white history is rich in 
achievements, some of our past is shameful 
and what happened was hurtful—and the 
hurt of the past continues to the present. If 
there is hurt we must apologise and we must 
say sorry. This is an Aboriginal as well as a 
non-Aboriginal custom. To deny an apology 
when it has been asked for does nothing to 
help us move on as a nation from a past that 
allowed racism and discrimination to be 
sanctioned by governments. 

Systematic discrimination swept across 
our country, beginning in Victoria in 1869 
when the Aborigines Protection Act (Victo-
ria) gave the Governor power to order the 
removal of any Aboriginal child from their 
family to a reformatory or an industrial 
school. In 1897 Queensland introduced the 
Aboriginal Protection and Restriction of the 
Sale of Opium Act, which allowed the chief 
protector to hold children in dormitories. 
Western Australia, New South Wales, South 
Australia, the Northern Territory and Tasma-
nia followed suit, giving bureaucrats the 
power of guardianship over Indigenous chil-
dren. These laws stripped mothers and fa-
thers of their right to be their child’s guard-
ian and principal caregiver. 

In 1937 there was nowhere for Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islanders to escape from 
these bigoted policies as the first Common-
wealth-state conference on ‘native welfare’ 
adopted assimilation as the national policy. 
That policy meant that children could be 
taken away from their parents, not because 
the parents were bad parents but because the 
children were a different colour, because the 

children had a mixed parentage and needed 
to be ‘saved’ from their traditional culture—
that is, the black part of their culture. Indige-
nous children were placed in institutions or 
church missions, adopted or fostered. Often 
their new living conditions meant they not 
only lost contact with their family and 
friends but with their culture. The vast ma-
jority of the stolen children had every con-
nection severed as they were taken away 
from their land, their language and their 
loved ones. Some were able to reconnect 
later in life, but for many, by the time they 
were able to find the strength to seek out 
their mothers and siblings, it was too late 
because their loved ones had already died or 
because they could not reconcile the culture 
they had been taken from. Of course, experi-
ence varied from person to person and it is 
ridiculous to say that all of the people af-
fected by government policies shared the 
same feelings and the same fate. 

In the 1997 Bringing them home report, 
one confidential submission from a victim 
summed up the systematic discrimination of 
the policies well when the victim said: ‘Lots 
of white kids do get taken away, but that’s 
for a reason—not like us. We just got taken 
away because we was black kids, I sup-
pose—half-caste kids. If they wouldn’t like 
it, they shouldn’t do it to Aboriginal fami-
lies.’ It has been argued by some that the 
children who were taken away were better 
off in the hands of white people than with 
their own families. How on earth can you 
define ‘better off’, let alone use it as some 
justification for wrenching families apart? 
Who can say that kids who were sent to a 
‘home for half-castes’ or to places like Cole-
brook House in South Australia were better 
off because they were taught how to cook 
and clean for non-Indigenous Australians? 
Only the children and the families of the 
children who were removed can decide 
whether or not they were better off. While 
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some Indigenous children may have been 
removed on genuine welfare grounds during 
this time, those children are not considered 
the stolen generation. The stolen generation 
is the children who were removed solely be-
cause of their race, and their forced removal 
did not leave them better off. 

Many reports from victims of the stolen 
generation speak of incredible mistreatment, 
extending from inadequate clothing to out-
right abuse. Almost a quarter of witnesses to 
one inquiry who were fostered or adopted 
reported being physically abused. One in five 
reported sexual abuse. One in six children 
who were sent to institutions reported physi-
cal abuse and one in 10 reported sexual 
abuse. Claims that the state and federal gov-
ernments of the day had the best of inten-
tions are hard to swallow. The various legis-
lation that led to the stolen generation was 
racist and should never have been written. 
The Bringing them home report followed the 
National Inquiry into the Separation of Abo-
riginal and Torres Strait Islander Children 
from their Families. That report made 54 
recommendations. A key recommendation 
was that reparation be made to Indigenous 
people affected by policies of forced removal 
and that this reparation should include an 
acknowledgement of responsibility and an 
apology from all Australian governments. 
Since then, apologies have been forthcom-
ing. All state and territory governments, 
whether conservative or Labor, have apolo-
gised, but, until now, not the Common-
wealth. The Bringing them home report rec-
ommended that the first step in healing is the 
acknowledgement of truth and the delivery 
of an apology. It is the responsibility of the 
Australian government, on behalf of previ-
ous Australian governments that adminis-
tered this wrongful policy, to acknowledge 
what was done and to say that we are sorry. 

There is another excuse used for not sup-
porting an apology, and that is that today’s 

Australians are not responsible for what hap-
pened. The motion that was passed in this 
chamber today makes it clear that it is this 
parliament and this Commonwealth govern-
ment providing the apology in recognition of 
the wrongs perpetrated by past parliaments 
and governments. The apology is not an ex-
pression of personal responsibility or guilt by 
individual Australians. Those individuals 
who do believe or who know they had a part 
to play in what happened to the stolen gen-
erations are still at liberty to apologise or not, 
as they see fit. Government cannot and will 
not do it for us. 

I am very pleased that today we have 
shown the world that we are prepared to ac-
knowledge the wrongs of the past and move 
to the future. There was some discussion 
from those initially opposed to, or quibbling 
about, supporting a motion such as the one 
we passed today, along the lines that there 
are more important things for the govern-
ment to be addressing. I do not think there is 
anything more important than making an 
effort to redress the wrongs of the past and to 
plan for and bring to fruition a better future 
for all Australians. Is that not what we try 
and do here, every day, in this parliament? 
Whatever motion we are debating, whatever 
legislation we are considering, a better future 
for everyone is surely the goal. 

I also would like to thank everyone who 
travelled here to Canberra today to witness 
the national apology. To those of the stolen 
generation: I am just sorry you had to wait so 
long for it. Now that the acknowledgement 
has been made, I look forward to building a 
better future for all Australians, especially 
our Indigenous brothers and sisters. 

Senator MURRAY (Western Australia) 
(12.30 pm)—I rise to take note of Senator 
Evans’s motion on the national apology to 
the stolen generations—an apology I un-
equivocally and wholeheartedly support. I 
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and my party have long advocated such an 
apology. I have waited a long time for this 
national apology by the full federal parlia-
ment and the government of the Australian 
Commonwealth. Although it is long overdue, 
it is surely welcome. Importantly, it is also 
unanimous. The great speech of former 
Prime Minister Paul Keating at Redfern still 
rings in my ears. His complete acknowl-
edgement of harm done to the Indigenous 
people of Australia is now rightly followed 
up by Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, both with 
the apology and the promise of much more 
remedial action to come. I listened carefully 
to every word of his address. It was a fine 
speech, fitting both to the occasion and to the 
importance of this statement. 

I come to this debate with some under-
standing of my own of what the stolen gen-
erations experienced, although each individ-
ual’s experience is different. I was taken at 
the age of two. I, too, was taken from my 
country, but I was reclaimed in later years. 
As a senator, I have been heavily involved 
with the problems of children taken from 
their families. I have read hundreds of sub-
missions, books and articles on these mat-
ters. I have spoken all over the country in 
this cause. After the Bringing them home 
report, in this Senate I lobbied for and initi-
ated further inquiries into the harm done to 
children who were taken from their families 
and institutionalised or put in care. As a re-
sult we now have a trifecta of national in-
quiries that attest to this reality. The reports 
are: HREOC’s 1997 Bringing them home 
report; the Senate community affairs 2001 
report into child migration, Lost innocents: 
righting the record; and the two reports of 
the Senate community affairs inquiry into 
children raised in institutional and other 
forms of care, the 2004 Forgotten Austra-
lians report and the 2005 Protecting vulner-
able children: a national challenge report. 

The Forgotten Australians report conser-
vatively estimates that, taken together, there 
are some 500,000 people in Australia who 
experienced life in orphanages, children’s 
homes or other forms of out-of-home care 
last century. They are the 7,000 to 10,000 
child migrants, the 30,000 to 50,000 Abo-
riginal stolen generations children and the 
450,000-plus Australian-born, non-
Indigenous children raised in orphanages and 
other forms of out-of-home care. These three 
cohorts exhibit the intergenerational effects 
of harming children, whereby, if you hurt a 
child, a harmed adult will often result. The 
abuse, neglect and assault of children should 
never be tolerated, not only because it is 
wrong but also because of the huge aggre-
gated long-term social and economic effects. 
Although some survived care relatively in-
tact, far too many live ruined and marginal-
ised adult lives with the painful memories 
and scars of childhoods lived in fear. Over 
the last century, thousands are believed to 
have committed suicide. As adults, people 
harmed in care have endured lives tarnished 
by welfare dependency, substance abuse, 
mental and other health disorders, relation-
ship and parenting problems and endless 
searches for identity. To this very day, many 
continue to suffer from the loss of identity 
and family, from feelings of abandonment, 
from a fear of authority and from a lack of 
trust and security. 

The upshot is that this policy of forcible 
removal directly contributed to the alienation 
of Aboriginal society today. Its effects have 
been profound, not only for the survivors but 
also for subsequent generations, who con-
tinue to suffer the enduring effects of the 
removal of parents and grandparents. It is 
indisputable that the contemporary problems 
facing Aboriginal society cannot be under-
stood without reference to this shameful his-
tory. To my mind there are two main aspects 
to apologising for the sin of forcibly remov-
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ing Indigenous children from their families: 
one is to apologise for the policy and the 
other is to apologise for the execution of the 
policy. The evidence is irrefutable. The sto-
len generations policy was racist in intent. It 
was not a welfare policy of removing ne-
glected children who were at risk in dysfunc-
tional families. It was designed to get so-
called ‘half-caste’ children out of black fami-
lies and to begin a process of assimilation 
into the white community. There were al-
ready federal and state welfare laws allowing 
for the removal of children at risk in dys-
functional families. No other legislation was 
necessary. But racially based legislation and 
regulation was introduced for the specific 
purpose of removing Indigenous children 
from their families, their communities and 
their country. Yes, there were Indigenous 
neglected children who were at risk in dys-
functional families and who were removed 
for welfare reasons. But most children were 
removed regardless of their specific home 
circumstances. If the execution of the policy 
had resulted in high standards of care then 
that would have been a mitigating factor in 
the children’s removal. But the execution of 
the policy was mostly bad, and churches, 
agencies, state and federal governments all 
failed in their duty of care. 

If we compensate victims of crime and 
trauma, we should also compensate those 
who experienced childhoods of fear, neglect 
and criminal acts. Evidence to all three in-
quiries revealed children experiencing severe 
physical pain, fear and terror resulting from 
beatings and floggings. The Bringing them 
home report says at page 161: 

I’ve seen girls naked, strapped to chairs and 
whipped. We’ve all been through the locking up 
period, locked in dark rooms ...  

… … … 

They used to lock us in a little room like a cell 
and keep us on bread and water for a week ... 

Countless stories are told of the sexual and 
physical assault of Indigenous children—of 
neglect, abuse and mental torture. I wish 
journalists and politicians would stop eu-
phemising rape as ‘abuse’. It is criminal sex-
ual assault. I wish they would stop their easy 
belief that nuns and priests acted with the 
best intentions. Yes, some did, but most 
seemed to just stand by, while others were 
just satanic. Let me give you an example of 
the abhorrent behaviour across all institu-
tions that shows why ‘abuse’ is so weak a 
word for what too many Indigenous and non-
Indigenous children endured at the hands of 
those who preyed on them. The vile crime of 
sexual assault was summed up in the child 
migrant report at page 75: 
Boys and girls were subjected to sexual assault in 
a variety of forms while in the care ... The Com-
mittee heard stories of boys being subjected to 
explicit sexual acts such as fondling and genital 
touching, of being forced to perform oral sex, of 
being repeatedly sodomised, and of girls being 
assaulted and raped. 

Evidence was also given of boys being pres-
sured into bestial acts—that is, acts with 
animals, for those who do not know what 
that means. 

The failure to exercise the duty of care 
demands restitution, it demands reparations, 
it demands compensation. In my view, a 
compensation or redress scheme should not 
be solely the responsibility of the Common-
wealth when various governments, churches, 
charities and agencies were proportionately 
responsible. Redress was an important and 
unanimous recommendation of the Forgotten 
Australians report. Recommendation 6 of 
that report stated: 

That the Commonwealth Government estab-
lish and manage a national reparations fund for 
victims of institutional abuse in institutions and 
out-of-home care settings and that: 

•  the scheme be funded by contributions from 
the Commonwealth and State Governments 
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and the Churches and agencies proportion-
ately; 

•  the Commonwealth have regard to the 
schemes already in operation in Canada, Ire-
land and Tasmania— 

and I can add since in Queensland and West-
ern Australia— 
in the design and implementation of the above 
scheme; 

•  a board be established to administer the 
scheme, consider claims and award monetary 
compensation; 

•  the board, in determining claims, be satisfied 
that there was a ‘reasonable likelihood’ that 
the abuse occurred; 

•  the board should have regard to whether 
legal redress has been pursued; 

•  the processes established in assessing claims 
be non-adversarial and informal; and 

•  compensation be provided for individuals 
who have suffered physical, sexual or emo-
tional abuse while residing in these institu-
tions or out-of-home care settings. 

Although the Senate committee acknowl-
edged that the Commonwealth generally did 
not have a direct role in administering insti-
tutional care arrangements, it did consider 
that the Commonwealth should contribute to 
a national reparations scheme as an act of 
recompense on behalf of the nation. The op-
portunity is there for the Rudd government to 
take the necessary steps to right the wrongs 
of the past. The opportunity is there for La-
bor members of the government, particularly 
in the Senate, to advocate that in their own 
forums. It is neither too hard nor unafford-
able, as evidenced by the international re-
dress schemes in Canada, in Ireland and here 
in Australia by Tasmania, Queensland and 
Western Australia. The Western Australian 
scheme which has been most recently an-
nounced amounts to $114 million and applies 
to all adults who were harmed as children in 
institutions. 

The amount of money outlaid by the 
Commonwealth would be expended over a 
number of years—based on the Irish experi-
ence, at least six years, I would have 
thought—taking into account the application 
and decision-making process. In sum, it 
would not be too hard to add to the three 
states’ efforts so far with a national repara-
tions fund that also picks up contributions by 
those who have not yet accepted their pro-
portional responsibility. 

In concluding, I want to again state how 
warmly and strongly I welcome the actions 
of the Labor government today. I hope that 
they can do much more in future, including 
the establishment of a national reparations 
fund. 

Senator CORMANN (Western Australia) 
(12.41 pm)—As a relatively new Australian, 
the debate on the apology is a difficult debate 
for me to be involved in. As I said in my first 
speech in the Senate, I chose to become an 
Australian, and I am grateful for the oppor-
tunity. I love my adopted country. I admire 
the Australian spirit. I admire what has been 
achieved by successive generations of Aus-
tralians, initially in very difficult conditions, 
in a relatively short period of time. I am 
grateful for the opportunities that the efforts 
and sacrifices of past generations have cre-
ated for Australians today. I became involved 
in the political process because I wanted to 
play a part in helping to make Australia a 
better place for future generations. 

In taking note of the apology, though, I 
rise to express my reservations and give a 
voice to the reservations of many Australians 
on how our government has handled this 
issue which has divided our nation for the 
whole period I have been an Australian citi-
zen. With great empathy and sincere regret 
for the personal hurt and suffering of those 
who were unjustifiably removed from their 
families, I remain concerned about the way 
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we have passed this apology today. I am 
concerned about the use of the term ‘stolen 
generations’. I am concerned about us, repre-
senting this generation of Australians, sitting 
in judgement over the actions and motiva-
tions of past generations of Australians.  

More than anything I am concerned about 
the process—the divisive way our govern-
ment has handled this sensitive and emotive 
issue. I am concerned that the government 
was not prepared to take all of the Australian 
people into its confidence before last night. I 
am concerned about the secrecy and lack of 
transparency. I am concerned that the word-
ing of the apology when finally released, 
with less than 16 hours to go, went well be-
yond an apology to those who were unjusti-
fiably removed from their families. I am 
concerned that the government has refused to 
release the legal advice it says it has that this 
apology will not lead to a requirement for 
compensation. I am concerned that two 
weeks ago we were told by the chair of the 
Northern Territory intervention task force 
that our new government had still not given 
any direction to them on how to proceed 
with the intervention aimed at the protection 
of Aboriginal children from abuse and ne-
glect today. 

In short, in my view, the government’s 
handling of this difficult issue has been arro-
gant, it has been divisive and it has been in-
sincere. Where Dr Nelson demonstrated true 
leadership by directly engaging in the diffi-
cult debate with those of us in our party 
room who quite legitimately held different 
views, the Prime Minister in contrast arro-
gantly railroaded this parliament and, 
through this parliament, the Australian peo-
ple. He railroaded this parliament with a par-
tisan political approach. It is Dr Nelson who 
demonstrated true leadership. Without Dr 
Nelson’s leadership today it would not have 
happened. 

All Australians should be concerned if the 
approach to this issue sets the tone for the 
government’s approach to other difficult is-
sues for our nation. To be meaningful, an 
apology has to be sincere. To be sincere, this 
apology should have the support of the Aus-
tralian people. The apology was given by the 
parliament as representatives of the Austra-
lian people. The government are aware that 
the Australian people have been divided on 
this issue; the government are aware that 
Australians remain divided on this issue to-
day; and the government must have been 
concerned about the views of the Australian 
people. Why else did the government make a 
deliberate decision to keep the wording of 
the apology secret until the last possible 
moment? Why did they, on this first oppor-
tunity to be open and transparent—to listen 
to and be up-front with the Australian peo-
ple—exclude the Australian people from 
their consideration of what was their first 
important priority in parliament? Why did 
they not engage with the Australian people in 
a genuine attempt to bring the Australian 
people together? We will not get healing and 
reconciliation if we exclude the Australian 
people from this process. I hope sincerely 
that, moving forward, the government will 
be engaging in a genuine fashion with all 
Australians on this and other issues. 

The parliament today has apologised. It 
was an apology that had bipartisan support. 
Now that it has happened we should, and 
need to, move on. We all need to focus on 
helping to achieve better outcomes for Abo-
riginal people. The Little children are sacred 
report confronted us all with our responsibil-
ity to focus on the safety and protection of 
Aboriginal children who are subject to abuse 
and neglect today. It continues to confront us 
and should confront our government every 
waking hour of every single day. In the spirit 
of both the motion for reconciliation passed 
by the parliament in August 1999 and the 
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motion passed by the parliament today, we 
all need to commit as a nation to the cause of 
reconciliation between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians—to work together to 
strengthen the bonds that unite us, to respect 
and appreciate our differences, and to build a 
fair and prosperous future we can all share. 

Senator CROSSIN (Northern Territory) 
(12.47 pm)—I am extremely privileged to be 
part of a federal parliament that took a giant 
leap of faith today that will go down in the 
annals of Australian history. When we reflect 
on the significance of today—when we not 
only look back on it tomorrow but think 
about it next week and in the years to 
come—it will go down as a momentous day 
in the history of this nation. 

When I first stood in the Senate I offered 
my personal apologies to the people of the 
stolen generation. Having lived and worked 
with people in the Northern Territory for 
more than 25 years, I have heard many sto-
ries. I have got to know many of these peo-
ple at a personal level and at the level of 
deep friendship. I know that for decades they 
have waited for some acknowledgement—
not only by the parliament but by this coun-
try—that what occurred in the past was an 
incredible mistake and was so terribly 
wrong. 

If you think of yourself and what defines 
you as a person, it is actually your family. It 
is who you are, where you have come from 
and who you relate to. It is what you learn 
from each other, how you defend and support 
each other, and, at times, how you have some 
massive blues with each other as well. I can-
not imagine, as a mother of four, what it 
would possibly have been like back at the 
turn of the last century to see your child be-
ing removed from your arms or from your 
camp or from your family existence. I cannot 
imagine the pain that a mother, or even her 
relatives, would have felt in seeing that oc-

cur. We have heard the stories; we have 
watched the movies. I think everybody can 
internalise the kind of impression that would 
have on you as a parent and, of course, as a 
child. We know now the significance of the 
1997 HREOC report which was called 
Bringing them home. The term ‘stolen gen-
eration’, of course, was first used by Profes-
sor Peter Read when he was at the Australian 
National University. It is a term that has 
stuck because it so aptly describes what these 
people were and what they were to them-
selves. 

In taking pride in our country we always 
look at the achievements, whether they are 
scientific, sporting or in arts and crafts. We 
relish those achievements and we are happy 
to celebrate them. We do not do such a good 
job at recognising the faults and perhaps the 
flaws in our history and confronting them 
full on. The fact that children were taken 
from their parents on the basis of their race is 
indeed a national shame. We do have to con-
front that past act and make that admission. 
We have done it today and I think we have 
done it in a very appropriate, capable way. 
We have done it through consultation with 
Indigenous people and through the people 
who have been concerned. We have done it 
by talking to members of the National Sorry 
Day Committee and members of the Stolen 
Generations Alliance. 

In the Northern Territory I had the privi-
lege of meeting for many hours representa-
tives from the Northern Territory Stolen 
Generation Aboriginal Corporation—
members of the stolen generation who come 
from the Retta Dixon home, Croker Island, 
Garden Point, Groote Eylandt, the Kahlin 
compound, the fostered and adopted group, 
and members from Katherine. The signifi-
cance of those names, of course, is that they 
were the names of the homes that children 
were taken to in the Northern Territory: the 
Retta Dixon home, the Kahlin compound, 
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Croker Island and Garden Point. There are 
not too many of those children left, I have to 
say—probably around 186 in the Northern 
Territory. In fact, there are only three still 
alive who were taken to the Kahlin com-
pound. Aunty Hilda Muir is one of those. 
She could not be here in Canberra today, but 
I know she would have been listening in the 
hall of parliament house in the Northern Ter-
ritory. 

What people were after was a final recog-
nition from this parliament that the acts and 
the actions back then were wrong. They were 
very clear to me in our discussions that they 
wanted this day to be about the beginning of 
a new era. They wanted to be very clear that 
this was not about a closure or an end, not 
about signalling further action or requests for 
assistance, but about a brand new day, about 
bringing peoples together, about confronting 
the past and acknowledging how severely 
wrong that was, and about everybody taking 
a step forward. They wanted to ensure that it 
was made on behalf of the Australian parlia-
ment and not the Australian people. They 
would lay no fault at the feet of any one par-
ticular person—not then and not now. They 
wanted to ensure that this parliament ac-
knowledged that the acts of this parliament 
were wrong, and we have done that. Of 
course, that has particular reference to the 
Northern Territory. The Aboriginals Ordi-
nance of 1911 applied specifically to families 
in the Northern Territory. They were directly 
affected by this. Unlike any other non-
Commonwealth legislation in various states, 
the Commonwealth Aboriginals Ordinance 
had a direct and specific effect upon the 
families in the Northern Territory. They 
wanted to ensure that the apology was to 
pertain to the people affected by the laws, 
policies and practices of forcible removal. In 
fact, they were hoping that recommendation 
5a of the Bringing them home report would 
be specified and enacted today and that is 

what has happened. Recommendation 5a 
states: 
That all Australian parliaments— 

and now all Australian parliaments have— 
1. officially acknowledge the responsibility of 

their predecessors for the laws, policies and prac-
tices of forcible removal; 

… … … 

3. make appropriate reparation as detailed in 
following recommendations. 

That has occurred. We have had the start to-
day with Prime Minister Rudd setting up a 
commission to look at housing and preschool 
education. It is a new beginning and that is 
exactly what members of the stolen genera-
tion want. They were also concerned that this 
apology must acknowledge their Indigenous 
mothers. I notice that today in his speech the 
Prime Minister did exactly that. They wanted 
acknowledgement that their mothers who 
were left behind when children were taken 
suffered the most unkind and cruel impact 
you could possibly imagine. They also want 
us to acknowledge that, when they were re-
moved from their families, they incurred an 
incredible loss of language, a loss of culture 
and a loss of land. A lot of these people 
would have been the next senior people in 
their communities and camps and the next 
line of traditional owners. All of that has 
been denied them. 

These children were discouraged from 
having family contact. They were taught to 
reject Aboriginality. Their institutional con-
ditions were harsh. Their education was of-
ten basic. Many never received wages. 
Physical punishment was often common. 
They were at risk of sexual abuse and the 
authorities failed to care for and protect the 
children. We have had documented in the 
Bringing them home report the lifelong ef-
fects that some of these people have en-
dured—the loss of a primary carer in in-
fancy, the fact that forcibly removed people 
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were no better off despite the fact that that is 
what the policies intended, the fact that their 
parenting skills have been undermined, that 
their next generation is at risk, that there is a 
loss of heritage and that there have been 
massive effects on those left behind. These 
people deserved this apology today and I am 
glad to have been part of it. 

One of the strongest memories I have of 
my time in this Senate is walking over the 
Sydney Harbour Bridge in 2000. I want to 
place on record my thanks to non-Indigenous 
people who have walked the journey with the 
stolen generation people over the years, peo-
ple out in the broader community who have 
worked hard to achieve the apology we have 
had from the federal parliament today, and to 
those members of the stolen generation who 
were wandering around at morning tea this 
morning with ‘Thanks’ on their T-shirts. This 
has been a very significant day for them and 
for our nation. I sincerely hope we can all 
now walk forward in a new era of reconcilia-
tion. 

Senator IAN MACDONALD (Queen-
sland) (12.57 pm)—I am deeply and genu-
inely sorry for the way Indigenous Austra-
lians have been treated for many years. I 
apologise for the fact that in the time I have 
been in parliament we did not do enough to 
address many of the problems. I am also very 
sorry that some of the initiatives that we im-
plemented for Indigenous people in the 
Northern Territory, the only jurisdiction over 
which we have control, have already been 
placed in doubt by the new government. 

I am desperately sorry about the treatment 
of Aborigines even as we speak. Stories 
abound in my state of Queensland about sex-
ual abuse of young Indigenous people and 
about worse than Third World health and 
education services provided by the state gov-
ernment. The state government seems inca-
pable of or uninterested in addressing those 

issues. Daily in Queensland there are reports 
of tragic incidents. 

All the talk, all the symbolism, all the 
hand wringing will not address the appalling 
situations that many Indigenous people still 
find themselves in. 

The work that the Howard government 
started should be accelerated, but already the 
politically correct brigade are stalling that 
work. I mention just one instance—the ac-
tions of the Northern Territory and Com-
monwealth governments in reversing the 
opening up of communities to other Austra-
lians. It seems to be so essential to involve 
Indigenous Australians in the wider commu-
nity and to let the wider community interact 
with Indigenous Australians. In this regard I 
share the concern of prominent Australians 
such as Mr Warren Mundine, the former 
President of the ALP, who has, as do I, con-
cerns about bringing back the permit system. 

Many of the actions implemented by Mr 
Brough should have been duplicated around 
Australia, but it served the purposes of Labor 
state governments not to accept those solu-
tions. I am desperately sorry for the plight of 
many Indigenous people who find them-
selves in the revolving door of poverty, sub-
stance abuse and sexual abuse and parents 
who are simply incapable of bringing up 
their children. 

The forcibly separated generation of In-
digenous people was separated by well-
meaning people decades and decades ago. I 
do not believe that I or other Australians can 
apologise for actions taken by former gen-
erations in different circumstances at a time 
of different attitudes, laws and Christian be-
liefs. I venture to say that all the missionar-
ies, churches and state government officials 
did what they did believing it to be best for 
those involved—for the children they be-
lieved to be at risk, for the children they be-
lieved would never be able to enjoy what 
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they believed to be a civilised way of life. In 
today’s thinking, that has all changed and 
would not be repeated. Having said that, 
though, one only has to look at the everyday 
occurrences in the non-Indigenous communi-
ties today, where young children seen to be 
at risk are forcibly taken from their parents 
because those parents are simply incapable 
of dealing with young children at a particular 
age. I know about this because I have family 
in this situation. 

But, if apologies are to be given and com-
pensation paid, I think it behoves the gov-
ernment to look wider than just the position 
of Indigenous people. I want to refer the 
government to the report of the Senate Com-
munity Affairs References Committee enti-
tled Forgotten Australians, published in Au-
gust 2004, which gives a damning account of 
young non-Indigenous Australians who were 
forcibly taken from their parents in the 1930s 
and 1940s. I am indebted to a Mr John Walsh 
from Roma in Queensland, who contacted 
me and alerted me to this report into the ter-
rible situation in which he and many other 
young Australians found themselves in the 
last 70 years. 

In many cases the father had volunteered 
to join the Australian Defence Force to go 
overseas in defence of our country and the 
empire. Their spouses, left with young chil-
dren, when they asked for assistance from 
the government of the time, had their young 
children forcibly removed from them. Hor-
rific stories abound of how these young peo-
ple were molested by monsters, how they 
were transferred from one orphanage to an-
other and, at an early age, made to work for 
their existence. If apologies are to be made 
and compensation paid to Indigenous people, 
they should, in my view, also be made to all 
those Australians, be they Indigenous or oth-
erwise, who have suffered through the forci-
ble removal of children from their parents in 
years gone by. 

I am deeply sorry for what happened to 
those people, and I do believe that those who 
are still alive, who have suffered and con-
tinue to suffer, should be treated in the same 
way as those Indigenous people also forcibly 
removed. I would assume, again, that those 
who perpetrated the acts of separation in the 
1930s and 1940s did so not out of malice but 
out of their belief at the time that it was the 
correct way to deal with the situation as they 
found it. We can look back today and say 
how inappropriate and in fact devastating 
those actions have been. But again I remain 
to be convinced of the worth of a formal 
apology by the Australian government for 
actions perpetrated by another government in 
another time. 

Nothing will ever prevent me, having 
learnt of their plight, from being deeply sorry 
for them, as I am for those Indigenous people 
who were forcibly separated and suffered as 
a result. But a formal apology, I think, does 
not take the matter further. The day after the 
formal apology, life will move on for most 
Indigenous people. I want to see out of this 
whole debate a continuation of the good 
work started by the Howard government so 
that, in that way, we can really do something 
to address the problems that confront Indige-
nous people. Formal apologies have been 
offered by churches and state governments in 
the past, and what has been achieved? After 
all, actions speak louder than words. State 
governments have responsibility for safety, 
protection, education and health and have 
failed, and words will not fix these deficien-
cies. It needs real action. 

I draw the Senate’s attention to the motion 
passed by parliament in 1999 where the par-
liament expressed ‘its deep and sincere re-
gret that Indigenous Australians suffered 
injustices under the practices of past genera-
tions and for the hurt and trauma that many 
Indigenous people continue to feel as a con-
sequence of those practices’. Those words 
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from back in 1999 were followed by action 
which culminated in the Northern Territory 
intervention—the first real attempt to right 
the appalling conditions and circumstances 
of Australia’s Indigenous people. If the apol-
ogy takes that any further, then I am very 
happy. I doubt that it will, however, and what 
we need to get from this government is not 
more rhetoric and hand-wringing but real 
action of the sort that Mr Brough introduced 
to try and build the situation of Indigenous 
people to what other Australians accept, 
rightly so, as a matter of right. 

I also urge the government to look at the 
plight of the forgotten Australians and any 
other persons, Indigenous or otherwise, who 
have been forcibly separated from their par-
ents by the authorities over the years. Whilst 
on the subject of actions of past generations 
which are unthinkable today, I wonder what 
the government has planned for those South 
Sea islanders taken not only from their fami-
lies and loved ones but also from their own 
country. They were taken in what was then 
acceptable conduct according to the laws and 
norms of those days but through actions 
which today we find totally repugnant and 
abhorrent, not to mention unlawful. I am 
desperately sorry for what former genera-
tions did to these people but, with the benefit 
of hindsight, I do so from a much more 
enlightened era. In fact, I am desperately 
sorry for what former generations of gov-
ernments, churches and welfare agencies did 
to Indigenous and non-Indigenous people 
and to South Sea islanders, to name but a 
few of the peoples of Australia who have 
every right to feel distraught and resentful. 

I apologise for any hurt that I myself may 
have ever brought to the people of Indige-
nous Australia in my lifetime. I hope there is 
nothing that fits that description apart from 
my reluctance to pillory state governments 
and former Australian governments who 
have ignored the problems of Indigenous 

people. I am also sorry that we did not move 
with action like the Northern Territory inter-
vention earlier than this. I am not in a posi-
tion to apologise for the actions of other Aus-
tralians in past generations who took actions 
which in most cases were well meaning. If 
symbolism and words do solve the hurt then, 
as I say, I will be very happy. If, however, 
they are just words of political expediency 
that mean little and have even less impact on 
the real solution, then I will not be happy. 

I conclude, as we did in 1999, by again 
expressing the parliament’s deep and sincere 
regret that Indigenous Australians suffered 
injustices under the practices of past genera-
tions, and also apologise for the hurt and 
trauma that many Indigenous people con-
tinue to feel as a consequence of those prac-
tices. I conclude with the final paragraph of 
that 1999 motion—that the parliament: 
… believes that we, having achieved so much as a 
nation, can now move forward together for the 
benefit of all Australians. 

Senator STOTT DESPOJA (South Aus-
tralia) (1.07 pm)—It is with great pride that I 
speak to and support the motion before us 
today and of course acknowledge on this day 
of history the traditional owners of this land. 
My colleagues and I support this motion in 
its entirety. As you would be aware, Mr Act-
ing Deputy President Barnett, we did not 
support amendments because today is not a 
day for quibbling; today is not a day for po-
litical point-scoring. Today is an occasion 
that must not be marred. 

I am so proud to stand in this chamber to-
day, I support the eloquence of the words 
chosen by the Prime Minister and I support 
the way he spoke those words. It is a very 
rare occasion indeed when I can say that he 
spoke for me today. I do not know that I have 
often been able to say that of a Prime Minis-
ter in this place and I am only sad that I feel 
that I am leaving this place just as the gov-
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ernment seems to be getting it right on these 
matters of history and of such great impor-
tance. 

That is not to say that neither the Democ-
rats nor I feel strongly about the issue of 
compensation. Of course we do. I feel it is 
quite right that these issues of compensation 
and an apology be dealt with separately. But, 
as a matter of principle and fairness, I cannot 
reconcile how any government can acknowl-
edge the error of the policies—that is, of the 
stolen generation and the pain and suffering 
that these policies have inflicted—yet rule 
out any form of reparation. So, yes, that de-
bate will come, but today is an important day 
for an apology just as yesterday’s welcome 
to country ceremony was a remarkable and 
historic event. 

I found it a wonderfully moving ceremony 
yesterday. It felt like we were moving as a 
country in the right direction. The Prime 
Minister was talking about carpe diem. To-
day it is about ex unitate vires—a time to be 
united as a parliament and hopefully united 
as a people in moving ahead and healing 
wounds. It is an honour to speak as a South 
Australian representing, of course, the South 
Australian descendants of those who have 
walked this land for many thousands of gen-
erations before us, members of an ancient 
and proud culture, unique in its longevity 
and its character. Of course, many people 
would be aware of the many different In-
digenous Australians who are represented in 
South Australia, my home state. 

But it is one generation in particular to 
whom today I direct my thoughts, my sor-
row, my empathy and my words. It is to a 
generation who suffered unspeakable wrong, 
a generation who were torn from that which 
they held most dear and thus were doomed to 
confront a life without the healing and guid-
ing that a family love can provide. 

As a senator for the state of South Austra-
lia, I echo and endorse the words of the mo-
tion without detraction: I am sorry. I am 
sorry that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
lander children were removed from their 
families, their cultures and their clans. I am 
sorry for the suffering and the hurt of those 
stolen generations, their descendants and 
their families left behind. I am sorry for the 
pain, sorrow and degradation that were in-
flicted on these generations and their fami-
lies by successive government policies. I am 
sorry this pain was inflicted by policies de-
termined by former members of governments 
that we now represent. 

To those who have campaigned relent-
lessly for many years, for decades, to reach 
this moment I offer my congratulations, my 
solidarity and my admiration. I know many 
thought that this day would never come and 
may well it not have but for the tireless ef-
forts of many individuals and organisations. 
Reconciliation Australia is one example. 
Then there is the Sorry Day Committee and, 
of course, so many individual Australians, 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous, who have 
worked so hard. I wear a scarf today given to 
me by Lowitja O’Donoghue many years ago 
as we debated this issue and worked together 
on it. I think there are many, many people 
who are enjoying this particular occasion and 
who feel that their efforts have not been to-
tally in vain.  

I offer my encouragement for, although 
the magnitude of this occasion cannot be 
understated, as is made clear by the words of 
this apology, it is but a first step towards a 
shared future built on mutual recognition and 
empowerment. Of course, there remains 
much work to be done, as has been acknowl-
edged by all in this place. It is true that the 
divide between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians represents a blight on 
this nation still. Indigenous Australians live 
17 years fewer, are 17.5 times more likely to 
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be in jail, and are three to four times more 
likely to fail basic numeracy and literacy 
tests than non-Indigenous Australians. But 
much has been made of the symbolism of 
this act in the face of such figures. And sym-
bolism is important; it does matter. As Rec-
onciliation Australia has said: ‘The divide 
between so-called symbolic and practical 
aspects of reconciliation is a false and dan-
gerous construction,’ and one which fails to 
recognise that the apology is ‘fundamentally 
about building mutually respectful relation-
ships as the foundation for Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous Australians moving forward 
together—acknowledging our shared history 
and looking to a shared future’. 

I do congratulate this government on the 
initiative it has shown and for imbuing this 
apology with the priority that it deserves by 
making it one of the foremost acts of the 
42nd Parliament. This should not be, and I 
do not believe it has been, about blame. I 
think this has always been about healing and 
about moving forward—hence the Democ-
rats’ strong belief, as indeed the Bringing 
them home report acknowledges, that com-
pensation and reparation are an important 
part of that. It is about ensuring that we ac-
knowledge that pain and suffering. It does 
not do justice to the Bringing them home 
report and it does not bring an end to this 
unfinished business if we just have the apol-
ogy. But, for today, it is a fundamental and 
important first step. 

I urge the government and my opposition 
colleagues, those of us on the crossbench and 
all elected members in this place—especially 
the new ones, through whom I think some of 
us will live vicariously over the coming 
years—to seize this cooperative spirit and to 
use the spirit of this movement to move for-
ward hopefully. Often in circumstances such 
as these the collective goodwill of the 
movement can be lost in semantics and cyni-
cism. I hope not. Let us declare here and now 

that such a fate will not befall this parliament 
and that the generations of the future will 
look back on this moment as the birth of a 
united and mature nation that has been big 
enough to recognise the mistakes of the past 
while simultaneously moving forward to a 
better future. I wholeheartedly support the 
motion and I commend my Senate col-
leagues to do likewise. 

Senator HURLEY (South Australia) 
(1.14 pm)—It is a great pleasure to follow 
my fellow South Australian Senator Stott 
Despoja to support this National Apology to 
the Stolen Generations. In May 1997 I spoke 
to a motion in the South Australian parlia-
ment as a member of that parliament at the 
time. It was a motion of apology and recon-
ciliation. I indicated then that I thought it 
would be appropriate for the federal parlia-
ment to make a similar apology. It has taken 
more than 10 years. I hope that this occasion 
means that Aboriginal people will finally 
have the sense of a complete and heartfelt 
apology from all of the governments of Aus-
tralia, because all of the states and territories, 
I think, have now delivered an apology for 
their role in the administration of the forcible 
removal of Aboriginal children. It is very 
pleasing to see that the national parliament, 
the Prime Minister, the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and all of the minor parties here in this 
chamber have now joined the states and terri-
tories with one voice to speak that apology to 
those people who have suffered the pain and 
the devastating consequences of a policy 
which was aimed at the assimilation of Abo-
riginal people. 

The time at which we gave the apology in 
the South Australian parliament marked the 
30th anniversary of the 1967 referendum to 
give the Commonwealth special powers to 
be used for the benefit of the Aboriginal 
people. I would just like to reiterate a short 
part of the remarks that I made at the time. I 
said: 
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It is not enough to recognise and acknowledge 
the mistakes of the past: we must also make a 
commitment to avoid those mistakes in the future. 
In 1967 the Australian people voted overwhelm-
ingly in favour of that referendum in a country 
where very few referendum questions get up. The 
Australian people did that, I believe, because they 
thought it was a fair thing and a recognition of the 
rights of people in this country. We take for 
granted that our Government is set up to make 
laws for our benefit, even if we do not agree with 
those laws, but Aborigines have no such confi-
dence based on their past experiences. The rights 
of Aborigines as citizens were denied—rights 
such as life, liberty, property and dignity. They 
deserve an apology for those past mistakes and 
deserve to be told that we will ensure that it will 
not happen in the future. 

I think that is still precisely what this apol-
ogy is about now. In my view, it is about 
apologising for the past, making sure that 
these mistakes do not happen in the future 
and doing something about it. 

Senator Macdonald earlier quoted a friend 
of mine, Warren Mundine, about another 
issue, but I will quote him as well. I saw him 
just now at lunchtime and he said that this 
apology is essential because it will raise it-
self again and again and get in the way of 
what we do in the future. That is another rea-
son it is important. We must have this as the 
starting point before we can go forward and 
rectify those mistakes. 

In rectifying those mistakes, we must first 
of all ask ourselves why we are doing it. This 
is about the dignity of and the respect in 
which we hold Indigenous people in Austra-
lia and the acknowledgement that we treat all 
Australians with justice and equity. We do 
not treat all Australians the same but we treat 
them all with justice and equity and respect 
their rights as individuals. 

In moving onto the future, the Prime Min-
ister in his speech today talked about targets 
in education and health. I want to support 
those targets but with the understanding that 

they are set with the full cooperation of and 
consultation with Aboriginal people and that 
they are not decided for them. We must give 
Aboriginal people the dignity and respect 
that we give to all Australians—and the 
choice and the say in their lives and their 
lifestyles, and never deny that to them. It will 
not work if we do not do that. 

I am no expert. I have spent some time 
working and living in outback areas of South 
Australia and the Northern Territory. I spent 
some years in Alice Springs working at a 
pathology lab in the hospital there and there-
fore had some experience of the Aboriginal 
communities around Alice Springs. I have a 
sister who has worked for 30 years in educa-
tion in the Northern Territory, particularly 
with Aboriginal children. I do not claim any 
particular expertise, but this is my assess-
ment of where the Aboriginal community is 
positioned: before we can move forward, we 
need to have the full cooperation of that 
community. They must make the choice 
about which direction they want to head in. 
The Prime Minister referred to that in his 
speech this morning. He said that there is no 
one-size-fits-all approach for the hundreds of 
Aboriginal communities around Australia. 
He said that what we are doing is setting a 
destination and we should be asking the Abo-
riginal people to come along with us. 

Aboriginal people have been here on this 
land for many thousands of years. We came 
and we built our country and our wealth on 
their land. In doing that, we displaced and/or 
disrupted many Aboriginal people. That 
means, in my view, that we have an ongoing 
obligation to care and show consideration for 
those who continue to suffer the conse-
quences of that trauma. The way we should 
be addressing the future is by providing on-
going compensation for that. This small pro-
portion of our wealth should not be paid with 
any sense of paternalism or of someone with 
a better knowledge coming in to provide for 
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those communities. It should be paid as a just 
and right contribution for the displacement 
that those Aboriginal communities have suf-
fered. 

In conclusion, it has given me great pleas-
ure to be here as a representative of South 
Australia in the federal parliament and to be 
part of this national apology. It is clear, from 
the many people I have seen around Parlia-
ment House today, that receiving that apol-
ogy has given pleasure to many Aboriginal 
people. I think that is a wonderful start for 
the future relations between Aboriginal peo-
ple and the parliament and people of Austra-
lia. 

Senator BOSWELL (Queensland) (1.22 
pm)—The Senate is debating the motion of a 
national apology to the stolen generation. 
Today is about honouring Indigenous Austra-
lians, reflecting on their past and apologising 
for the laws and policies which failed to 
honour the Indigenous Australians. We say 
sorry today. We do not know ourselves the 
grief and the pain of forced removal and 
separation from family and community. But 
we know of it, and we have listened. 

Today I also want to acknowledge that 
there were a lot of dedicated people, from 
religions and non-religious organisations, 
who gave a great deal of their lives to man 
missions or work with Aboriginals in these 
distant communities—the Lutherans at 
Hopevale; the Brethren at Doomadgee; I 
know the Catholics were represented, and so 
were the Methodists—to look after the wel-
fare, the education and the health of Aborigi-
nal communities. In passing this motion, we 
must in no way denigrate their efforts and 
their lives’ work. 

We see by your reception of this apology 
how much it was needed. Today there will be 
celebrations aplenty. The sorry motion was 
telecast live by many media outlets. There 
was cheering from the crowds outside and in 

Parliament House, and there were people 
watching from around Australia. I know that 
today is all these wonderful things. But there 
are many Australians who will be thinking 
that tomorrow, in some remote and isolated 
Indigenous communities, there will still be 
no work, lots of alcohol and violence, child 
abuse and neglect and intolerable levels of 
sickness and disease. Apologies for the past 
are meaningful if they lead to a renewed vig-
our to do more and to do better. The past 
cannot be undone, but the future can be re-
made. There is a genuine mood in the nation 
today that we can do better, that we must do 
better and that we will do better. 

One step in this process to do more and to 
do better is to look again at how remote 
communities can be made sustainable so that 
they are not reliant on government handouts 
and welfare but are in control of their own 
choices and destiny. For example, Indige-
nous communities in Queensland have large 
amounts of land and water not being used to 
grow anything. They could grow—and in 
some instances have negotiated forestry 
agreements to grow—trees, creating em-
ployment and hope for their communities by 
establishing a forestry industry in those 
communities in North Queensland that have 
lots of land. 

Queensland has other good examples of 
success, such as contracting businesses in the 
cotton industry at St George and Goondi-
windi. Many of the Indigenous people there 
have their own businesses and contract out to 
the cotton growers. There are also the mining 
and transport industries at Mount Isa. Mining 
companies also offer employment in remote 
Australia. Some communities are developing 
their own tourist villages and caravan parks. 
These are but a few examples of how sus-
tainability can create and ensure a better fu-
ture for those Indigenous people and their 
communities. 
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With this apology, we now need to ensure 
that our efforts are renewed and refocused to 
ensure that the mistakes of the past are learnt 
from and never repeated. I hope this apology 
assists in the healing process of those who 
have suffered from past decisions. I also 
hope that the momentum for a better future 
for our Indigenous community is continued 
with examples like those I have described in 
Queensland and with the Northern Territory 
intervention. 

What worries me is that, one day in a par-
liament of the future, senators may vote to 
apologise for what this generation has failed 
to do for our Indigenous people. We will fail 
if we do not focus on practical help to forge 
healthy, educated, law-abiding and sustain-
able communities. Today, maybe we feel 
good about ourselves because we apologised 
for the past mistakes. But tomorrow we must 
assume responsibility for our own mistakes 
and make action, not rhetoric, our weapon of 
choice. 

I cannot let this debate go by without rec-
ognising the frustration felt by many decent 
Australians when it comes to Indigenous 
policy. Their sincere and generous desire to 
help Indigenous Australians has been backed 
by a huge amount of public funds. Yet it 
seems to many ordinary Australians that 
there is such a long way to go. The willing-
ness to see Indigenous Australians succeed is 
wholeheartedly felt across the nation. But the 
disappointments have been many. Cross-
cultural misunderstandings and internal poli-
tics, black and white, have contributed to the 
difficulties. Sometimes there was conflict 
despite everyone having the common under-
lying aim of improving life for Indigenous 
people. 

It is right that there be joy and tears today. 
It is right that we say sorry. It is also right 
that we move forward as a nation. The pre-
sent and the future demand our attention. The 

world sees the huge abyss of despair in some 
Aboriginal communities. Australians want to 
help. They want to stop clouds gathering 
over the young children. So let there be jubi-
lation today. Let the victims of injustice 
breathe easier. But, please God, let the lead-
ers stand up and insist on a mutual responsi-
bility as included in this motion. 

Senator NETTLE (New South Wales) 
(1.30 pm)—It is a fantastic day today. I was 
riding my bike to parliament this morning 
and there were hoards of people walking 
towards Parliament House, wanting to be 
here at the front of Parliament House and 
watching on the big screen. In the Great Hall 
people were streaming out the back just to be 
present on such a historic and really impor-
tant day. It is just fantastic to know that that 
was occurring, and not just here in Canberra. 
We have heard the reports today about peo-
ple who filed into Federation Square in Mel-
bourne and into Martin Place in the rain in 
Sydney. People gathered at Bourke High 
School to watch on the big screen there and 
to hear from local Indigenous leaders about 
what this apology means to them. Close to 
my house at the Block in Redfern, many 
people gathered as well and watched the 
apology that occurred here. So it is a fantas-
tic day for all of us to be here and participate 
in. 

Having an apology in the name of the par-
liament today feels really special to us, but it 
is really meant for the people who make up 
the stolen generation. I really hope that today 
is an opportunity for them to start the process 
of healing. We have all acknowledged that it 
is just the first step; it is the beginning of a 
long process of healing. I hope that the ac-
tivities here in parliament today can contrib-
ute to and assist in the process of trying to 
start the healing process. Much damage has 
been done and it is really only when we ac-
knowledge that damage and work together 
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that we can start to forge a better future for 
this country. 

Three young schoolgirls were at the Block 
this morning in Redfern. They were on their 
way to school and they came because they 
really wanted to be there. I heard them on the 
radio just earlier today. They were asked 
about what the apology means to them and 
they said, ‘Well, we know one thing: it has 
been a long time coming.’ I thought that if 
those schoolgirls can understand that, per-
haps that is some insight into the sense of 
frustration that many people have. It really 
has been a long time coming. It is over 200 
years ago that this country was first invaded 
and occupied by colonisers. A lot of recogni-
tion needs to occur. It is not just about saying 
sorry to the stolen generation; it is about say-
ing sorry for the colonisation of this country, 
for so many things that have happened, all 
the way up to the most recent Northern Terri-
tory intervention. 

Yesterday we had the fantastic opening of 
parliament, with a long-overdue welcome to 
country ceremony. That was really pleasing 
to see. We also had a tremendous gathering 
of people at the front of Parliament House 
who were talking about the negative impact 
that the Northern Territory intervention is 
having. I think that the history of black and 
white relations in this country shows that, if 
you can learn one thing from it, it does not 
work to impose things on Aboriginal Austra-
lians. That is why we are here now, with the 
parliament saying sorry. It may have been 
well-intentioned government policy, but look 
at the heartache it has created. 

On the day when the former Prime Minis-
ter made the announcement about the North-
ern Territory intervention, I was in Rachel 
Siewert’s office—our Green senator from 
Western Australia—with a group of women 
from the Northern Territory. They were in 
Canberra because they own the land where 

the former government wanted to put nuclear 
waste dump sites in the Northern Territory. 
The women were lobbying here about that 
issue and it happened to be the day when the 
former Prime Minister made the announce-
ment about the Northern Territory interven-
tion. As I was leaving Rachel’s office, one of 
them turned to me and said, ‘I’m from the 
stolen generation.’ It was a real look of ‘I’ve 
seen this before’. It just made me think: ‘I 
don’t want us to be here; I don’t want us or 
political leaders, decision makers, to be here 
in 10, 15 or 20 years time saying sorry for 
well-meaning decisions made by the former 
government and supported by the Labor 
Party.’ People were trying to do things and 
feeling that they were doing their best for the 
children, and yet that is what happened with 
the stolen generation—and more damage 
was done. If what is going on in the Northern 
Territory is not done in cooperation with In-
digenous Australians, the same thing will 
occur. When you impose things, it does not 
work. When you give Indigenous people the 
opportunity to drive their own future and 
create their own opportunities, that is what 
works. There are so many positive examples 
of that. 

In New South Wales, I visited schools in 
Aboriginal communities run entirely by In-
digenous staff who do fantastic work in en-
gendering in young people a sense of cultural 
importance, with dance and activities they 
can be involved in. There are so many suc-
cess stories. There is the state condom pro-
gram, for example, that is happening in parts 
of Victoria. Indigenous people are running 
their own programs about the importance of 
safe sex. These are the programs that work, 
and they are the programs we should be sup-
porting. We cannot have an intervention 
which is exempt from the Race Discrimina-
tion Act so it can be racist—imposed on a 
group of people in the Northern Territory. It 
has to be a cooperative action, and that is 
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why I support so much the demands of the 
protest that happened out the front of Parlia-
ment House yesterday about the Northern 
Territory intervention. We have to work to-
gether in order to achieve things. That has 
been the history and the legacy of so much of 
the black-white relations in this country. If 
we are going to turn a new page, if we are 
going to start over, it is about working to-
gether. 

People have done a whole lot of studies 
and research. People in here know the fig-
ures about the disadvantage—about the 17-
year gap in life expectancy and the experi-
ences that Indigenous Australians have had. 
We need to look at the work that has been 
done. There was the Bringing them home 
report. We need to implement all of the rec-
ommendations, not just an apology but fair 
and just compensation—reparation for In-
digenous Australians. We need to go down 
the path of implementing all of those rec-
ommendations—reparation in not just a 
monetary sense but also a health, education 
and housing sense. We need to be holistic 
about the way in which we make reparation 
work so that as a country we can forge the 
new future that we all want to be a part of. 

There are so many things that need to be 
done in this area: recognising sovereignty, 
putting in place negotiations around a treaty 
and the land rights movement that has been 
so important for this country. We need to 
look at these issues again and ensure that this 
is done in a way where Indigenous Austra-
lians are leading the way. So much needs to 
be done and this is just the first stage. We 
need to see, as I said, all of those recommen-
dations of the Bringing them home report 
implemented. There are recommendations 
outstanding from the Royal Commission into 
Aboriginal Deaths in Custody which also 
need to be implemented. 

There are far too many Indigenous Austra-
lians in prisons right across this country, and 
we need to look at working with Indigenous 
communities to ensure that those people are 
given the opportunities that mean they can 
have a really positive life that allows them to 
contribute to our society rather than find 
themselves in prison. We need to ensure not 
only that those recommendations from the 
black deaths in custody report are taken up 
but also that we do not have such a horren-
dous representation of Indigenous communi-
ties in our prisons as we currently have. So 
many things need to occur. These are issues 
that the Greens and people from other parties 
in this chamber have worked on for many 
years, but we need to continue all of this 
work. 

I just want to take a couple of moments to 
share with the Senate the story of a young 
woman. I think she would be aged 41 this 
year. She is a woman by the name of Char-
maine Clarke. She ran as a Green candidate 
for a Senate seat in the federal election of 
1998. I met her a couple of years beforehand. 
As I said, Charmaine is quite young—a cou-
ple of years older than me. She was a mem-
ber of the stolen generation. At the age of 
three she was taken into care—along with 
four of her brothers and sisters—by social 
workers when she was being looked after by 
an aunt while her mother and father were out 
looking for work. When she was 14, Char-
maine ran away from that care to rejoin her 
mother. Much of her family history is still 
missing. It is many years ago that Charmaine 
told me about her experiences and the ex-
periences of other members of her family. 
Charmaine is just one of many people who 
have had a hurtful experience because of the 
actions of the Australian government, and I 
hope that today’s apology can be part of the 
healing and repair for them and for this 
country so that we can forge a bright future 
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together—and ‘together’ is the most impor-
tant part. 

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS (New 
South Wales) (1.39 pm)—Today’s apology is 
an acknowledgement of guilt which will 
have far-reaching implications for current 
and future generations, both in Australia and 
internationally. It stems from the 1997 Bring-
ing them home report, which found that na-
tionally Indigenous children were forcibly 
removed from their families and communi-
ties between 1910 and 1970 to be placed in 
institutions, church missions and adopted or 
fostered where they were potentially at risk; 
‘that welfare officials failed in their duty to 
protect Indigenous wards from abuse’; that 
under international law, from approximately 
1946, the policies of forcible removal 
amounted to genocide; and that from 1950 
the continuation of distinct laws for Indige-
nous children was racially discriminatory. 

A key recommendation was that repara-
tion include: an acknowledgement of respon-
sibility and an apology from all Australian 
parliaments, police forces, churches and 
other non-government agencies which im-
plemented the policies of forcible removal; 
guarantees against repetition; restitution and 
rehabilitation; and, most importantly, mone-
tary compensation. 

On 26 August 1999, then Prime Minister 
Howard moved a motion of reconciliation 
which reaffirmed commitment to the cause 
of reconciliation while acknowledging past 
mistreatment and expressing deep and sin-
cere regret that Indigenous Australians suf-
fered injustices under the practices of past 
generations. Given the divergence of views 
in Australia, that motion struck a fair bal-
ance. A motion in similar terms went before 
the Senate. 

The primary justification for an apology is 
inextricably linked to the notion that a policy 
of genocide was deliberately instituted 

against our Indigenous community. As coali-
tion senators noted in their dissenting report 
at the inquiry into the stolen generation, 
many Australians would not agree that there 
are direct parallels between the separated 
children experience and the sort of gross vio-
lations of human rights found elsewhere in 
the world, such as torture, genocide, slavery 
and executions. 

The apology follows an acknowledgement 
that children were removed forcibly. This 
critically satisfies those international conven-
tions that a policy of genocide was enforced 
against our Indigenous population. There-
fore, an apology will support a tide of claims 
for compensation reinforced by an accep-
tance that human rights were breached. A 
flurry of legal activity will be driven by the 
principle—stated in the report—that states 
breach their obligations when they fail to 
prevent human rights violations by others, as 
well as when human rights are violated by 
state action. In either event, the victims have 
a right to reparation under international con-
ventions such as the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. 

Let us understand the extent of potential 
claims. Recommendation 4 requires repara-
tion be made not only to the individuals but 
also to others whose ties with them were af-
fected by the removal, such as family mem-
bers, descendants and their communities. 
The Senate inquiry into the implementation 
of the report also advocated a reparation tri-
bunal—a powerful precursor of what is 
likely to materialise. 

The advocacy for compensation remains 
strong and is driven by a diversity of stake-
holders who say that a symbolic apology 
without compensation is meaningless. In 
recent memory our nation has sought to ex-
punge our psyche with notions of political 
correctness and divisive policies designed to 
overwhelm us with symbolism but which fail 
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to deliver tangible and practical solutions to 
complicated challenges. Any objections to an 
apology in no way negate the tremendous 
need to support our Indigenous population. 
The disparity in their living standards and in 
their mortality rates is cause for great con-
cern. Many remain destitute in a lifestyle 
surrounded by violence, addiction, poor 
health and low levels of education—a situa-
tion I saw when I was growing up one block 
away from an Aboriginal community in the 
Illawarra. 

These challenges can only be addressed 
through practical responses such as the 
Northern Territory intervention. My concerns 
about the motion are: first, it exposes the 
taxpayer to potential ambit claims of com-
pensation, including under international law; 
second, it solidifies an acknowledgement 
that a policy of genocide was deliberately 
instituted against our Indigenous population; 
third, it leaves an indelible mark on our his-
tory by supporting the notion that Aboriginal 
children were ‘stolen’, thus imputing some 
criminal intent on the actions of good men 
and women whose actions were motivated 
by rescuing or saving children from appall-
ing conditions; fourth, it tarnishes our na-
tion’s reputation and imputes guilt to the cur-
rent generation for alleged transgressions 
over past policies and practices; and, fifth, it 
creates an environment whereby generations 
of students will be inculcated, through a cur-
riculum, that Australia once adopted a prac-
tice of violation of human rights of Indige-
nous people. 

Remember that some very good men and 
women from churches and other organisa-
tions acted legally and with the best of inten-
tions to remove children from appalling con-
ditions where they had been abandoned, 
abused or neglected. Many of those children 
went on to make important and varied con-
tributions. What about the children and 

grandchildren of these good men and 
women? How are we making them feel? 

Whilst many Australians may regret any 
injustices suffered under past practices, they 
do not believe that this constituted ‘stealing’ 
for which this generation should say sorry. A 
vocal coterie of interests has effectively cre-
ated a pressure-cooker environment designed 
to stymie debate over an emotive issue 
stoked against our collective national inter-
est. As Professor Windschuttle recently said, 
one thing, though, that this coterie has kept 
to itself is that the major pieces of legislation 
underlying these past practices were all 
passed by Labor governments. 

As a lawyer with the Australian Govern-
ment Solicitor for 15 of my 20 years in pub-
lic sector employment, I saw instances of 
collective activism egged on by unscrupu-
lous lawyers who had no hesitation in en-
couraging plaintiffs to pursue spurious 
claims against the Commonwealth, knowing 
that, at the very least, go-away money, to-
gether with their costs, would be paid. Natu-
rally, prospective plaintiffs may have legiti-
mate common-law rights to sue—such as Mr 
Trevorrow, who was awarded $525,000 for 
breach of duty of care by the South Austra-
lian government. Such legitimate legal rights 
of course continue to exist. 

Should we go back into our history and 
consider reparation for other alleged injus-
tices committed, however well intentioned or 
well founded? What about the many white 
children removed from appalling conditions 
for the same reasons of being abandoned, 
abused or neglected? Are they entitled to 
compensation for forced removal? What 
about those law-abiding migrants who suf-
fered when interned during the war for no 
other reason than their nationality? Should 
they be compensated? Will we see emerging 
other groups who may legitimately argue that 
they too should be compensated for an al-
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leged injustice? Should we now find these 
aggrieved people? Where do you draw the 
line? 

More importantly, as Andrew Bolt re-
cently stated in the Herald Sun, will the fear 
of liability for reparation mean that the wel-
fare officials of today will be too scared to 
remove Indigenous children from dangers 
from which, ordinarily, children of any other 
race would be saved? On the other hand, will 
we see future claims for reparations because 
today, with the best of intentions, Indigenous 
children are being removed from circum-
stances of sexual abuse and neglect and other 
atrocious instances? 

It is incumbent on us to remain true to our 
convictions and maintain the cohesiveness of 
our nation by enacting initiatives designed to 
benefit all Australians. 

The motion omits compensation and repa-
ration. It is illusory to think that an apology 
in itself will be sufficient. Many will want 
compensation, and, given the number of po-
tential claimants, I believe reparations will 
run into billions of dollars. Rest assured that, 
in the future, we will be called upon to con-
sider compensation legislation. Calls for 
compensation by key figures in the debate 
are only the beginning of a sustained cam-
paign. 

Some claim today’s motion provides final-
ity and closure, but many believe it is the 
beginning of the next phase, in which this 
generation and future generations will be 
made financially responsible for past and, 
potentially, current actions towards Indige-
nous Australians. There are very diverse 
views held by Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians on an apology, rang-
ing from strong support to outright opposi-
tion. I know that my concerns and reserva-
tions are shared by many Australians. For 
this reason, I left the chamber when the mo-

tion was carried on the voices, thereby ab-
staining from the vote. 

Senator MOORE (Queensland) (1.49 
pm)—I do not always begin speeches in this 
place by acknowledging the traditional own-
ers of the land, though many people know 
that in most places I do. But I think today, in 
this discussion, is a time when we can be-
cause acknowledgement is the focus of to-
day. 

The word ‘sorry’ has been said—and it 
has been said a number of times here—and it 
has made a difference. That is the important 
element. But the word that I want to use 
most in my short contribution is ‘thank you’. 
Thank you to the many Australians, Indige-
nous and non-Indigenous, who have kept this 
issue on the agenda. From the time that the 
Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Com-
mission began their work on what later be-
came the Bringing them home report, across 
our community there was a raising of aware-
ness of what really happened to the Indige-
nous Australians who were caught up in a 
period of our history that we have tended not 
to acknowledge. The report also acknowl-
edged what happened to people who were 
not Indigenous—people who were, as many 
speakers have acknowledged, doing things 
that were accepted. 

Through the Bringing them home report—
and I know many people in this chamber and 
in the other place have read that report in 
detail—individual people had the courage 
and support to tell their stories, and through 
that storytelling an amazing awareness came 
to a large sector of our community. Out of 
that report came individuals who then told 
their stories more widely. Through that proc-
ess, through various reconciliation networks 
across our country, there was genuine en-
gagement with these people. That engage-
ment spread from school groups to pensioner 
groups, to community areas where there was 
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time and space provided for people to share 
their stories. That is the real value of the 
journey in which we are taking our own 
place today. 

We have an awareness now that was not 
accepted in the past. We cannot hide from 
what occurred, but we have an opportunity to 
move this awareness forward by taking this 
step. Anyone who saw the candlelight dis-
play in front of Parliament House the other 
night with its statement, ‘Sorry—the first 
step’, knows it indicated that the debate was 
not over, that the discussions that were 
started over 11 years ago by the Bringing 
them home report, which worked across all 
areas of Australia encouraging people to 
come forward, will keep going. That is the 
strength that saying sorry today has given all 
of us. We have acknowledged that the jour-
ney must continue, but by publicly stating 
sorry, by that communication given today, 
we have taken one extra step towards that 
infrastructure on which we can build. That is 
why we are excited. 

That is why today is not the day to talk 
about all the other things that have to hap-
pen. This is not the day to set up contrasting 
divisions, to be competing about who is 
more disadvantaged. Today is the day, as we 
should together agree, to make this state-
ment—our Parliament House, our govern-
ment, all Australians together, Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous, making this statement 
but acknowledging that the journey contin-
ues. No-one believes that there is going to be 
some magic effect today and everything is 
going to be better. Anyone who brings that 
argument into the debate is continuing to 
hide from the core issue. What we are doing 
together today is acknowledging the first 
step and acknowledging that there is so much 
more that has to be done. One of the key 
elements of that forward action is keeping all 
the stories that were told through the Bring-
ing them home report and all the contribu-

tions that we have shared in this place and in 
the other place today together as a constant 
reminder of where we have come from, 
where we are today and where we must go in 
the future. That is the hope. But when you 
actually mingle with the people who really 
are the owners of today, those people who 
have told their stories and who now have the 
strength of and support from their parlia-
ment, you can see that they have the strength 
now to help us move forward with them. 
That must be where we go from today. 

I urge people from across all parties to 
give the time and the space today for some 
celebration, for some acknowledgement, and 
then, maybe in different ways, we can con-
tinue the debate about what should and 
should not happen in the future and what the 
legal implications are into the future. That 
debate will continue—it must—but today is 
the day to acknowledge the ‘sorry’ statement. 
That recommendation from the Bringing 
them home report was not the only recom-
mendation. It did not say that, by making an 
apology, that would be the end of the issue. 
What the Bringing them home report said 
was that one threshold element of our job 
was to make the apology, and we can do that. 
In fact it has been done today and we are in 
furious agreement that that was a good thing 
to happen. 

What we can now do is join with the peo-
ple from Indigenous communities across the 
country—and, most importantly, deal with 
the school kids who have had the opportunity 
today to watch what has been going on in 
this place—and to regather our energy. One 
of the things that often happens in this place 
is that something that is really important to-
day is left on a bookshelf in a library or 
pushed aside. That cannot be the legacy of 
our ‘sorry’ statement. The legacy of the 
‘sorry’ statement must be the joint commit-
ment to future action. What we can ensure 
today is that future action will be able to be 
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done in a more positive way, in a way that 
engages all of us and does not have this ele-
ment of unfinished business. 

Through the process in the lower house 
and in the Senate today, through the agreed 
decision to make the statement—which has 
now become part of our government history, 
our parliament history and our community 
history—we have acknowledged what went 
wrong in the past, we have said that we think 
that was wrong and we as a parliament and 
as a government have said sorry. That is the 
challenge for all of us. I am sure there is go-
ing to be extreme discussion about what the 
next step should be to actually achieve those 
commitments and look at what must happen. 
When people have the opportunity to hear 
and read the contributions that have been 
made by various members of parliament and 
senators today, we will be able to develop a 
framework for moving into the future. 

I am very, very glad that we have made 
this statement today. I think the joy that has 
been expressed by people who told their sto-
ries in the Bringing them home report must 
give us the courage to take the next step—
and remember: there are next steps. We hope 
that today’s activity will be commemorated 
in a permanent way in this building, in our 
history, so that the people who wander 
through Parliament House and see the way 
our government operates will be able to see 
this moment in time and so that they can 
learn about what has happened in the past 
and share in whatever our community 
chooses to do in the future. 

The word ‘sorry’ is important—the state-
ment ‘sorry’ is important—but I think that 
what we need to do is understand that from 
tomorrow we should be looking at the word 
‘action’ and how we can work together. The 
reconciliation story circles that came out of 
the Bringing them home report had an en-
gagement and education phase, but they also 

had an action phase about what we should do 
next. That is for future debate. Today we can 
celebrate, we can acknowledge and we can 
share with the people to whom, as a commu-
nity, we owe the apology: ‘Sorry and thank 
you.’ 

Debate (on motion by Senator Faulkner) 
adjourned. 

Sitting suspended from 1.58 pm to 2 pm 
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

East Timor 
Senator MINCHIN (2.00 pm)—My 

question is to Senator Evans, the Minister 
representing the Prime Minister. Australia 
has a very strong record of working to ensure 
stability and security in East Timor. As such, 
events this week have disturbed everyone in 
this chamber. Will the minister therefore up-
date the Senate on the security situation in 
East Timor, given the assassination attempts 
on President Jose Ramos-Horta and Prime 
Minister Gusmao and the present condition 
of President Ramos-Horta? I note that, with 
bipartisan support, the government has re-
sponded by deploying an additional company 
of ADF personnel and additional AFP offi-
cers to East Timor. Will the minister further 
outline to the Senate the role of our ADF 
personnel and AFP officers in ensuring a 
return to order and security in East Timor? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I thank Sena-
tor Minchin for the question. I think I speak 
on behalf of the whole Senate when I say 
that the events in East Timor over the last 
few days are very distressing. The attack on 
the democratic leadership of that country—
the attempt to assassinate its two most senior 
leaders—makes it a very dark day for East 
Timor. Both Prime Minister Gusmao and 
President Ramos-Horta are good friends of 
Australia, and a lot of senators in this cham-
ber will know them personally and will have 
worked with them over many years. 
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The Australia government is resolute in its 
support of both the people and the democ-
ratically elected government of East Timor at 
this time of challenge. The Prime Minister 
has indicated that he will visit East Timor 
later this week to discuss the situation with 
the East Timorese government and security 
forces. It is obviously important that calm 
prevail in East Timor. To that end, the arrival 
of Australian police and defence forces 
should help. I will come back to that. 

I understand that President Ramos-Horta 
remains in a serious but stable condition, and 
senators would be aware that the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, Stephen Smith, travelled to 
Darwin on 12 February to convey the Austra-
lian government’s support directly to family 
members of the President. 

On 12 February, the Australian Defence 
Force deployed a company to Timor-Leste as 
part of the government’s response to the 11 
February attacks on President Ramos-Horta 
and Prime Minister Gusmao. The Army con-
tinually maintains a company group ready to 
move at short notice for such contingencies. 
The status of this readily deployable com-
pany is rotated between different formations 
at different bases so that troops can be rested. 
The government is prepared to do what it can 
to support the East Timorese government. 
The various contingents of defence and po-
lice personnel will assist in restoring stability 
in that country. I hope that will help see a 
return to normality and the progress of the 
East Timorese democracy, which is obvi-
ously very important for the future of that 
country. 

East Timor is a good friend of Australia 
and we have got to be a good friend to them. 
We are hopeful that by our support at this 
time we can ensure the continuation of peace 
and democracy in East Timor. 

Senator MINCHIN—Mr President, I ask 
a supplementary question. I thank the minis-

ter for his answer. The opposition supports 
the government’s actions to date. I note there 
are reports today that mention criticisms 
from East Timor about the actions of the UN 
force immediately following the shooting of 
President Ramos-Horta. Can the minister 
provide details on the actions of the UN 
force in the immediate aftermath of the as-
sassination attempt? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I do not have 
a detailed brief on what the actions of the 
UN force were immediately following the 
attack on the elected leaders of East Timor. I 
am happy to get that for you as soon as pos-
sible, so I will take that part of your question 
on notice and ensure that the details are pro-
vided to the Senate as soon as possible. 

Economy 
Senator MARK BISHOP (2.04 pm)—

My question is to the Minister representing 
the Prime Minister in this chamber, the 
Leader of the Government in the Senate, 
Senator Evans. In light of the Reserve 
Bank’s latest warning about inflationary 
pressures and the challenging conditions of 
the global economy, can the minister inform 
the Senate what action the government is 
taking to address the challenge of inflation? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I thank Sena-
tor Bishop for his question and acknowledge 
his long interest in economic matters. While 
we face economic challenges, the govern-
ment is optimistic about the future of the 
Australian economy. Unemployment is low 
and we are enjoying our 17th year of growth. 
The RBA’s latest quarterly statement does, 
however, highlight that inflationary pressures 
are the main risk to the domestic economy. It 
is public enemy No. 1. 

I encourage all senators to look at the 
RBA report. Its statement revises the infla-
tion forecast upwards. Underlying inflation 
is forecast to remain above the target band 
until the end of 2009. While the Australian 
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economy is fundamentally in good shape, we 
are well aware that it faces two conflicting 
currents: increasing uncertainty about the 
global outlook and the challenge of domestic 
inflation. 

The severe downturn in the US housing 
market and the associated financial market 
volatility pose significant challenges for 
global growth and the Australian economy. 
Recent movements in Australian financial 
markets show that we are not immune to tur-
bulence in the United States. The RBA noted 
that the likely period of weak growth in the 
US economy will be accompanied by slow-
ing in other major developed economies. 

We are confident that Australia can with-
stand the fallout from international volatility 
arising principally from the fallout of the US 
subprime crisis, although we are not im-
mune. However, all the advice the govern-
ment is receiving is that Australia is well 
placed to withstand that. The growth of the 
Asian economies, combined with the fast 
growth of the emerging economies, is com-
pensating for the fallout in other areas. 
Strong demand for our resources is expected 
to remain high and to sustain commodity 
prices. 

But the complacency of the opposition 
while in government to building our capacity 
has left the economy ill equipped to deal 
with this inflationary problem. In fact, the 
Reserve Bank repeatedly warned the How-
ard-Costello government of the need to ad-
dress skill shortages. Time and time again 
the Reserve Bank warned the then govern-
ment about the skill shortages, the lack of 
capacity and the infrastructure constraints in 
our economy. What did they do about it? 
Nothing. They spent like drunken sailors. 
They ignored the warnings of the RBA— 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! The Senate 
will come to order and then we will continue. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—Each warning 
from the RBA was ignored and so the infla-
tionary pressures have slowly increased to 
produce the highest rate of inflation in 16 
years. That is the Howard-Costello legacy. 
Inflation is our most pressing domestic chal-
lenge. It hurts working families and busi-
nesses, eats away at savings and threatens 
our national prosperity, and puts pressure on 
interest rates. The December CPI data re-
leased in January showed underlying infla-
tion at 3.6 per cent, the highest rate for 16 
years. Figures like that steel the govern-
ment’s determination to win the war on infla-
tion. This government will not sit back and 
watch inflationary pressures rise until they 
overflow. We did not create this problem, but 
we do take responsibility for it. 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—If the opposi-
tion thinks that inflationary pressures started 
on 24 November, I would be very surprised. 
The Prime Minister is implementing a five-
point plan to fight the inflation legacy. We 
will tackle it head-on. The opposition may 
want to deny it, but that is the greatest chal-
lenge facing our economy. It does have to be 
tackled. We have a plan to fight inflation. We 
will take it seriously, because unless it is 
tackled Australian families will suffer. 

Automotive Industry 
Senator ABETZ (2.09 pm)—My question 

is to the Minister for Innovation, Industry, 
Science and Research, Senator Carr. I refer 
to the minister’s proposal to set up an inquiry 
into Australia’s automotive industry. Can the 
minister rule out appointing former Labor 
Premier Steve Bracks to head the inquiry? 
Can he rule out paying Mr Bracks $2,000 a 
day to conduct the inquiry?  

Senator CARR—I thank the shadow 
minister for his question and I look forward 
to dealing with him on a number of these 
issues for some years to come. The point that 
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he has asked me about relates to a review of 
the automotive industry, which is something 
we are publicly committed to. I have stated 
on numerous occasions that we will establish 
a review into the whole industry and its sus-
tainability. We indicated last year that a re-
view would be established which would go 
beyond the statutory review required under 
the ACIS legislation, and it would look at all 
aspects affecting the competitiveness of the 
industry. 

This is a review that is long overdue. The 
fact of the matter is this: there have been 
7,000 jobs lost in this industry since 2002. 
This industry is facing acute challenges. But 
what we saw from the previous government 
was a government essentially on automatic 
pilot. Despite the fact that the fundamental 
premise that underpinned the structural assis-
tance programs had changed dramatically, 
the previous government chose not to change 
the policy settings. We had a government 
that essentially thought that the manufactur-
ing industry in this country should be put on 
palliative care. Despite the fact that it em-
ployed over 60,000 Australians and was stra-
tegically vital to a wide-ranging number of 
industries from the ICT sector right through 
to aluminium, to plastics, to textiles and to 
every component of the manufacturing sec-
tor, the previous government chose to sit on 
its hands as these challenges grew. 

We are about to announce the details of 
the review. We are about to announce the 
personnel associated with that review. I 
would advise the shadow minister that, 
unlike the reviews that he undertook into the 
Bureau of Meteorology, where the sorts of 
figures that he has used were in fact paid to 
the reviewers, the figures he has quoted are 
wrong. 

Senator ABETZ—Mr President, I ask a 
supplementary question. In that case, how 
much will Mr Bracks be paid per day, seeing 

that it was not denied that he was going to be 
appointed? Will the minister share with the 
Australian people how much Mr Bracks will 
be paid? If Mr Bracks is to be appointed, is 
that not a breach of the Prime Minister’s 
promise not to appoint Labor boys to jobs—
jobs for the boys? More importantly, did his 
department not advise him that the inquiry 
should be undertaken by the Productivity 
Commission? 

Senator CARR—I indicate to the shadow 
minister that perhaps he should go back to 
his sources and check his facts. One of the 
great joys of opposition is that you are often 
advised of things which are incorrect and, if 
you are stupid enough to repeat them in here, 
all the best to you. 

Broadband 
Senator LUNDY (2.14 pm)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister for Broadband, Com-
munications and the Digital Economy, Sena-
tor Conroy. Can the minister update the Sen-
ate on any recent improvements to broad-
band services in Australia? Can the minister 
outline why a national broadband network is 
still necessary? 

Senator CONROY—Ensuring the Aus-
tralian population has access to fast and af-
fordable broadband is a key priority for the 
Rudd Labor government. We are keen to 
work with the telecommunications industry 
to ensure Australians have access to the best 
available broadband. When Telstra ap-
proached my office last year after the elec-
tion seeking regulatory certainty in regard to 
fixed line broadband services, I was quick to 
act and overcome the stalemate that had 
arisen between the former government and 
Telstra. As regulatory certainty is rightly a 
matter for the ACCC, I sought their advice. 
The chairman of the ACCC, Mr Samuel, 
brought to my attention a number of very 
consistent public statements relating to the 
regulation of wholesale access to ADSL ser-
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vices. I then wrote to Telstra and informed 
them of my position. In particular, I noted 
that, in agreement with the ACCC, I believe 
there is a high degree of regulatory certainty 
in relation to the ACCC’s approach to whole-
sale ADSL2+ services—a high degree of 
certainty. The letter that I wrote to Telstra is 
publicly available. It is there for all to see on 
my department’s website. 

I was pleased that the government was 
able to provide assurance to Telstra in regard 
to regulation. As a result, Telstra announced 
on 6 February that they would switch on 
high-speed ADSL2+ broadband in 900—that 
is right: 900—telephone exchanges servicing 
almost 2½ million homes. Telstra have al-
ready made ADSL2+ available from 370 
telephone exchanges in the past week, serv-
ing approximately 1.8 million households—
that is right: 1.8 million households. Within 
the next two weeks, 132 exchanges, serving 
over 230,000 households, will start providing 
ADSL2+—that is right. Over the next 200 
days Telstra will install ADSL2+ in a further 
405 exchanges across Australia, covering 
another 330,000 households. As a result of 
the decision, download speeds of up to 20 
megabits per second will now be available in 
more cities and towns across the country. 

I noted with great interest that the former 
minister for communications, Senator 
Coonan, has claimed that she offered Telstra 
a letter of comfort. This is despite the fact 
that Telstra’s general counsel, Will Irving, 
has denied this was the case, stating: 
She never signed any letter, she never sent any 
letter ... 

and: 
She’s again just living in a bit of a world of her 
own, to be honest. 

As I said earlier, the Rudd Labor government 
will drag Australia out of the digital dark 
ages, reforming the telecommunications sec-
tor for the benefit of all Australians. 

Senator Birmingham—Mr President, I 
rise on a point of order. I wonder if the min-
ister could please be asked to table the laptop 
from which he was reading his ministerial 
statement. 

The PRESIDENT—There is no point of 
order. 

Apology to Australia’s Indigenous Peoples 
Senator BRANDIS (2.19 pm)—My ques-

tion is to Senator Evans, the Minister repre-
senting the Prime Minister. Does the minister 
recall that, in his speech on the occasion of 
the opening of the parliament yesterday, the 
Governor-General made a commitment on 
behalf of the new government that laws relat-
ing to government information will be en-
hanced by promoting a culture of disclosure 
and transparency? Can the minister explain 
how the Prime Minister’s refusal to release 
legal advice obtained by the government 
concerning the potential liability of the 
Commonwealth to compensate members of 
the stolen generation fits in with this new 
culture of disclosure and transparency? Will 
the government now release the suppressed 
legal advice? If not, why not? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I thank Sena-
tor Brandis for the question. This govern-
ment is committed to much more account-
ability in government. I think the Australian 
public will notice a marked difference in 
style to the previous government in terms of 
accountability. We are committed to improv-
ing accountability. Senator Brandis’s ques-
tion goes directly to the question of legal 
advice, and I am sure I have been lectured by 
Senator Brandis in the past in this chamber, 
along with a lot of other former ministers on 
that side of the chamber, on how impossible 
it is to release legal advice because it is con-
fidential legal advice to the government. It is 
quite a different circumstance to be open and 
accountable in terms of government deci-
sions. 
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The government have made it very clear 
that we think the apology does not require us 
to also offer compensation. The government 
will not be offering compensation to the sto-
len generation and we have committed, in 
addition to the apology, to redoubling efforts 
to provide practical measures to assist In-
digenous people through health, education 
and other measures, and I hope we enjoy the 
support of the whole chamber in pursuing 
those. But the question of legal advice re-
mains the same as it did under the previous 
government—that is, confidential legal ad-
vice to the government is not released pub-
licly. Senator Brandis, who I understand is an 
SC, would know that far better than I, and I 
am quite surprised that he asked such a ques-
tion. 

Senator BRANDIS—Mr President, I ask 
a supplementary question. I am sure Senator 
Evans is also well aware that the confidenti-
ality of legal advice can freely be waived by 
the client or the recipient. Given that the 
government has that right, how does the min-
ister consider that suppressing advice on the 
rights of Indigenous people advances either 
the culture of transparency and disclosure or 
the process of reconciliation? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—There is no 
question of suppressing information. I am 
not sure whether Senator Brandis is now ar-
guing for compensation for Indigenous peo-
ple, given that he had to be dragged kicking 
and screaming merely to make the apology. I 
am sure I saw Mr Abbott on the television 
last night saying the coalition would not en-
tertain the prospect of compensation. There 
has been no suppression of information. We 
have indicated that we have legal advice that 
compensation is not payable as a result of the 
apology. We have made that public and, con-
sistent with the previous government’s pol-
icy, we are not releasing that advice. 

Indigenous Communities 
Senator ALLISON (2.23 pm)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister representing the Minis-
ter for Education. I refer to the Prime Minis-
ter’s promise today to ensure that every In-
digenous four-year-old in remote Aboriginal 
communities attends preschool and I ask: 
will the government ensure that these pre-
schools are bilingual? Will it also insist that 
secondary schooling is made available where 
currently only primary schools exist? What 
measures will the government put in place to 
ensure that teachers are better equipped for 
Indigenous education in remote areas and 
what will the government do to increase the 
number of Indigenous teachers? 

Senator CARR—I thank the senator for 
her question. The commitment has been— 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Members on 
my left will come to order. 

Senator CARR—I thank the senator for 
her question. As she can tell, we are having 
some difficulties locating the formal brief on 
this matter, so I will make sure that the Min-
ister for Education, whom I am representing, 
has an opportunity to view the question and 
see whether or not there are other matters she 
wants to raise. In that context I will say that 
this is a government that is committed to 
ensuring that there is genuine equality of 
opportunity in our education system. This is 
a government that has set itself very stiff 
targets to meet and that understands the im-
portance of education, particularly for In-
digenous people. This is a government that 
has acknowledged its obligation to make not 
only an apology for the past wrongs that 
have been committed against Indigenous 
people but also a commitment to ensure that 
it bridges the gap in terms of educational 
opportunities that exist in this country. 

This is a government, unlike our prede-
cessor, that is actually serious about chang-
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ing life’s opportunities for Indigenous people 
in this country. What this government has 
also done is to make sure that these targets 
are realistic and will be met. I note that in all 
the reports over the last five or six years in 
terms of educational attainment we saw a 
decline in the key indicators in socioeco-
nomic equity and Indigenous education. The 
members of the previous government ought 
to hang their heads in shame at what hap-
pened to equality of opportunity in this coun-
try across the full range of socioeconomic 
indicators of educational attainment. 

Senator ALLISON—Mr President, I ask 
a supplementary question—in fact I have a 
number of them. Does the minister also con-
sider that state governments responsible for 
some of this mess should hang their heads in 
shame? But, before getting to that, I ask the 
minister to request information from the 
Minister for Education on the presence of 
local Indigenous preschool workers: is the 
government aware that they significantly 
increase attendance? Is the government 
aware that preschools serving 70 per cent of 
Indigenous children do not have a local In-
digenous preschool worker, and will the gov-
ernment promise to fix this problem as well? 

Senator CARR—I can indicate to the 
senator that this government understands 
how complex the issues of early childhood 
education are. We understand that in terms of 
the Commonwealth’s interface with state 
governments on this issue there are funda-
mental difficulties even in getting to talk to 
the one department across this country. This 
is a government that also appreciates the 
need to attend to these questions. There is no 
doubt that the performance in early child-
hood education is one of the areas of great 
weakness in our education system across this 
country. I have been on delegations with 
Senator Allison when we have visited vari-
ous communities and seen how deplorable 
conditions are, particularly in terms of early 

childhood provision. I have seen circum-
stances personally where very young stu-
dents, around four years of age, are clearly 
indicating all the health deficits that under-
mine the capacity to achieve good educa-
tional outcomes. 

Indigenous Communities 
Senator SCULLION (2.28 pm)—My 

question is to Minister representing the Min-
ister for Families, Housing, Community Ser-
vices and Indigenous Affairs. The govern-
ment has stated that it is committed to con-
sulting widely over the initiatives in place as 
part of the intervention in the Northern Terri-
tory. Can the minister please advise the Sen-
ate why the government has chosen to ignore 
the advice of the first-ever Indigenous Labor 
Party President, Warren Mundine, by rein-
troducing the permit system in the Northern 
Territory? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I thank Sena-
tor Scullion for his question. In doing so, I 
apologise for not recognising his election to 
the position of Leader of the Nationals in the 
Senate when we dealt with such matters. I 
congratulate him on his appointment. I never 
quite understand how one can be a leader of 
a party one does not belong to, but there you 
go. It might say something about the rest of 
the party, but I will not go there. 

When the former government introduced 
its legislation on the intervention in the 
Northern Territory, the former government 
received the support of the Labor Party. We 
gave bipartisan support to the emergency 
intervention in the Northern Territory be-
cause we accepted that there was a crisis and 
that there was widespread child abuse and 
that those issues needed to be tackled. But, 
during the debate on the bills, the Labor 
Party raised a number of issues on which we 
diverged from the government and on which 
we urged the then government to take a dif-
ferent stance. One of those issues was the 
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question of the permits. Senator Scullion will 
recall that he and I were involved in that de-
bate. The Labor Party has taken the view that 
the permit system is an important part of pro-
tecting those communities from exploitation 
by outside forces. At the time, there was 
support from a very senior Northern Terri-
tory police spokesman for this. They wanted 
to be able to control who went into those 
very vulnerable communities. 

The Rudd Labor government has accepted 
the argument that the permits play a useful 
part of an overall protection system and en-
sure greater law and order for, stability in 
and protection of those communities. I know 
that there is a divergence across the chamber 
about that. We have had that debate a number 
of times. The Labor Party and the Labor 
government are committed to reinstituting a 
permit system which has the capacity to al-
low those communities to have some say 
over who comes into those communities. As 
Senator Scullion would be well aware, there 
have been a large number of instances over 
the years where people of disrepute have 
sought to access and exploit those communi-
ties and take advantage of the people in 
them. 

Senator Ian Macdonald—Not according 
to Anthony Mundine. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—Mr Mundine 
and I worked very closely together when I 
had the Indigenous affairs portfolio. I have a 
lot of respect for Mr Mundine. He under-
stands the complexities of the issues and 
makes a very good contribution to the In-
digenous affairs debate in this country. But 
when we were in opposition the Labor 
Party’s policy was to support the permit sys-
tem and it will remain so in government. 

Senator SCULLION—Mr President, I 
ask a supplementary question. I thank the 
minister for confirming that they are taking 
the word of a police officer heading up the 

Police Federation in the Northern Territory 
over a senior Indigenous leader. Can the 
minister confirm whether in fact this is the 
very first step in the systematic dismantling 
of the intervention in the Northern Territory? 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—I think the 
import of Senator Scullion’s supplementary 
question was that he urges everyone to take 
the advice of a former President of the Labor 
Party over police figures in the Northern Ter-
ritory, which I find an unusual stance for a 
member of the coalition to take. Neverthe-
less, we maintain the view that the permit 
system serves a useful purpose and that it 
will be a contributor to the overall objectives 
of the Northern Territory intervention, which 
we supported immediately. We gave biparti-
san support to it at the time the then Prime 
Minister Howard announced that interven-
tion. Prime Minister Rudd’s government re-
mains committed to that intervention. But we 
do some things slightly differently, Senator 
Scullion. The government has changed. We 
have a different approach to yours. The ma-
jority of the measures will be maintained. 
But on permits, the CDEP and a number of 
other issues, we have a different approach. 

Smartcard 
Senator POLLEY (2.33 pm)—My ques-

tion is to the Minister for Human Services, 
Senator Ludwig. Can the minister confirm 
that the government is implementing its sav-
ings for Labor’s better priorities policy as it 
affects the proposed access card? Will the 
minister inform the Senate how cost savings 
achieved by not proceeding with the access 
card will ease the pressure on interest rates? 

Senator LUDWIG—I thank Senator Pol-
ley for that excellent question. I can confirm 
that the government has terminated the Lib-
eral’s much flawed access card. Labor has 
long had concerns about the access card; in 
particular, concerns about the protection of 
privacy. The Liberals claimed that it was not 
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a national identity card, yet it bore all the 
hallmarks of one. It was to have a photo. It 
was even to have a signature and it was 
vaunted to even include biometrics. They 
said that it would not be compulsory to have 
the access card, yet one would have to have 
had the access card to access services such as 
those provided by Medicare and Centrelink. 
It was an ID card by stealth and the opposi-
tion knows that and should fess up to it. It 
was one of those products of a government 
that was focused only on the card and not on 
the outcome. 

In opposition, we were also concerned 
that the Liberals had underestimated the cost 
and overestimated the potential savings of 
the project. The KPMG report estimated po-
tential savings of $1.6 billion to $3 billion 
over 10 years, compared with a cost of at 
least $1.3 billion. The legislation governing 
the access card regime had already been de-
layed twice, once by the previous minister, 
Senator Ellison, demonstrating the likelihood 
of further blow-outs in both time and money. 
If you look at Senator Ellison’s history with 
things like this, it is not surprising that he put 
the brakes on an IT project of this size and 
started to back pedal quickly. His last IT pro-
ject, the Customs debacle, blew out from $30 
million to in excess of $400 million and al-
most brought our wharves to a standstill. 
This government will ensure that that money 
is returned as savings for Labor’s better pri-
orities policy rather than squandered—as it 
was going to be by the opposition. That is 
why I will return almost $1.2 billion to the 
budget for the Australian taxpayers. 

I might note that the savings under the 
Charter of Budget Honesty were estimated at 
$1.49 million. I am proud to be able to say 
that my department has identified an addi-
tional $29 million in savings for 2007-08, 
bringing the total to $1.78 million. These 
savings amount to a significant reduction in 
public demand which will help put down-

ward pressure on inflation and then down-
ward pressure on interest rates. It is the fi-
nancially responsible thing to do. It is the 
fiscally conservative thing to undertake. 
Some of the money will also go to ensuring 
the Rudd Labor government’s policies on the 
education revolution, and to improve ser-
vices in public hospitals—what the opposi-
tion when they were in government did not 
do. The Rudd Labor government will ensure 
those priorities are met, that the education 
revolution will proceed. We are focused on 
the practical things that will make a real dif-
ference, like online services, the coordination 
between agencies and datamatching and data 
sharing. That is what the Rudd Labor gov-
ernment will focus on, rather than a card. 
(Time expired)  

Tasmania: Centrelink 
Senator BARNETT (2.38 pm)—My 

question is also to the Minister for Human 
Services, Senator Ludwig. I refer to the fail-
ure of the Rudd Labor government and in 
particular the federal member for Bass, Jodie 
Campbell, to honour their pre-election sup-
port for the coalition’s promise to expand 
Launceston’s Centrelink call centre, thereby 
leaving 150 northern Tasmanians without 
jobs. Does the minister agree with the as-
sessment of the Labor Premier of Tasmania, 
who said in a media release yesterday, which 
I have with me today, that this is ‘a bitter 
pill’ and that the Rudd Labor government ‘is 
taking northern Tasmanians for granted’? Or 
does the minister agree with the assessment 
of the former federal Labor member for 
Bass, now state member for Bass and Tas-
manian Minister for the Environment and the 
Arts, Michelle O’Byrne, who also backs the 
coalition promise and who said that these 
decisions are not about money but people’s 
lives and the ability to live, work and raise 
families? 
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Senator LUDWIG—I thank the senator 
for the question. It is well worth the opportu-
nity to put the record straight on the position 
that has been put around by the opposition in 
respect of the call centre. The expansions of 
call centres in Coffs Harbour, Hobart and 
Launceston were promises made by the Lib-
eral Party during the 2007 election year. 
They were made by the Prime Minister at the 
time, but the Prime Minister made that 
commitment without any funds tied to it. The 
Liberals know that. The promises made to 
these communities were not worth the paper 
they were written on. When Mr John Howard 
announced these promises he did not provide 
any funding—the Liberals’ promises were 
expected to be absorbed at the time by Cen-
trelink as an operational cost. But the Liberal 
Party knows that Centrelink’s funding goes 
up and down depending on the total number 
of clients, because that was the model that it 
used in government. 

What that meant was that the promise at 
the time by the Prime Minister was reckless 
and unsustainable; it was unfunded at the 
time. The people of Launceston went to vote 
in the federal election with an unsustainable 
and unfunded promise, and now the Liberals 
have leapt upon the disappointment of the 
families in Launceston and tried to turn it to 
their political advantage. That is shameful. 
You are playing politics with people’s lives 
and you should cease and desist. Centrelink 
said in its press release yesterday: 
General Manager, Hank Jongen today announced 
Centrelink’s decision regarding the proposed ex-
pansion of its Launceston, Hobart and Coffs Har-
bour call centres. 

“Like any business, Centrelink needs to respond 
to changes in its environment to provide a good 
return on taxpayers’ investment,” Mr Jongen said. 

“Our primary source of Government funding 
comes from— 

as the Liberals know— 

delivering Newstart and other workforce age 
payments to customers, as this group requires 
more intensive one-on-one support from staff. 

“However, this also means that while the econ-
omy is strong and unemployment levels are low, 
Centrelink receives a commensurately lower level 
of funding to deliver its services. 

“As a result, we’ve unfortunately had to withdraw 
our plans to recruit additional staff at our 
Launceston call centre. 

That is what the Centrelink press release yes-
terday said. It went on: 
“Our budgetary situation also means that we can’t 
proceed with our planned expansion of our Coffs 
Harbour and Hobart call centres, although exist-
ing staff will relocate to new offices as planned 
later this year. 

“I want to stress that this is a business decision 
based on a number of factors. It’s not something 
Centrelink has done lightly—we’ve only come to 
this conclusion after exploring every available 
option ... 

“As a recruitment process for Launceston Call 
was already underway, we understand that the 
decision may be disappointing or upsetting to 
applicants. 

We do understand that. We also understand 
that it may be upsetting to the Tasmanian 
government, but they should also be clear 
where the blame lies in respect of this. Of 
course, it is not the case that we would blame 
anybody. You need to then provide the facts 
of the circumstances, and the facts are very 
clear on this. The funding model used by the 
opposition when they sat around their cabi-
net table and agreed to this meant that Cen-
trelink’s funding would be adjusted accord-
ing to the unemployment rate. What that 
meant was that the Centrelink funding 
would, with employment growth strong, go 
down. (Time expired)  

Senator BARNETT—Mr President, I ask 
a supplementary question. Is the minister 
aware that the town of Launceston is pro-
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nounced ‘Lonceston’? Secondly, if this deci-
sion by the former Prime Minister— 

Senator Ludwig—Mr President, I raise a 
point of order: there is no question there. 

The PRESIDENT—There is no point of 
order either because Senator Barnett was just 
commencing his supplementary question. 

Senator BARNETT—Thank you, Mr 
President. If the decision by the former 
Prime Minister, Mr Howard, on 13 July last 
year was reckless and unsustainable, why 
was it supported by the federal Labor sena-
tors and state Labor members of parliament 
at the time? Is the minister aware of the 
statement yesterday by Mr Lennon, the Pre-
mier of Tasmania, when he said that the de-
cision was especially harsh given that federal 
Labor gave every appearance of supporting 
the Centrelink jobs when announced by John 
Howard in July, well before caretaker con-
ventions were triggered? Further, is the min-
ister aware of a media release of his own 
colleague the Minister for Finance and De-
regulation, Lindsay Tanner, which refers to 
the savings that would be made and a rever-
sal of— (Time expired)  

Senator LUDWIG—It seems as though 
he has packed more into the supplementary 
question than into the question itself. But in 
respect of the three matters, firstly, he needs 
to check his facts, because that will expose 
the misinformation he is putting about. On 
the third matter he raised about the MYEFO 
of October 2007, I draw the attention of the 
opposition to Appendix A: Policy Decisions 
Taken Since the 2007-08 Budget where the 
$5 million was provided for. What it said—
which is not what your media release said, 
Senator Barnett—was that the government 
will provide an additional $5 million in 
2007-08 to ensure Centrelink is able to better 
meet peaks in demand arising from clients 
making increased use of call centres and a 
trend towards longer and more complex 

calls. Funding under this measure will be 
provided through policy departments for call 
centre services to be delivered by Centrelink. 
(Time expired) 

Senator Barnett—Mr President, I rise on 
a point of order. The minister referred to my 
media release; I referred to Lindsay Tanner’s 
media release. I seek leave to table the media 
release of 6 February to clarify any concerns. 

Leave granted. 

Climate Change 
Senator BOB BROWN (2.47 pm)—My 

question is to the Minister for Climate 
Change and Water, Senator Wong. Given that 
the European Union policy responses to cli-
mate change are underpinned by their 
agreement that a global temperature rise of 
more than two degrees Celsius above the 
1750 pre-industrial level will cause danger-
ous climate change and pose an unacceptable 
risk to this and future generations, has the 
Rudd government decided what degree of 
global warming poses an unacceptable risk 
to this nation and to the planet? If so, what is 
it? If not, has it asked Professor Garnaut to 
provide a specific answer to that question? 

Following on from that, will the govern-
ment move immediately to reduce emissions 
by ending the Howard government’s tariff 
arrangements that favour imported four-
wheel drive vehicles and hummers by giving 
them half the tax rate for imports that applies 
to climate sensitive and energy-saving hybrid 
cars? 

Senator WONG—I thank Senator Brown 
for the question and for the interest that he 
shows on the issue of climate change. It is an 
interest that unfortunately those opposite 
whilst in government seemed not to have 
shown for far too long. We will look back on 
the history of the Howard government as a 
time when we as a nation could have dealt 
with the issue of climate change but failed to 
do so. 
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In relation to the specific issues raised by 
the honourable senator, firstly there was the 
issue of what degree of global warming is 
unacceptable. I will indicate our position on 
this very clearly. Unlike those opposite, we 
do not quibble with the science in this area. 
We recognise that scientists around the world 
have been warning governments of various 
political persuasions about the need to put in 
place policies and measures to tackle climate 
change. That is why we went to the election 
with a policy to tackle climate change. But 
we will do so, Senator Brown, methodically 
and responsibly. We went to the election with 
a commitment to put in place an emissions 
trading scheme, and I have already outlined 
on another occasion the parameters that we 
propose for the design of that scheme. 

On the issue of medium-term targets, 
which is really at the heart of the first part of 
Senator Brown’s question, as I indicated in 
Bali and have subsequently indicated on a 
number of occasions, this government will 
not set a medium-term target until we have 
fully and carefully considered— 

Senator Bob Brown—Mr President, I 
rise on a point of order. My question was not 
about medium-term targets; it was about a 
temperature level rise for the planet which 
would pose a danger to this and future gen-
erations. It is a question specifically on tem-
perature rise. Two degrees is what the Euro-
pean Union and scientists say is unaccept-
able. Does the government accept that or has 
it got in train— 

The PRESIDENT—What is your point 
of order, Senator Brown? 

Senator Bob Brown—I am just helping 
the minister to ensure she answers the ques-
tion. 

The PRESIDENT—She does not need 
any help. There is no point of order. The 
minister may answer the original question in 
the manner she chooses, provided she is be-

ing relevant—and I believe she was being 
relevant. 

Senator WONG—I am happy to respond 
directly to that point of order. As I hope 
Senator Brown would be aware, the Euro-
pean Union discussion is in fact the justifica-
tion for their mid-term target proposal. That 
is the basis upon which they arrived at the 
mid-term target proposal. Clearly, there are a 
range of projections on how our current cli-
mate change parameters could affect future 
temperature rise. The IPCC report, which I 
assume Senator Brown is aware of, sets out a 
range of projections, and they are the result 
of the best efforts of scientists around the 
world to estimate the possible impact of cur-
rent emissions levels and different trajecto-
ries of emissions on future temperature rise. 

Let us be clear: this government abso-
lutely recognises the need to tackle danger-
ous climate change. All in this chamber 
know that this was a significant issue at the 
last election. I would hope, notwithstanding 
the differences between the government and 
Senator Brown on a range of issues, he 
would at least acknowledge that the very first 
act of the Rudd Labor government was the 
ratification of the Kyoto protocol, something 
those opposite failed to do despite being 
party to the agreement and quibbling for 
years and years about whether they should 
ratify. 

So our commitment to tackling this global 
challenge is clear. We recognise that it is a 
global challenge; it must be tackled globally. 
Domestically we will implement our policy 
agenda, but I will make it very clear to Sena-
tor Brown that we will do so responsibly, 
carefully and methodically and on the basis 
of inputs such as Treasury modelling and 
Professor Garnaut’s report. 

Senator BOB BROWN—Mr President, I 
ask a supplementary question. Mr President, 
you will have heard that the minister totally 
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failed to answer my question about two de-
grees being the unacceptable level of climate 
change and then about the tax impost put 
onto hybrid cars as against humvees and 
four-wheel drives. Today the City of London 
has imposed a $53 tax on all heavily pollut-
ing vehicles in central London in a bid to halt 
the slide to catastrophic climate change. I 
ask: will the Australian government set a 
lead here by reviewing the list of cars avail-
able to members of parliament so that gas 
guzzlers are taken off that list and by refor-
mulating the priorities so that new govern-
ment fleet cars include only hybrids and fuel-
efficient vehicles? 

Senator WONG—Three issues were 
raised there. Firstly, on the two-degree tem-
perature rise issue, I would have thought that 
Senator Brown would understand that the 
usual way in which these issues are dis-
cussed, certainly in the context of interna-
tional agreements, is in terms of the emis-
sions reductions targets which nations agree 
to. This government have already committed 
to a 60 per cent reduction on 2000 levels by 
2050 and, as I have repeatedly said, we will 
set a mid-term target; but we will do so after 
receiving the appropriate evidence. On the 
taxation issue to do with cars, I should refer 
Senator Brown to the responsible minister, 
which I assume might be Senator Carr or 
possibly the Treasurer. On the third issue, I 
refer Senator Brown to the policy with which 
we went to the election—which was to lev-
erage investment in a green car industry here 
in Australia. 

Economy 
Senator IAN MACDONALD (2.54 

pm)—My question is also to the Minister for 
Climate Change and Water. Did the minister 
have any input into the so-called razor gang 
cuts announced by Mr Tanner last week? 

Senator WONG—As the chamber will be 
aware, there were a range of savings meas-

ures which the government announced re-
cently. We did so because we are a govern-
ment that are conscious of the need for fiscal 
restraint. As the Leader of the Government in 
the Senate outlined in answer to an earlier 
question and as the Australian people know, 
what we have been bequeathed, and what we 
have been bequeathed by those opposite, is 
the inflation genie. One of the ways in which 
we have to respond is to ensure that we exer-
cise appropriate fiscal restraint. 

Senator Ian Macdonald—Mr President, 
on a point of order: my question was very, 
very simple: did the minister have any input 
into the razor gang cuts? 

The PRESIDENT—The minister is only 
40 seconds into her answer. She may be de-
veloping an answer, and I will give her a 
chance to elaborate. 

Senator WONG—In relation to the spe-
cific measures—and I assume that Senator 
Macdonald got his information from an arti-
cle in the newspaper; I do not assume it was 
from any other research—I want to make this 
point: firstly, in relation to the Asia-Pacific 
Network for Energy Technology, I want to 
make it clear that that is in Minister Fergu-
son’s portfolio. The indication is there that 
the Department of Resources, Energy and 
Tourism will be funding those measures from 
its existing budget measures. In other words, 
DRET will continue to source funds inter-
nally to work on the implementation of the 
Asia-Pacific Network for Energy Technol-
ogy. 

I also refer to the FutureGen Alliance 
membership, which was another one of the 
savings measures alluded to by Senator 
Macdonald in the context of his question. I 
want to advise Senator Macdonald that the 
United States— 

Senator Ian Macdonald—Mr President, 
on a point of order: I will not be verballed; I 
did not allude to anything. I simply asked the 
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minister whether she had any input into the 
actions by Mr Tanner in announcing the cuts 
by the so-called razor gang. I have not al-
luded to anything, and I ask the minister not 
to verbal me. 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Macdonald, 
that is not a point of order. 

Senator WONG—I apologise to Senator 
Macdonald for the fact that I am referring to 
savings, which he actually talks about in his 
question, as something I should not be re-
sponding to, but I propose to respond to that 
because these are important issues. Clearly 
he wants me to deal with the savings meas-
ures to which he has referred. 

In relation to the FutureGen Alliance, 
which is another measure which was the sub-
ject of this savings decision, I should advise 
the chamber that that will now be funded 
from the government’s $500 million clean 
coal fund. In relation to the Asia-Pacific For-
estry Skills and Capacity Building program, 
which is in Minister Burke’s portfolio, we 
will now fund that from $200 million in rela-
tion to the international forest carbon initia-
tive. 

So there are ways in which we are seeking 
to ensure that the government continue to 
deliver important climate change programs, 
but they do occur in the context of a gov-
ernment that is determined to exercise re-
sponsible economic management and appro-
priate fiscal constraint, particularly given the 
legacy which we and the Australian people 
were bequeathed by those opposite. 

Senator IAN MACDONALD—Mr 
President, I ask a supplementary question. I 
ask the minister: did Mr Tanner lie then in 
suggesting that they were cuts to the budget 
and would save the government money? As 
the minister has very perceptively thought 
through— 

Senator Chris Evans—Mr President, on 
a point of order: I thought you would have 

dealt with this yourself, but I think that, by 
implication, the senator made a slur against 
Mr Tanner that he lied. I do not think that is 
in order. I ask you to rule it out of order and 
to have him rephrase his question. 

The PRESIDENT—Senator Evans, I had 
intended to raise it at the end of the question 
and not interrupt the question. Senator Mac-
donald, I think you should withdraw the im-
putation that a minister is lying. 

Senator IAN MACDONALD—Mr 
President, I will rephrase the question then: 
did the minister, Mr Tanner, and the govern-
ment deliberately mislead the Australian 
public— 

Senator Ludwig—Mr President, I rise on 
a point of order. Senator Evans has asked 
that you rule on—and you have ruled on it—
the withdrawal of that imputation. I have not 
heard that imputation withdrawn. He has 
now commenced rephrasing the question, 
which is an entirely different matter alto-
gether from the withdrawal of the imputa-
tion. The senator should withdraw the impu-
tation as you have ruled accordingly. 

The PRESIDENT—I will uphold that 
point of order and ask Senator Ian Mac-
donald to withdraw the imputation on Minis-
ter Wong. 

Senator IAN MACDONALD—I with-
draw it. I ask the minister then: did her gov-
ernment deliberately mislead the Australian 
public in suggesting that there would be sav-
ings from reductions announced to the Asia-
Pacific Network for Energy Technology and 
the Low Emissions Technology and Abate-
ment program; the reduction in the Renew-
able Remote Power Generation Program; the 
slashed funding for the CSIRO research ves-
sel, the Southern Surveyor; and the cutting of 
funding to the Asia-Pacific forestry skills and 
capacity building Global Initiative on Forests 
and Climate Change? Further, how do the 
cuts to those areas, if they happened—or if 
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they did not, I will go back to my first ques-
tion—help address climate change? 

Senator WONG—I would first just indi-
cate that Senator Sherry actually represents 
the minister for finance in this chamber—if 
Senator Macdonald was not aware of that. 
The second point I make is that I have out-
lined, in relation to the savings measures, the 
ways in which those measures will be funded 
from alternative programs. Clearly they are 
savings measures. In relation to the issue of 
climate change, it is quite extraordinary to 
those of us on this side of the chamber, who 
have listened to the sceptics on that side—
from the Leader of the Opposition in this 
chamber down—quibbling about whether or 
not climate change was occurring and seen 
them dragged kicking and screaming to ad-
dressing this issue prior to the election, that 
now you come into this place and talk to us 
about the implementation of climate change 
programs. 

Senator Ian Macdonald—Mr President, I 
rise on a point of order. My question had 
nothing to do with climate change sceptics. It 
was simply: did the Labor government mis-
lead the Australian public by suggesting 
there were cuts when the minister said in her 
first answer that there were no cuts and in 
answer to the supplementary question said 
that there are cuts? Which is it, Minister? 

The PRESIDENT—Order, Senator Mac-
donald. You are starting to debate the issue. 
The minister has the right to answer the 
question in the manner she sees fit, as long 
as there is some relevance. In the past we 
have allowed a reasonably broad interpreta-
tion of that. I do believe that the minister was 
relevant. Senator Wong, have you concluded 
your answer? 

Senator WONG—Yes. 

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

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE: 
ADDITIONAL ANSWERS 

Smartcard 
Tasmania: Centrelink 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (3.02 pm)—During question time I 
indicated that the ICT project blew out by 
$400 million. It was actually a blow-out of 
$200 million. I also said that the savings for 
the access card project had increased by $29 
million to $1.78 billion when I meant to say 
$1.178 billion. I might also add to my re-
sponse regarding the $5 million in call centre 
funding. The MYEFO statement concerning 
that funding made no mention whatsoever of 
Launceston. 

East Timor 
Senator CHRIS EVANS (Western Aus-

tralia—Leader of the Government in the 
Senate) (3.03 pm)—I want to add to my re-
sponse to the question asked by Senator 
Minchin, which I undertook to do. We are 
aware of the media reports referred to by 
Senator Minchin in relation to the situation 
in East Timor. The East Timorese govern-
ment, the UN mission in East Timor and the 
international stabilisation force are currently 
in the process of ascertaining the full facts 
and details of the tragic events in Dili on the 
morning of 11 February— 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order! 
Senator Evans, resume your seat. Senator 
Evans is addressing the chair and, Senator 
Ian Macdonald, there is too much conversa-
tion around the chamber. I ask that the peo-
ple who are leaving leave quietly. 

Senator CHRIS EVANS—As I was say-
ing, we are in the process of ascertaining the 
full facts and details surrounding those tragic 
events. The Australian government will be 
very careful not to rush to judgement about 
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the details of those events that morning until 
the full and final facts have been determined. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE: 
TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS 

Answers to Questions 
Senator ABETZ (Tasmania—Deputy 

Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (3.04 
pm)—I move: 

That the Senate take note of the answers given 
by ministers to questions without notice asked 
today. 

It is very hard to believe that Prime Minister 
Rudd promised the Australian people that his 
ministry would be appointed solely on the 
basis of merit. The performance we wit-
nessed today shows that, clearly, many other 
factors were at play other than just merit. In 
particular, I want to focus on Senator Carr’s 
performance today which was both pitiful 
and arrogant but, more importantly, obfuscat-
ing. His Prime Minister’s own Standards of 
Ministerial Ethics say in part, at para-
graph 4.4: 
Ministers are required to provide an honest and 
comprehensive account of their exercise of public 
office ... in response to any ... enquiry by a mem-
ber of the Parliament ...  

The first question asked of Minister Carr saw 
him breach this much-vaunted new standard. 
It was a simple question: would he rule out 
the appointment of former Labor Premier 
Bracks—and he was unwilling to do so. He 
will make the announcement tomorrow. He 
knows who is going to comprise the com-
mission of inquiry—whether it is going to be 
the Productivity Commission or his mate 
Steve Bracks. He was unwilling to rule it out. 
All that he was willing to rule out was that 
Steve Bracks would be paid $2,000 a day. 
But then, when asked how much he would be 
paid, Minister Carr arrogantly refused to an-
swer the question. He is unable to deny that 
his department suggested a Productivity 
Commission inquiry instead of the Bracks 

gravy train. So, confronted with that diffi-
culty, he resorted to the old Labor tactic of 
raising the decibels to avoid the answer. He 
resorted to the blame game as well, which 
Prime Minister Rudd said would not be part 
of this government’s approach. He resorted 
to the blame game and he foolishly resorted 
to his old opposition tactic of trying to blame 
the difficulties in the automotive industry on 
the previous government. 

Can I remind him that, when he was con-
fronted with the Mitsubishi closure, he very 
sensibly said: ‘I am not going to pretend that 
you can wave a magic wand and have this 
problem go away.’ I agree with him and that 
is why I make no criticism of him. But yet, 
when confronted with some hard issues, he 
reverted to his silly opposition tactic. Of 
course, what he did that for was to try to ob-
fuscate the fact that undoubtedly Mr Bracks 
has been lined up for this inquiry. 

I hope that as a result of today’s exposure 
Mr Bracks will no longer be appointed and 
that the Productivity Commission will deal 
with the issue, because those that are in-
volved in the automotive industry deserve 
nothing less. They need a highly professional 
Productivity Commission inquiry, not some-
thing led by a defunct Labor premier, union 
hacks and a few other mates from the auto-
motive industry. 

By Mr Rudd’s own standards we have 
seen the appointment, in a jobs-for-the-boys 
situation, of Mr Bracks; we have seen inde-
cent fees; and we have seen the rejection of 
departmental advice—all in the first decision 
of this minister, and all enunciated in answer 
to the very first question that this minister 
was asked. The Prime Minister would have 
us believe that Senator Carr was appointed 
on the basis of merit. If you look through the 
ministerial list you will see that there is a 
doctor of economics, Dr Craig Emerson, as 
Senator Carr’s junior minister. Are we really 
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saying that the hapless Senator Carr is more 
skilled and competent than Dr Craig Emer-
son? I think we know the explanation for 
what occurred: Senator Carr is the spear car-
rier for the Left in Western Australia. By that 
virtue alone he had to be appointed to cabi-
net and people like Dr Craig Emerson had to 
be avoided. 

Coming back to the issue here, we have 
had on this very first day a refusal to deny a 
jobs-for-the-boys appointment with an inde-
cent fee and a refusal to acknowledge that 
departmental advice was rejected. All those 
factors suggest that something is at play. I 
hope the government changes its mind. 

Senator FORSHAW (New South Wales) 
(3.09 pm)—The Australian people made 
their judgement about merit on 24 Novem-
ber. The reduced number of representatives 
that sit on the opposition side of the House of 
Representatives and the reduced representa-
tion that will sit on the other side of the Sen-
ate after July demonstrates that, on the issues 
of merit and performance, the coalition 
failed. They failed dismally. The Australian 
people looked to Kevin Rudd and the Labor 
team to fix up the mistakes and take this 
country forward. They voted for us over-
whelmingly. 

Today we had Senator Abetz get up and 
ask a question about jobs for the boys. Why 
would any coalition senator ever want to go 
to that issue? It would take me a lot longer 
than the five minutes or so that I have to go 
through the list of all the appointments made 
by the then coalition government while they 
were in office—all the mates that they put on 
inquiries. I will just mention one—Mr Estens 
and the communications inquiry—but I 
could go on and on. 

But what about the really important issues 
that you would think they would want to 
raise in the first taking note of answers de-
bate? One is the issue of climate change. As 

Minister Penny Wong said, the Labor gov-
ernment’s first action was to ratify the Kyoto 
protocol. Our standing in the international 
community went up enormously in Bali at 
the climate change conference because fi-
nally Australia joined the rest of the world to 
tackle the issue of climate change by signing 
Kyoto and then going on to establish the 
Garnaut inquiry. 

On the issue of the economy, we were lec-
tured so often by the former Treasurer, the 
former Prime Minister, and other representa-
tives in this chamber and in the other one 
about them being the great economic manag-
ers. It was the coalition government that de-
livered us 16 interest rate rises during their 
entire time in office—seven of them in the 
last term. We now have to deal with runaway 
inflation as a result of the unrestrained 
spending by that government during the last 
couple of elections when they were endeav-
ouring to buy their way back into office. 

Finally the Australian people said: 
‘Enough is enough. We aren’t going to cop 
any more of these bribes in election cam-
paigns or these ad hoc decisions made on 
funding commitments.’ Despite that tempta-
tion—that carrot—they said: ‘Enough is 
enough. We’ve had enough of this coalition 
government. We are going to give a Labor 
government—so brilliantly led by Kevin 
Rudd and Julia Gillard—with a meritorious 
team of ministers, the opportunity to right 
the wrongs.’ 

Senator Marshall—And backbenchers! 

Senator FORSHAW—Yes, and back-
benchers, as Senator Marshall has said. With 
the amount of talent and merit that is on the 
backbench and keen to get onto the front 
bench, we should enlarge the ministry; but 
unfortunately we cannot. I digress. The real 
issues are interest rates, inflation and doing 
something about the skills crisis in this coun-
try. The skills crisis affects so much of our 
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manufacturing industry, including the vehicle 
industry. 

There has been a pathetic attack today by 
Senator Abetz on Senator Carr, who has un-
dertaken to look properly at the motor vehi-
cle industry in this country. We have just had 
an announcement by Mitsubishi about clo-
sure. That is a problem that has been lumped 
on our desk at the very outset of our getting 
into government, after those opposite had 
been in office for 11 years. Minister Carr has 
taken the issue on board, and we are going to 
deal with it. So senators opposite should not 
come in here and lecture us. They have been 
sitting around for two months since the last 
election trying to figure out what issues they 
can attack us on. Well, they have none. 

The cost of living is another important is-
sue, and then there is the housing crisis and 
education. We have made announcements on 
what we are going to do to give the young 
kids in this country greater education oppor-
tunities. I could go on and on. My time has 
expired today but I look forward to further 
opportunities to get up here and remind those 
opposite of what a pathetic bunch they really 
are. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—I remind 
honourable senators that during the debate 
on the motion to take note of answers I ex-
pect to hear the speaker in reasonable si-
lence. I can understand that, with human na-
ture being what it is, from time to time there 
will be some interjections, but normally peo-
ple are entitled to silence. 

Senator BERNARDI (South Australia) 
(3.14 pm)—I would like to raise some points 
in relation to an answer given by Senator 
Evans in his capacity as Minister represent-
ing the Minister for Families, Housing, 
Community Services and Indigenous Af-
fairs—specifically about the rollback of the 
permit system in Indigenous communities, 
which the Labor Party has already an-

nounced as policy. This is a very important 
day for Indigenous Australians. The debate 
and the discussion that have taken place and 
the motions that were presented to this 
chamber and to the other place have demon-
strated that. The attendance of hundreds if 
not thousands of people outside and in Par-
liament House relayed the significance of 
this day for many Indigenous Australians. 
Yet Senator Evans has suggested that the 
rollback of the permit system will somehow 
preserve and protect Indigenous Australians 
from those that seek to prey upon their vul-
nerabilities. I take issue with this because it 
is simply absurd logic. To suggest that the 
instigation of a permit system will prevent 
from entering people—who are already pre-
pared to break the law in so many other ways 
is just absurd. These people are paedophiles; 
these people are sly groggers; they are porn 
peddlers; they are the undesirable filth of 
Australian communities. They do not care 
two hoots for the law. They will go in there 
and they will pursue their nefarious aims 
irrespective of whether a permit system is in 
place. This is a very serious issue. 

What we do not need in this country is a 
return to a separation, where one part of our 
land is only for Indigenous people and law-
breakers and the rest of Australia is pre-
vented from being there. What we need is an 
open system, where people within these 
communities can be held to account, where 
the people that seek to prey on their vulner-
abilities will be held to account. We need a 
system where police can go in and where 
health workers can go in and check on the 
welfare of people. We need a system where 
journalists can go in and continue to hold 
those within these communities to account. 
The importance of this is not simply in my 
mind. This is shared, as Senator Scullion 
pointed out, by the first Indigenous president 
of the Australian Labor Party. Whilst I nor-
mally do not quote Labor organisational fig-
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ures, I think that Mr Warren Mundine, a for-
mer national president, sums it up pretty 
well. He told the Weekend Australian that the 
move to reinstate the permit system could 
‘kill any chance the communities had of eco-
nomic development’. He said it could kill 
any chance that Aboriginal communities had 
of economic development. He went on: 

The permit system didn’t stop crime. In fact ... 
crime has flourished under the permit system so 
it’s a fallacy to say that it helps law-and-order 
problems. 

I will acknowledge that Senator Evans has a 
deep and meaningful interest in the plight of 
Indigenous people in this country, but who is 
better qualified to talk about it and to make 
an objective assessment of it? Is it an Indige-
nous leader who led Senator Evans’s party or 
Senator Evans himself? I would suggest it is 
the former. This is a very serious issue be-
cause the very future of Indigenous people in 
our country is at stake. 

Minister Macklin has simply decided to 
roll back the clock on Indigenous affairs, 
pursuing some determination that has existed 
within the Labor Party for the last 20 years 
and not acknowledging for a moment that we 
need a new approach. Today is a very sym-
bolic day. It is a day about moving on. It is a 
day about moving forward. It is not a day on 
which we should be forced to talk about roll-
ing back a system that is starting to provide 
meaningful benefits for Indigenous people in 
this country. It is appalling that on such a day 
Minister Evans, representing Minister Mack-
lin, is prepared to undo a lot of the symbolic 
gestures that have gone forward. I would 
encourage the Labor Party to revisit this pol-
icy because it is an appalling one that is play-
ing politics with people’s lives. It is simply 
an ideological quest being pursued by the 
Labor Party. 

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (3.19 
pm)—Isn’t it marvellous? I thank Senator 

Abetz for moving the motion to take note of 
answers in the way that he did, because it 
allows me to deal with the range of questions 
asked by the opposition in question time to-
day. The elephant in the room—the question 
of the economy; the issue that the coalition 
claimed was their issue—was absent from 
their questions list today. Indeed, they were 
offended by the truths that were put by Sena-
tor Evans in answer to a question which was 
put to him today. We actually expected that 
the opposition would try and defend their 
record from when they were in government. 
But they were not game to do that today. 
They avoided the question of the economy 
because they knew that everything that Sena-
tor Evans said in answer to his question to-
day was correct. Inflation is our most press-
ing domestic challenge. It is an inescapable 
fact that, under the coalition, our rate of un-
derlying inflation grew and grew to the point 
where for the first time in an election cam-
paign we saw the Reserve Bank increase 
interest rates, such was the pressure on the 
economy from growing inflation—inflation 
which was, in effect, caused by the inaction 
of the coalition when in government in rela-
tion to capacity constraints on the economy. 
There were 20 occasions on which the Re-
serve Bank warned their government that 
those pressures were leading to problems in 
the economy. 

We saw the December CPI data released 
in January, showing underlying inflation at 
3.6 per cent—well over the danger threshold 
so far as the Reserve Bank was concerned. 
That is the highest underlying inflation in 16 
years. Right through the coalition’s time in 
government and for a substantial part of the 
time of the previous government, that rate of 
underlying inflation had not been reached. 
But the pressures in the economy under the 
stewardship of the coalition had grown to a 
point where it is now clear that we have seen 
not only an increase in interest rates and 
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pressures from outside our economy increas-
ing interest rates but also the probability of 
an additional interest rate rise predicted at 70 
per cent. They are the challenges that the 
Labor government now faces in taking the 
reins of this economy. The fact that the coali-
tion were not prepared to ask one question 
on the economy today—their first opportu-
nity in this chamber—indicates that they re-
alise they made a shambles of the economic 
management of this country. Under their 
stewardship they ignored the warnings from 
the Reserve Bank—20 warnings about ca-
pacity constraints—and we are now paying 
the price. Unfortunately, home owners and 
those with credit cards and other debts are 
likely to pay the price for some time to 
come. It will take some time for this gov-
ernment to manage the economy and to get it 
back under control after this opposition, 
when in government, allowed it to escape 
their control to the point where the Reserve 
Bank, as I said, for the first time in history 
increased interest rates during an election 
campaign—such was the nature of the pres-
sure that the Reserve Bank felt was coming 
on this economy. 

Let there be no doubt that Labor, in gov-
ernment, has a steely determination to win 
the war on inflation. We will take responsi-
bility for fixing the problem, a problem that 
Labor did not create. That is why Prime Min-
ister Rudd has outlined the decisive action 
we will take by implementing his plan to 
fight the inflation legacy that we have inher-
ited. We have noted that the opposition now 
deny that the highest underlying inflation in 
16 years is a problem. Frankly, if they cannot 
see it is a problem, it is no surprise that they 
allowed the problem to get out of control 
when in government. As I said, the fact is 
that home owners, credit card holders and 
anyone with a debt in this country, except 
those who were fortunately enough or wily 
enough to lock in interest rates in the past, 

will now pay a price in the immediate future 
and perhaps for some time to come on the 
mortgages and the credit card debts that they 
have. They will have the coalition govern-
ment, the Howard government, to thank for 
the pressures that they are facing. (Time ex-
pired) 

Senator BIRMINGHAM (South Austra-
lia) (3.24 pm)—I am pleased to support the 
motion that the Senate take note of the an-
swers given by ministers to questions with-
out notice asked today. I do so particularly 
wishing to focus on Senator Evans’s answer 
in relation to Indigenous communities, but 
before I get to that I would like to dwell for a 
moment on Senator O’Brien’s remarks about 
the economy. 

No amount of hyperbole from Senator 
O’Brien, Mr Rudd, Mr Swan, Senator 
Ludwig or anybody else in this chamber or 
elsewhere can change the reality of the great 
economy that the Labor Party has inherited, 
with 35-year lows in unemployment, strong 
growth in GDP and strong and stable infla-
tion within the Reserve Bank’s target range. 
No amount of hype can change the reality of 
a strong economy inherited by those oppo-
site, who are indeed a very lucky and fortu-
nate government to have inherited that econ-
omy. What people like Senator O’Brien and 
Mr Swan need to be very mindful of is that 
their commentary now can change and influ-
ence the economy we get for the future. Mr 
Swan, in particular, needs to stop urging the 
Reserve Bank to increase rates. He needs to 
stop this inflationary crisis of his own mak-
ing, and he needs to be very careful, mindful 
and judicious in the comments he makes as 
the Treasurer of this country. 

As I said, in particular I wish to address 
Senator Evans’s response to the issue of our 
Indigenous communities. Both yesterday and 
today have been very symbolic, and I wel-
come and embrace the changes made in the 
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opening of the parliament yesterday and also 
the very sincere apology given by both 
houses of the parliament today. I hope that 
these symbolic acts will ensure that we take 
a very positive step forward as a nation to-
wards reconciliation, healing and forgiveness 
between Indigenous peoples who feel they 
have been wronged over the years and the 
rest of the Australian community. 

But that symbolism must be matched by 
the practical. We have seen the Rudd gov-
ernment already place high importance on 
symbolism across a range of areas, starting 
with the signing of Kyoto and now in the 
Indigenous affairs portfolio. While I embrace 
that symbolism, I expect to see real action 
that backs it up, action in Indigenous com-
munities that addresses the fact that we have 
real and great disadvantage—which the pre-
vious government recognised and acted on 
very sincerely. This disadvantage sees low 
educational standards, low life expectancy, 
poor health standards, low social capital and 
poor housing. These are the challenges that 
need to be met and confronted head on. 

Instead, we have a government that ap-
pears as though it is going to take us back-
wards in Indigenous policy. The previous 
government took some great steps last year 
in trying to tackle endemic disadvantage in 
our Indigenous communities, particularly in 
Indigenous communities in the Northern Ter-
ritory. We now see a government that is 
committed to rolling that back by reintroduc-
ing a permit system, which was discredited 
and which was a reason behind the harm 
caused in many of these communities. We 
now see a government that is going to rein-
troduce CDEP, a program that provided sit-
down money and that did not encourage the 
economic development of the communities. 

We heard before from my colleague and 
friend Senator Bernardi about some of the 
comments of the Labor Party’s former fed-

eral president, Warren Mundine, in regard to 
this—the fact that the permit system did not 
stop crime and that it is a fallacy to say it 
helped law and order. Indeed, it is a fallacy. 
Senator Evans claims that reintroducing 
permits can help protect these communities. 
That was not the case for decade after decade 
when these permits existed. Senator Evans 
needs to reconsider the logic of his argu-
ments there because, as the Australian re-
ported on 18 January this year: 
History shows pedophiles, sly groggers, porn 
peddlers and other undesirables either ignore 
permits or collude with the gatekeeper. 

The permit system did not work. Labor 
claims that permits will help the develop-
ment of communities. That also is shown to 
be a fallacy. Galarrwuy Yunupingu, former 
Australian of the Year and land rights cam-
paigner, when speaking last year in relation 
to the Howard government reforms, said that 
he believed this new model would empower 
traditional owners to control the develop-
ment of towns and living areas. (Time ex-
pired) 

Senator ALLISON (Victoria—Leader of 
the Australian Democrats) (3.30 pm)—I wish 
to take note of the answer provided by the 
Minister representing the Minister for Educa-
tion. Firstly, we are pleased that the Labor 
government is moving on preschool, but I 
was disappointed in the minister’s ability to 
answer the question concerning the many 
other issues that plague Indigenous educa-
tion. 

Even if you just focus on preschool, there 
are some huge problems to be addressed 
here. It is not enough to say that all four-
year-olds need to be in preschool in remote 
areas. What we know is that there are meas-
ures that need to be put in place to see that 
they thrive in these circumstances—one of 
which is that bilingual education be made 
available to them. That certainly needs In-
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digenous education workers who are locally 
based, because the evidence shows that they 
will attract attendance and they will be much 
more successful in the transformation from 
childhood through preschool into school. 

There are huge problems both within pre-
school education and beyond. The 2004 in-
quiry of the Senate Standing Committee on 
Employment, Workplace Relations and Edu-
cation had an enormous number of very seri-
ous and worrying findings and made 34 rec-
ommendations for action. I think none of 
those recommendations was taken up by the 
last government, and I would hope that this 
new government would make an announce-
ment as soon as possible that it will do so. 

Some of the health problems associated 
with Indigenous education—and we have 
had many inquiries on this subject—include 
diseases like otitis media, which, if un-
treated, can cause deafness and even com-
plete deafness. This is a major problem for 
children attending school. If they cannot hear 
anything, then they are not likely to turn up 
day after day. We also know that there are 
very, very high levels of trachoma. A study 
recently conducted showed that in north-west 
Australia up to 50 per cent, or more, of chil-
dren have active trachoma, which can lead to 
blindness. 

As with so many other issues for Indige-
nous people, it is not wise and it is not possi-
ble to solve problems by simply taking them 
one at a time. In the case of education, it is to 
do with the availability of teachers who are 
properly skilled in Indigenous education in 
these remote areas. It is to do with the neces-
sity of providing a learning environment 
which is both culturally suitable and which 
includes the use of the language spoken by 
that child. We need to fix some of those 
health problems which, frankly, can only be 
fixed if we fix the housing problems. The 
extent of problems in Indigenous communi-

ties is such that cherry-picking bits and 
pieces and coming up with bright ideas, as 
Labor has done—and again I welcome it—is 
not enough. What we want to see from Labor 
is a much more comprehensive approach and 
one which will solve some of the educational 
problems across the board. 

Let me just mention a couple of the other 
problems we discovered. In the Northern 
Territory there are Aboriginal communities 
where there are substantial sized primary 
schools but no availability whatsoever of 
secondary schools. Why the Commonwealth 
has allowed the Northern Territory to get 
away with this for so long, I cannot imagine. 
There are schools that are poorly equipped—
frankly, you would not put your dog in some 
of the ones that I have been into—and yet we 
have seen no substantial increase in funding 
for infrastructure. The Northern Territory is 
still, as I understand it, funding schools on 
the basis of average attendance. In other 
words, at the beginning of the semester or 
when the weather is right—when it is not the 
wet season—there may be too many students 
to fit even in the classroom, because they are 
funded for the average. There will be huge 
class sizes. As a result, students drift off, 
they become uninterested in education—if 
they ever were interested in the first place—
and they disappear. That has to be fixed. 

With regard to housing, as I said, it is not 
uncommon in Indigenous communities for 
20 people to be in one house. This means 
there are very few books for children. There 
is no time for quiet study or advancement of 
their education. (Time expired) 

Question agreed to. 
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PETITIONS 
The Clerk—Petitions have been lodged 

for presentation as follows: 

Mary River: Proposed Dams 
To the Honourable the President and Members of 
the Senate in Parliament assembled. The Petition 
of the undersigned draws to the attention of the 
Senate that the dams proposed to be built by the 
Queensland State Government at Traveston cross-
ing on the Mary River and Wyaralong in the 
Logan River catchment, will have a significant 
impact on matters of national environmental sig-
nificance and as a result will trigger the Com-
monwealth Environment Protection and Biodiver-
sity Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999. 

The petitioners note that according to section 87 
of the EPBC Act 1999 the Environment Minister 
decides which assessment approach to assess the 
relevant impacts of the action. Because of the 
significant impact the proposed dams will have 
on matters of national and environmental signifi-
cance, we call on the Federal Environment Minis-
ter to undertake an assessment by inquiry (section 
87(1)(e) of the EPBC Act 1999). 

by Senator Bartlett (from 24 citizens) 

Migration 
To the Honourable President and Members of the 
Senate in the Parliament assembled. 

This petition of the undersigned citizens of Aus-
tralia draws the following to the attention of the 
Senate: 

The unfair legal treatment and public vilification 
of Dr Mohammed Haneef by the Howard Gov-
ernment has demonstrated that Australia’s Migra-
tion Act has totally inadequate protections against 
abuse of process and violation of basic rights. It is 
a fundamental principle in any democracy that a 
person should only be imprisoned following the 
use of a fair and transparent process, free of po-
litical interference. 

We the undersigned therefore call upon the Senate 
to urgently implement necessary reforms to the 
Migration Act 1958 to ensure proper independent 
oversight of the use of ministerial powers and to 
provide adequate protections against politically 
motivated decisions, violations of natural justice, 
due process and the presumption of innocence. 

by Senator Bartlett (from 335 citizens) 

Indigenous Affairs 
To the Honourable President and. Members of-the 
Senate in-the Parliament assembled. 

This petition of the undersigned citizens of Aus-
tralia draws the following to the attention of the 
Senate: 

That it has been a decade since the Bringing them 
home report into the stolen generations was ta-
bled. This set out the gross human rights viola-
tions that many Indigenous people endured be-
cause of official government policies and laws 
which enabled and often encouraged children to 
be removed from the parents and separated from 
their community and culture on the basis of the 
colour of their skin. 

As a result of this inquiry, some important and 
effective actions have been taken to facilitate 
family reunion and to improve counselling and 
family support services for victims. However, 
many recommendations from the report were 
rejected or have been inadequately implemented. 

We the undersigned therefore call upon the Senate 
to: 

•  support actions and enact laws to give effect 
to all recommendations from the Bringing 
them home report which have yet to be im-
plemented; and 

•  in particular, to support legislation imple-
menting a mechanism to provide monetary 
compensation for all those who suffered as a 
result of past forcible removal policies, in 
accordance with recommendations 3, 4 and 
14-20 of the Bringing them home report. 

by Senator Bartlett (from 211 citizens) 

Indigenous Communities 
To the honourable Prime Minister and Members 
of the Senate in Parliament assembled: 

We, the undersigned Australian residents draw to 
the attention of the Senate the issue of all forms 
of sexual violence in our communities. 

Your petitioners therefore request the Senate to 
hold this issue as paramount importance in build-
ing a nation with .a strong community ethic that 
clearly opposes all forms of sexual violence, by: 
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(1) Addressing Indigenous sexual violence 
and abuse through consultation with the 
Indigenous Community and State Gov-
ernments, and, realistically funding In-
digenous Housing, ‘Health, and Educa-
tion. 

(2) Working with the community sector to 
develop, implement, and maintain sex-
ual violence awareness—raising and 
preventative education in primary and 
secondary schools. 

(3) Providing further adequate funding for 
free, accessible, diverse, and appiopriate 
Sexual Violence counseling and support 
services. 

by Senator Bartlett (from 220 citizens) 

Petitions received. 

NOTICES 
Presentation 

Senator Bartlett to move on the next day 
of sitting: 

That the following bill be introduced: A Bill 
for an Act to provide for ex gratia payments to be 
made to the stolen generation of Aboriginal chil-
dren, and for related purposes. Stolen Generation 
Compensation Bill 2008. 

Senator Allison to move on the next day 
of sitting: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) notes that: 

 (i) among Indigenous Australians, blind-
ness and visual impairment is signifi-
cantly higher than in other populations, 

 (ii) most blindness and vision loss is pre-
ventable or correctable and for each $1 
spent on eye care there is a $5 return, 

 (iii) trachoma is the most common cause of 
infectious blindness and Australia is the 
only developed country that still has 
blinding endemic trachoma: 

 (A) the study Surveillance report for 
active trachoma, 2006 for which 
Aboriginal children from most re-
gions of the Northern Territory, 
Western Australia and South Austra-

lia were screened, showed preva-
lence rates of active trachoma of 
16 per cent in rural Darwin, 
30 per cent in Katherine, 21 per cent 
in Barkly, 18 per cent in Alice 
Springs Remote, 18 per cent in 
Nganampa, 18 per cent in Tullawon, 
12 per cent in Pika Wiya, 
18 per cent in Kimberley, 
53 per cent in Pilbara, and 
19 per cent in Western Austalia’s 
midwest and goldfields, 

 (B) rates of active trachoma are highest 
in young children and for children 
aged 0-5 who were for the most part 
not included in the survey and there-
fore rates could be expected to be 
higher, 

 (C) concerted trachoma control activi-
ties over the past 10 years have 
eliminated active trachoma in Mo-
rocco, Oman and Iran, and 

 (D) even in Niger, the poorest country in 
Africa, trachoma is being controlled 
by an active intervention program, 

 (iv) cataracts occur more commonly in 
Aboriginal people, and Indigenous 
Australians report vision loss from 
cataracts 50 per cent more commonly 
than mainstream Australia, and 

 (v) few Aboriginal people have access to 
refractive services, although 
20 per cent of all children need glasses 
and there is an almost universal need 
for reading glasses over the age of 40; 

 (b) according to the Centre for Eye Research 
Australia, trachoma can be eliminated in 
Australia, vision loss substantially reduced 
and equality in eye health for all Austra-
lians achieved within 5 years; and 

 (c) urges the Government to provide $25 mil-
lion over 5 years for: 

 (i) antibiotics for active trachoma, screen-
ing and programs promoting facial 
cleanliness, environmental improve-
ment and trichiasis surgery for later 
stage trachoma to prevent irreversible 
blindness, 
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 (ii) sustainable programs for screening for 
diabetic retinopathy and timely laser 
treatment, 

 (iii) regular eye examinations, and 

 (iv) current eye health data. 

Senator Minchin to move on the next day 
of sitting: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) notes: 

 (i) the contempt in which the Australian 
Labor Party (ALP) has historically held 
upper houses around the country, in-
cluding a platform to abolish all upper 
houses until 1979, the abolition of the 
upper house in Queensland and a cur-
rent policy to abolish the South Austra-
lian Legislative Council, 

 (ii) that the Prime Minister (Mr Rudd) has 
reduced the number of sitting weeks in 
the Senate in 2008, and 

 (iii) that the Deputy Prime Minister (Ms 
Gillard) has already demanded legisla-
tion be passed without adequate scru-
tiny in the Senate; and 

 (b) given the above, condemns the Rudd La-
bor Government for continuing the ALP’s 
legacy of inherent contempt for the Sen-
ate. 

Senator Bartlett to move on the next day 
of sitting: 
 (1) That so much of standing orders be sus-

pended as would prevent this resolution 
having effect. 

 (2) That the following bills be restored to the 
Notice Paper and that consideration of 
each bill resume at the stage reached in 
the 41st Parliament: 

  Cluster Munitions (Prohibition) Bill 
2006 

  Constitution Alteration (Appropriations 
for the Ordinary Annual Services of the 
Government) 2001 [2004] 

  Constitution Alteration (Electors’ Ini-
tiative, Fixed Term Parliaments and 
Qualification of Members) 2000 [2004] 

  Electoral (Greater Fairness of Electoral 
Processes) Amendment Bill 2007  

  Electoral Amendment (Political Hon-
esty) Bill 2003 [2004] 

  Euthanasia Laws (Repeal) Bill 2004 

  Genetic Privacy and Non-
discrimination Bill 1998 [2004]  

  Ministers of State (Post-Retirement 
Employment Restrictions) Bill 2002 
[2004] 

  National Market Driven Energy Effi-
ciency Target Bill 2007 

  Parliamentary Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms Bill 2001 [2005] 

  Patents Amendment Bill 1996 [2004] 

  Peace and Non-Violence Commission 
Bill 2007  

  Privacy (Data Security Breach Notifi-
cation) Bill 2007  

  Privacy (Extension to Political Acts 
and Practices) Amendment Bill 2006  

  Protecting Children from Junk Food 
Advertising Bill 2006  

  Public Interest Disclosures Bill 2007  

  Repatriation of Citizens Bill 2007 

  Republic (Consultation of the People) 
Bill 2001 [2004] 

  Same-Sex Marriages Bill 2006 

  Same-Sex: Same Entitlements Bill 
2007 

  State Elections (One Vote, One Value) 
Bill 2001 [2004] 

  Taxation Laws Amendment (Scholar-
ships) Bill 2005  

  Textbook Subsidy Bill 2003 [2004] 

  Uranium Mining in or near Australian 
World Heritage Properties (Prohibition) 
Bill 1998 [2004] 

  Workplace Relations (Guaranteeing 
Paid Maternity Leave) Amendment Bill 
2007. 
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Senator Allison to move on the next day 
of sitting: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) notes that: 

 (i) in December 2007 Ausra Inc. an-
nounced that it will build a manufactur-
ing plant in Nevada for solar thermal 
power systems, 

 (ii) Ausra’s innovations in mirror systems 
have brought the price of solar power 
down to the level of gas-fired power 
and is expected soon to be price com-
petitive with coal-fired power, and 

 (iii) the plant will produce 700 MW a year 
in solar thermal power systems for the 
American Southwest; 

 (b) congratulates the founder of Ausra, world-
renowned, Dr David Mills, for this devel-
opment and for his longstanding solar 
technology innovation at the University of 
Sydney, including: 

 (i) the evacuated tube solar water heater 
technology that is now in use in 60 per 
cent of these units worldwide, 

 (ii) the Compact Linear Fresnel Reflector 
for use in solar thermal energy, 

 (iii) photovoltaic systems, and 

 (iv) a solar steriliser design which won a 
World Health Organization award in 
2002; 

 (c) regrets that the economic benefits of this 
important innovation in renewable, clean, 
base load power have been lost to Austra-
lia; and 

 (d) urges the Government to: 

 (i) recognise that Australia, like Nevada 
and California, has excellent sources of 
solar energy from which to generate so-
lar thermal base load power, and 

 (ii) provide the necessary incentives for the 
technology to also be established in 
Australia. 

Senator Ellison to move on the next day 
of sitting: 
 (1) That a select committee, to be known as 

the Select Committee on State Govern-
ment Financial Management be estab-
lished to inquire into and report upon: 

  Commonwealth and state and territory 
fiscal relations and state and territory gov-
ernment financial management, including: 

 (a) Commonwealth funding to the states 
and territories – historic, current and 
projected; 

 (b) the cash and fiscal budgetary positions 
of state and territory governments – 
historic, current and projected; 

 (c) the level of debt of state/territory gov-
ernment businesses and utilities – his-
toric, current and projected; 

 (d) the level of borrowing by state/territory 
governments – historic, current and 
projected; 

 (e) an examination of state/territory net 
government debt and its projected level 
– historic, current and projected; 

 (f) the reasons for any government debt 
including an analysis of the level and 
efficiency of revenue and spending; 

 (g) the level of investment in infrastructure 
and state-owned utilities by state and 
territory governments; 

 (h) the effect of dividends paid by state-
owned utilities on their ability to in-
vest; 

 (i) present and future ownership structures 
of current and former state-owned utili-
ties and the impact of ownership on in-
vestment capacity; and 

 (j) the effect of investment by state-owned 
utilities on Australia’s capacity con-
straints. 

 (2) That the committee present its final report 
on or before 16 June 2008. 

 (3) That the committee consist of 6 senators, 
as follows: 

 (a) 2 to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate; 
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 (b) 3 to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Opposition in the Senate; and 

 (c) 1 to be nominated by minority groups 
or independents. 

 (4) That the committee may proceed to the 
dispatch of business notwithstanding that 
all members have not been duly nomi-
nated and appointed and notwithstanding 
any vacancy. 

 (5) That the committee elect as chair one of 
the members nominated by the Leader of 
the Opposition in the Senate. 

 (6) That the quorum of the committee be 3 
members. 

 (7) That the chair of the committee may, from 
time to time, appoint another member of 
the committee to be the deputy chair of 
the committee, and that the member so 
appointed act as chair of the committee at 
any time when there is no chair or the 
chair is not present, at a meeting of the 
committee. 

 (8) That, in the event of an equality of voting, 
the chair, or the deputy chair when acting 
as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (9) That the committee have power to appoint 
subcommittees consisting of 3 or more of 
its members, and to refer to any such sub-
committee any of the matters which the 
committee is empowered to consider, and 
that the quorum of a subcommittee be 2 
members. 

 (10) That the committee and any subcommittee 
have power to send for and examine per-
sons and documents, to move from place 
to place, to sit in public or in private, not-
withstanding any prorogation of the Par-
liament or dissolution of the House of 
Representatives, and have leave to report 
from time to time its proceedings and the 
evidence taken and such interim recom-
mendations as it may deem fit. 

 (11) That the committee be provided with all 
necessary staff, facilities and resources 
and be empowered to appoint persons 
with specialist knowledge for the purposes 

of the committee with the approval of the 
President. 

 (l2) That the committee be empowered to print 
from day to day such papers and evidence 
as may be ordered by it, and a daily Han-
sard be published of such proceedings as 
take place in public. 

Senator Ellison to move on the next day 
of sitting: 
 (1) That a select committee, to be known as 

the Select Committee on Housing Af-
fordability in Australia be established to 
inquire into and report upon: 

The barriers to home ownership in 
Australia, including: 

 (a) the taxes and levies imposed by state 
and territory governments; 

 (b) the rate of release of new land by state 
and territory governments; 

 (c) proposed assistance for first home 
owners by state, territory and the 
Commonwealth governments and their 
effectiveness in the absence of in-
creased supply; 

 (d) the role of all levels of government in 
facilitating affordable home ownership; 

 (e) the effect on the market of government 
intervention in the housing sector in-
cluding planning and industrial rela-
tions laws; 

 (f) the role of financial institutions in 
home lending; and 

 (g) the contribution of home ownership to 
retirement incomes. 

 (2) That the committee present its final report 
on or before 16 June 2008. 

 (3) That the committee consist of 6 senators, 
as follows: 

 (a) 2 to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate; 

 (b) 3 to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Opposition in the Senate; and 

 (c) 1 to be nominated by minority groups 
or independents. 
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 (4) That the committee may proceed to the 
dispatch of business notwithstanding that 
all members have not been duly nomi-
nated and appointed and notwithstanding 
any vacancy. 

 (5) That the committee elect as chair one of 
the members nominated by the Leader of 
the Opposition in the Senate. 

 (6) That the quorum of the committee be 3 
members. 

 (7) That the chair of the committee may, from 
time to time, appoint another member of 
the committee to be the deputy chair of 
the committee, and that the member so 
appointed act as chair of the committee at 
any time when there is no chair or the 
chair is not present, at a meeting of the 
committee. 

 (8) That, in the event of an equality of voting, 
the chair, or the deputy chair when acting 
as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (9) That the committee have power to appoint 
subcommittees consisting of 3 or more of 
its members, and to refer to any such sub-
committee any of the matters which the 
committee is empowered to consider, and 
that the quorum of a subcommittee be 2 
members. 

 (10) That the committee and any subcommittee 
have power to send for and examine per-
sons and documents, to move from place 
to place, to sit in public or in private, not-
withstanding any prorogation of the Par-
liament or dissolution of the House of 
Representatives, and have leave to report 
from time to time its proceedings and the 
evidence taken and such interim recom-
mendations as it may deem fit. 

 (11) That the committee be provided with all 
necessary staff, facilities and resources 
and be empowered to appoint persons 
with specialist knowledge for the purposes 
of the committee with the approval of the 
President. 

 (12) That the committee be empowered to print 
from day to day such papers and evidence 
as may be ordered by it, and a daily Han-

sard be published of such proceedings as 
take place in public. 

Senator Milne to move on 11 March 
2008: 
 (1) That the Senate notes: 

 (a) the housing affordability crisis in Aus-
tralia and the need for a national af-
fordable housing agreement; 

 (b) the need to upgrade Australia’s build-
ing stock and strengthen building regu-
lations to increase the energy efficiency 
of existing and new buildings, both 
residential and commercial; 

 (c) the central role played by the Housing 
Industry Association in developing 
government policy; 

 (d) the relationship between housing af-
fordability and mandatory privatised 
last resort builders warranty insurance 
particularly, the increasing number of 
complaints from builders and consum-
ers concerning the failure of the last re-
sort warranty insurance regime to pro-
vide consumer or builder protection; 
and 

 (e) the decision in March 2002 to remove 
all Commonwealth and state regulatory 
controls over last resort warranty insur-
ance. 

 (2) That the following matter be referred to 
the Economics Committee for inquiry and 
report by May 2008: 

Australia’s mandatory Last Resort 
Home Warranty Insurance scheme, in-
cluding: 

 (a) the appropriateness and effectiveness 
of the current mandatory privatised 
Last Resort Builders Warranty Insur-
ance scheme in providing appropriate 
consumer protection and industry man-
agement; 

 (b) the reasons for and consequences of the 
ministerial decisions relating to the re-
moval of consumer protection provi-
sions in respect of Corporations Regu-
lation 7.1.12(2); 
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 (c) the ramifications for the future supply 
of this insurance product following the 
draft recommendations from the Pro-
ductivity Commission report released 
in December 2007; 

 (d) the full investigation of the market 
failure of this insurance product in 
Tasmania which has resulted in the 
Tasmanian Government announcing in 
January 2008 that the product is to be 
scrapped over the next 12 months; 

 (e) any potential reforms and their costs 
and benefits which may lead to appro-
priate consumer and builder protection 
and improved housing affordability; 
and 

 (d) any related matters. 

Senator Nettle to move on the next day of 
sitting: 

That the following bill be introduced: A Bill 
for an Act to amend the Marriage Act 1961 to 
create marriage equality for all relationships re-
gardless of sexual orientation or gender identity, 
and for related purposes. Marriage (Relation-
ships Equality) Amendment Bill 2008. 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Minister for Human Services) (3.36 pm)—I 
give notice that, on the next day of sitting, I 
shall move: 

That the provision of standing order 111(6) 
which prevents the continuation or resumption of 
the second reading debate on a bill within 14 days 
of its first introduction in either House not apply 
to the following bills: 

Aged Care Amendment (2008 Measures No. 
1) Bill 2008 

Appropriation (Drought and Equine Influ-
enza Assistance) Bill (No. 1) 2007-2008 

Appropriation (Drought and Equine Influ-
enza Assistance) Bill (No. 2) 2007-2008 

Cross-Border Insolvency Bill 2008 

Financial Sector Legislation Amendment 
(Review of Prudential Decisions) Bill 2008 

I table statements of reasons justifying the 
need for these bills to be considered during 

these sittings and seek leave to have the 
statements incorporated in Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

The statements read as follows— 
AGED CARE AMENDMENT (2008 
MEASURES No. 1) BILL 

Purpose of the Bill  
The purpose of the bill is to amend the aged care 
legislation to: 

implement a range of measures for financing aged 
care including: 

changing the arrangements for residential care 
subsidies, accommodation charges and residential 
fees; 

limiting the retrospective adjustment of subsidies; 

changing the criteria and value of certain grants 
relating to residential aged care services and 
community care, and introducing grants for flexi-
ble care; 

extend the provisions of the Aged Care Act 1997, 
the Aged Care (Bond Security) Act 2006 and the 
Aged Care (Bond Security) Levy Act 2006 to the 
Territory of Christmas Island and the Territory of 
Cocos (Keeling) Islands; and 

make minor technical amendments to improve 
consistency and clarity and address unintended 
consequences of the operation of the legislation. 

Reasons for Urgency 
These measures dovetail with reforms to subsi-
dies and supplements contained in the Aged Care 
Amendment (Residential Care) Act 2007, which 
take effect on 20 March 2008.  It is critical that 
the bill be passed early in the 2008 Autumn sit-
tings to enable all delegated legislation to be 
finalised and to ensure sufficient advance notice 
of the changes for approved providers and care 
recipients. 

If the reforms do not take effect as soon as possi-
ble, this will have significant cost implications 
(noting that the bill will be giving effect to in-
creased government funding of $575.87 million 
as well as increasing revenue for approved pro-
viders from new residents) and will cause signifi-
cant disruption to care recipients and approved 
providers (all of whom will be implementing 
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significant systems changes based on the pro-
posed changes to subsidies, fees and charges). 

(Circulated by authority of the Minister for Age-
ing) 

APPROPRIATION (DROUGHT AND EQUINE 
INFLUENZA ASSISTANCE) BILL (No. 1) 
2007-2008 

APPROPRIATION (DROUGHT AND EQUINE 
INFLUENZA ASSISTANCE) BILL (No. 2) 
2007-2008 

Purpose of the Bill 
These are supplementary appropriation Bills 
which request legislative authority for further 
expenses to be incurred in 2007-2008 in relation 
to drought relief and equine influenza assistance.  
Passage of the Bills by 14 February 2008 will 
allow funds to be made available to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 
(DAFF), thereby ensuring the continuity of gov-
ernment programs relating to drought relief and 
equine influenza assistance. 

Reasons for Urgency 
Additional funding is required to fund further 
drought relief and equine influenza assistance 
measures announced since the last Budget.  The 
additional funding required exceeds what is cur-
rently available to DAFF and from the Advance 
to the Finance Minister.  At the current rate of 
expenditure all of the relevant appropriations and 
the Advance to the Finance Minister are expected 
to be exhausted before end of February 2008.  
The Additional Estimates Bills are not expected 
to be agreed to by Parliament until the end of the 
Autumn Sittings.  Consequently, a set of supple-
mentary Bills are required to ensure continuity of 
drought and equine influenza assistance as well as 
other DAFF programs. 

If timely passage is not granted to the supplemen-
tary Bills, all DAFF programs will be delayed for 
some period until mid-April 2008. 

(Circulated by authority of the Minister for Fi-
nance and Deregulation) 

CROSS-BORDER INSOLVENCY BILL 

Purpose of the Bill 
The Cross-Border Insolvency Bill 2008 (the Bill) 
gives effect to the Model Law on Cross-Border 
Insolvency (the Model Law) adopted by the 

United Nations Commission on International 
Trade Law (UNCITRAL). The purpose of the 
Model Law is to provide effective and efficient 
mechanisms for dealing with cases of cross-
border insolvency, The Model Law: 

sets out the conditions under which persons ad-
ministering a foreign insolvency proceeding have 
access to Australian courts; 

sets out the conditions for recognition of a foreign 
insolvency proceeding and for granting relief to 
the representatives of such a proceeding; 

permits foreign creditors to participate in Austra-
lian insolvency proceedings; 

permits courts and insolvency practitioners from 
different countries to cooperate more effectively; 
and 

makes provision for coordination of insolvency 
proceedings that are taking place concurrently in 
different states. 

Reasons for Urgency 
Introduction and passage of this bill in the Au-
tumn sittings would provide for streamlining of 
cross-border insolvency proceedings in relation to 
companies with international operations that be-
come insolvent before the winter sittings of Par-
liament. Passage in the Autumn sittings would 
benefit creditors and employees of such insolvent 
entities by providing for more efficient admini-
stration of such proceedings. 

(Circulated by authority of the Minister for Su-
perannuation and Corporate Law) 

FINANCIAL SECTOR LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT (REVIEW OF PRUDENTIAL 
DECISIONS) BILL 2008 

Purpose of the Bill 
The Bill introduces measures to improve the ac-
countability, transparency and consistency of 
decisions made by the Australian Prudential 
Regulation Authority (APRA) and streamline 
prudential legislation. The Bill includes measures 
to: 

•  introduce a court based process for the dis-
qualification of an individual under pruden-
tial legislation administered by APRA, simi-
lar to the process followed by the Australian 
Securities and Investments Commission 
(ASIC) under the Corporation Act 2001; 
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•  streamline APRA’s directions powers; 

•  remove the need for ministerial consent from 
APRA administrative decisions not involving 
broader policy considerations; and 

•  expand the availability of merits review for 
certain APRA decisions. 

Reasons for Urgency 
The measures generally commence on Royal As-
sent. Passage in the Autumn sittings would ensure 
that industry stakeholders and APRA would de-
rive benefits from the measures, including im-
proving APRA’s decision making processes and 
removing 

unnecessary complexity in the prudential Acts, as 
soon as possible. 

The measures in the Bill implement various rec-
ommendations from the Taskforce on Reducing 
Regulatory Burdens on Business and the HIH 
Royal Commission. 

(Circulated by authority of the Minister for Su-
perannuation and Corporate Law) 

Senator Siewert to move on the next day 
of sitting: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) notes the evidence provided to the Gov-
ernment by its ship, the Oceanic Viking, of 
whales being slaughtered in Australia’s 
Antarctic Territorial waters; 

 (b) expresses deep concern at the continued 
killing of these whales in Australian wa-
ters; and 

 (c) urges the Government to take immediate 
action to ensure an end to the slaughter of 
the whale population, including through 
the commencement of legal action. 

Senator Nettle to move on the next day of 
sitting: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) notes the comments of the Commissioner-
General of the United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in 
the Near East on 29 January 2008 that the 
blockade of Gaza has incarcerated 1.5 mil-
lion Palestinians, reduced to barely subsis-
tence levels their supplies of food, medi-

cine, fuel and other necessities and has 
generated fear, fury and distress amongst 
the Palestinians, through air strikes, incur-
sions, assassinations and other military ac-
tion that regularly takes civilian lives; and 

 (b) calls on the Australian Government to 
make representations to the Israeli Gov-
ernment to immediately lift the blockade 
of Gaza. 

Postponement 
The following items of business were 

postponed: 
General business notice of motion no. 5 
standing in the name of the Leader of the 
Family First Party (Senator Fielding) for 
today, proposing the introduction of the 
Australian Securities and Investments 
Commission (Fair Bank and Credit Card 
Fees) Amendment Bill 2008, postponed till 
14 February 2008. 

General business notice of motion no. 7 
standing in the name of Senator Stott De-
spoja for today, relating to Myanmar, post-
poned till 14 February 2008. 

General business notice of motion no. 10 
standing in the name of the Leader of the 
Family First Party (Senator Fielding) for 
today, proposing the introduction of the 
Poker Machine Harm Reduction Tax (Ad-
ministration) Bill 2008, postponed till 
14 February 2008. 

BUSINESS 
Rearrangement 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Manager of Government Business in the 
Senate) (3.39 pm)—I move: 

That, on Thursday, 14 February 2008: 

 (a) the hours of meeting shall be 9.30 am to 
adjournment; 

 (b) consideration of general business shall not 
be proceeded with; 

 (c) the routine of business from not later than 
4.30 pm shall be further consideration of 
the motion to take note of the National 
Apology to the Stolen Generations; and 
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 (d) if that debate has not concluded by 6 pm, 
then: 

 (i) consideration of committee reports, 
government responses and Auditor-
General’s reports under standing order 
62(1) and (2) not be proceeded with, 
and 

 (ii) at the conclusion of the debate, the 
question for the adjournment of the 
Senate shall be proposed. 

Question agreed to. 

CROSS-BORDER INSOLVENCY 
BILL 2008 

FINANCIAL SECTOR LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT (REVIEW OF 

PRUDENTIAL DECISIONS) BILL 2008 
First Reading 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Minister for Human Services) (3.40 pm)—I 
move: 

That the following bills be introduced:  

A Bill for an Act to give effect to the Model 
Law on Cross-Border Insolvency of the United 
Nations Commission on International Trade Law, 
and for related purposes. 

A Bill for an Act to amend the law relating to 
the financial sector, and for related purposes. 

Question agreed to. 

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—
Minister for Human Services) (3.40 pm)—I 
present the bills and move: 

That these bills may proceed without formali-
ties, be taken together and be now read a first 
time. 

Question agreed to. 

Bills read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—

Minister for Human Services) (3.40 pm)—I 
table the explanatory memoranda relating to 
the bills and move: 

That these bills be now read a second time. 

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

Leave granted. 

The speeches read as follows— 
CROSS-BORDER INSOLVENCY BILL 2008 

Insolvency laws underpin property rights and 
reduce uncertainty for participants in the econ-
omy. They do this by specifying, in advance, the 
arrangements that apply when an individual or a 
company cannot pay their debts. Australia has a 
well functioning system of laws that deal with 
domestic insolvencies. The Cross-Border Insol-
vency Bill 2008 will augment that system. It will 
apply to insolvencies that have an international 
dimension. 

Over the years international borders have become 
less significant for economic activity. With the 
advent of technologies such as the world-wide-
web and the lowering of tariff barriers around the 
world, trade and capital flows more readily be-
tween countries. By contrast, legal systems con-
tinue to be organised on a nation-by-nation basis.  

The bill will build a bridge between Australia’s 
legal system and those of other jurisdictions. It 
will do so by providing for an internationally 
harmonised and streamlined approach to 
cross-border insolvencies. 

The bill will adopt the Model Law on Cross-
Border Insolvency developed by the United Na-
tions Commission on International Trade Law. 
Australia had a significant involvement in the 
development of the Model Law, with work com-
mencing in the early 1990’s under the then Labor 
Attorney-General Michael Lavarch. The previous 
Government published a proposals paper dealing 
with adoption of the Model Law in 2002. Today I 
will complete the work that Labor started.  

The bill includes four key reforms. 

First, the model law permits courts and insol-
vency practitioners from different countries to co-
operate more effectively. 

Second, it makes provision for the coordination of 
insolvency proceedings that are taking place con-
currently in more than one country. 



Wednesday, 13 February 2008 SENATE 243 

CHAMBER 

Third, it sets out the conditions under which per-
sons administering a foreign insolvency proceed-
ing have access to Australian courts. 

Fourth, it ensures that foreign creditors are not 
discriminated against merely due to the fact that 
they are foreign. 

The Cross-Border Insolvency Bill will also form 
a starting point for additional initiatives to 
streamline insolvency processes involving both 
Australia and New Zealand. New Zealand has 
already enacted the Model Law, but has been 
waiting for Australia to enact the law before pro-
viding for commencement. That can now occur. 
Adoption of the Model Law in both Australia and 
New Zealand will further the agenda of establish-
ing closer economic relations between the two 
countries. 

FINANCIAL SECTOR LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT (REVIEW OF PRUDENTIAL 
DECISIONS) BILL 2008 

The Financial Sector Legislation Amendment 
(Review of Prudential Decisions) Bill 2008 intro-
duces measures to improve the accountability, 
transparency and consistency of decisions made 
by the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority 
(APRA). The measures respond to recommenda-
tions of the HIH Royal Commission, the Task-
force on Reducing Regulatory Burdens on Busi-
ness and the IMF’s 2006 Financial Sector As-
sessment of Australia. 

This Government is committed to ensuring that 
the financial system in Australia has a prudential 
regulator that has the appropriate regulatory tools 
to manage the entities under its supervision whilst 
balancing the need for entities to seek a review of 
the regulator’s decisions where appropriate. 

By ensuring that this package of measures is 
passed by Parliament, the Government acknowl-
edges the importance of a strong, robust and in-
dependent APRA operating within a prudential 
framework that allows it to take proper and timely 
action to ensure the stability of the financial sys-
tem. This Bill contains measures which will fur-
ther align aspects of prudential legislation with 
the Corporations Act 2001 so that the regulatory 
burden on entities is reduced and a more consis-
tent approach adopted. 

Court power of disqualification 
The amendments in Schedule 1 of the Bill repeal 
the existing process by which APRA disqualifies 
individuals from roles of responsibility within an 
entity under the Banking Act 1959, Insurance Act 
1973, Life Insurance Act 1995, Retirement Sav-
ings Account Act 1997 and Superannuation In-
dustry (Supervision) Act 1993 and puts in place a 
court-based disqualification process which is 
broadly consistent with the court disqualification 
regime under the Corporations Act 2001. 

Currently, under the prudential Acts, the power to 
disqualify an individual from being or acting as a 
responsible person, such as a director, senior 
manager, auditor or actuary, for an 
APRA-regulated entity on ‘fit and proper’ 
grounds rests with APRA. While APRA has the 
power to disqualify an individual under most 
prudential Acts, this power is not consistent 
across the prudentially regulated industries and 
across responsible positions. 

This measure will ensure that the Federal Court 
will be able to disqualify an individual from being 
or acting as a responsible person for an APRA-
regulated entity on ‘fit and proper’ grounds on 
application by APRA. The disqualification regime 
will apply to all responsible persons across 
APRA-regulated industries. The new disqualifica-
tion regime will not apply to responsible persons 
relating to self managed superannuation funds 
(SMSFs), regulated by the Australian Taxation 
Office (ATO), due to the different regulatory en-
vironment for SMSFs.  

This measure will introduce a more consistent 
and flexible court-based disqualification regime 
into the prudential Acts by enabling the Court to 
disqualify an individual from a position or posi-
tions in a specific entity, a class of entities or all 
entities for a period that the Court considers ap-
propriate across APRA-regulated industries. This 
measure responds to recommendation 5.4 of Re-
thinking Regulation and will enhance the flexibil-
ity in the application of the enforcement tools to 
accommodate differing circumstances. 

Directions powers 
The amendments in Schedule 2 of the Bill will 
replace APRA’s specific powers for issuing direc-
tions concerning entity-level activities under the 
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Banking Act, Insurance Act and Life Insurance 
Act with harmonised general directions powers. 

While APRA currently has a wide range of direc-
tion powers under the Banking Act, Insurance Act 
and Life Insurance Act, these powers are spread 
throughout each Act and, in some cases, are 
fragmented and inconsistent, making the direc-
tions powers under these Acts unnecessarily com-
plex and creating uncertainty as to their scope and 
application. 

Effective directions powers ensure that rapid and 
decisive action can be taken to deal with emerg-
ing prudential concerns, protect beneficiaries, 
promote confidence in the effectiveness of pru-
dential supervision and increase the safety of 
financial sector entities. 

However, directions powers are strong interven-
tion tools, which could have a significant impact 
on affected entities or individuals. Accordingly, 
directions should be subject to appropriate re-
view. Currently, the majority of APRA’s direc-
tions powers are not subject to merits review.  

The measure will harmonise APRA’s directions 
powers under each of the Acts, reduce complexity 
and provide greater certainty in respect of 
APRA’s powers. The amendments will also make 
it clear which of APRA’s directions are subject to 
review while ensuring that APRA is able to take 
proper and timely action to address risks in the 
financial system. 

Removal of Ministerial Consent 
Schedule 3 to this Bill removes from the pruden-
tial Acts the requirement for the Treasurer’s prior 
agreement for administrative decisions made by 
APRA or the ATO that do not involve broader 
policy considerations. These include decisions in 
relation to licensing and authorisation, exemption, 
compliance with minimum standards and certain 
directions. Certain ministerial powers are to be 
retained, including those that relate to national 
interest matters and where broader policy consid-
erations are involved. 

These measures respond to recommendation 22 of 
the HIH Royal Commission report. 

The removal of the Treasurer’s agreement from 
operational decisions will enhance the regulators’ 
operational independence and improve the timeli-
ness and effectiveness of the supervisory process. 

It ensures accountabilities are clearly allocated to 
the responsible decision maker, allowing the 
regulators to perform their duties and functions 
without giving rise to the perception that they are 
subject to external interference.  

Merits Review 

Schedule 4 to this Bill amends the prudential Acts 
to expand the availability of merits review by the 
Administrative Appeals Tribunal for appropriate 
administrative decisions made by APRA or the 
ATO, consistent with the guidelines regarding 
merits review developed by the Administrative 
Review Council (ARC). 

These measures respond to recommendation 5.7 
of Rethinking Regulation and recommendation 23 
of the HIH Royal Commission report with regard 
to ensuring that APRA administrative decisions 
are subject to merits review. The measures also 
ensure that merits review does not unintentionally 
constrain the Regulator from taking prompt and 
decisive action to deal with prudential concerns. 
This is consistent with a recommendation by the 
IMF in its 2006 Financial System Stability As-
sessment of Australia.  

Merits review by the Administrative Appeals Tri-
bunal (AAT) is currently available for most deci-
sions made by APRA or the ATO under the pru-
dential Acts which affect individuals. However, 
there is inconsistent application of merits review 
for decisions which may impact substantially on 
entities. Such inconsistency may reduce the regu-
lators’ accountability for administrative decisions. 

These measures will ensure that merits review is 
available for all decisions which affect natural 
persons and for administrative decisions which 
affect a particular person. The effect of these 
measures is to improve the consistency, transpar-
ency and accountability of APRA and the ATO in 
respect of their decision-making.  

Conclusion 
The Government is bringing these measures for-
ward because they improve APRA’s decision 
making processes and remove unnecessary com-
plexity in the prudential Acts. 

The measures respond to recommendations of the 
HIH Royal Commission, the Taskforce on Reduc-
ing Regulatory Burdens on Business and the 
IMF’s 2006 Financial Sector Assessment Pro-
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gram. They are strongly supported by industry 
stakeholders, APRA and the ARC. 

The effect of the amendments would be to ensure 
that APRA is able to take proper and timely ac-
tion to address risks in the financial system, while 
ensuring that individuals and entities are able to 
have those decisions reviewed. 

Full details of the amendments are contained in 
the explanatory memorandum.  

Ordered that further consideration of these 
bills be adjourned to the next day of sitting 
which is more than 14 days after today, in 
accordance with standing order 111(6). 

Ordered that the bills be listed on the No-
tice Paper as separate orders of the day. 

TROOPER DAVID PEARCE 
Senator MINCHIN (South Australia—

Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (3.41 
pm)—I move: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) records its deep regret and sadness at the 
death of Trooper David Pearce, who died 
as part of a roadside bomb attack in Af-
ghanistan on 8 October 2007; 

 (b) commends his loyal and dedicated service 
to Australia since enlisting in the Army 
Reserve in 2002, including his deploy-
ment to the Solomon Islands in 2005-06; 
and 

 (c) expresses its sincere condolences to 
Trooper Pearce’s wife and two children, 
and all loved ones for their tragic loss. 

Question agreed to. 

SERGEANT MATTHEW LOCKE 
Senator MINCHIN (South Australia—

Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (3.42 
pm)—I move: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) records its sadness and regret at the death 
of Sergeant Matthew Locke, who died 
while on operations in Afghanistan on 25 
October 2007; 

 (b) notes and commends his dedicated com-
mitment to the Australian Defence Force, 

particularly his courageous service in East 
Timor, Iraq and Afghanistan, including 10 
years with the Special Air Service Regi-
ment; and 

 (c) expresses its sincere condolences to Ser-
geant Locke’s wife, son, family and 
friends for their tragic loss. 

Question agreed to. 

PRIVATE LUKE WORSLEY 
Senator MINCHIN (South Australia—

Leader of the Opposition in the Senate) (3.42 
pm)—I move: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) records its deep regret at the tragic death 
of Private Luke Worsley, who was killed 
while serving with the Special Operations 
Task Group in Afghanistan on 23 Novem-
ber 2007; 

 (b) notes and commends his loyal and dedi-
cated service to the Australian Defence 
Force since 2001; and 

 (c) expresses its sincere condolences to Pri-
vate Worsley’s family and loved ones for 
their sad and tragic loss. 

Question agreed to. 

RESTORATION OF BILLS TO 
NOTICE PAPER 

Senator FIELDING (Victoria—Leader 
of the Family First Party) (3.42 pm)—I 
move: 
 (1) That so much of standing orders be sus-

pended as would prevent this resolution 
having effect. 

 (2) That the following bills be restored to the 
Notice Paper and that consideration of 
each bill resume at the stage reached in 
the 41st Parliament: 

Alcohol Toll Reduction Bill 2007 

Qantas Sale (Keep Jetstar Austra-
lian) Amendment Bill 2007 

Trade Practices (Creeping Acquisi-
tions) Amendment Bill 2007. 

Question agreed to. 
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DEFENCE AMENDMENT 
(PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL OF 
OVERSEAS SERVICE) BILL 2008 

First Reading 
Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (3.43 

pm)—I move: 
That the following bill be introduced: A Bill 

for an Act to amend the Defence Act 1903 to pro-
vide for parliamentary approval of overseas ser-
vice by members of the Defence Force. 

Question agreed to. 

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (3.44 
pm)—I present the bill and move: 

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

Question agreed to. 

Bill read a first time. 

Second Reading 
Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (3.44 

pm)—I move: 
That this bill be now read a second time. 

I table the explanatory memorandum and 
seek leave to have the second reading speech 
incorporated in Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

The speech read as follows— 
The Defence Amendment (Parliamentary Ap-
proval of Overseas Service) Bill seeks to amend 
section 50C of the Defence Act 1903. The pur-
pose of this Bill is to ensure that Australia’s De-
fence Force personnel are not sent overseas to 
engage in war-like actions without the approval of 
both Houses of Parliament. 

The Explanatory Memorandum accompanying 
this Bill clearly outlines improvements to the 
Defence Act 1903 that I am seeking to make in 
order to make the decision to deploy our Defence 
Force personnel more transparent and open to 
scrutiny. 

This Bill does not seek to interfere with normal, 
non-warlike overseas service nor with the expedi-
tious deployment of our Defence Force personnel 
in cases warranting emergency action. 

In 1981, the Australian Democrats first proposed 
the need for parliamentary consent to commit our 
troops to overseas conflict and sought change 
through proposing amendments to the Defence 
Act 1903. Since 1985 regular attempts to achieve 
the same result have been made through Private 
Senators’ Bills - the earliest ones initiated by 
Senator Colin Mason and party founder Senator 
Don Chipp. 

While these Bills have changed in substance over 
the decades, the core aim remains the same; that 
Parliament and, through this, the people should 
and must give consent for our troops to be com-
mitted to overseas conflicts.  

Australia’s rapid deployment of troops to Iraq in 
2003 brought into stark relief the lack of account-
ability and process in committing the Australian 
Defence Force (ADF) to war-like service. 

I will always remember the shock felt by the Aus-
tralian public at the rapid deployment of our 
troops, the lack of due process and the lack of 
honesty in the information and justification pro-
vided to the public. The Howard Government was 
the first government in our history to go to war 
without the support of both houses of parliament.  

Many people were stunned at discovering that the 
Prime Minister can commit the ADF to conflict 
zones without the support of the United Nations, 
the Australian Parliament or the people. Under the 
Defence Act 1903 the Prime Minister can exer-
cise this power under the guise of a Cabinet deci-
sion as part of the Government’s prerogative 
powers. 

Prerogative powers include such things as the 
ability to declare war, negotiate treaties or make 
peace. The Defence Act 1903 now regulates the 
exercise of many prerogative powers relating to 
defence, including the ability to go to war, effec-
tively removing the role of command in chief 
from the constitutional head of state, the Gover-
nor-General.  

In the past, the Opposition and the Government 
have provided ample but feeble excuses as to why 
Australia cannot accept a Bill enshrining parlia-
mentary approval for overseas service in law. 
Excuses have ranged from it being ‘impractical’, 
restrictive, or a threat to security. None of these 
criticisms could be further from the truth. 
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The Parliamentary Library kindly provided me 
with a briefing note on countries and their ap-
proaches to approving overseas military opera-
tions. In conjunction with the 2006 Geneva Cen-
tre for the Democratic Control of Armed Force 
Occasional Paper, Parliamentary Control of Mili-
tary Missions: Accounting for Pluralism by Wolf-
gang Wagner, wider parliamentary approval for 
military missions from peace-keeping to war is 
far from uncommon and certainly not impractical. 

Countries with ‘high’ levels of parliamentary 
control include Denmark, Finland, Germany, Ire-
land, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tur-
key and South Korea. In these countries troop 
deployment is set down in constitutional or legis-
lative provisions.  

Countries falling under the ‘medium’ level of 
parliamentary control, having the need to have 
some form of parliamentary approval or consulta-
tion, except in certain circumstances include, 
Austria, the Czech Republic, Italy, Japan, Lux-
embourg, the Netherlands and Norway. 

Australia falls into countries with a ‘low’ level of 
parliamentary control. We are stable mates with 
the US, the UK, Canada, New Zealand, Belgium 
and Poland to name a few. ‘Low’ level countries 
require no parliamentary involvement in the deci-
sion making process. While it has been a conven-
tion in Australia to consult parliament on troop 
deployment, we saw in this convention being 
flouted in the most cynical way possible in 2003.  

I do not seek to make the process for parliamen-
tary consultation obstructionist, cumbersome, 
unwieldy or potentially threatening to the security 
of our troops or our nation. The Defence Amend-
ment (Parliamentary Approval for Overseas Ser-
vice) Bill) 2008 does, however, aim to improve 
accountability and transparency and shift Austra-
lia from a nation of ‘low’ level of parliamentary 
control.  

It is also instructive for those Senators who have 
previously dismissed the concept of parliamen-
tary oversight and debate on deployment issues 
out of hand, that in 2007 Britain’s then newly 
appointed Prime Minister, Mr Gordon Brown, 
saw fit to open up debate on the question of the 
Government’s unchecked powers to go to war. 

As part of a review of The Governance of Britain, 
the Brown Labour government opened up the war 
powers prerogative for public discussion via the 
War Powers and Treaties: Limiting Executive 
powers consultation paper. Public consultation 
closed in mid-January, and a response to the 
process is pending.  

British Labour has not shut its mind to reviewing 
or limiting government powers in relation to the 
Executive war powers prerogative. It has outlined 
a range of possible options for doing so; from 
detailed resolutions of the House of Commons to 
legislation. I look forward to the British Labour 
Government’s response to the paper and subse-
quent action democratising the war powers pre-
rogative in the United Kingdom. I sincerely hope 
that this will be a catalyst for Australia to follow 
suit.  

This revised war powers Bill offers an opportu-
nity to do this. It will ensure that future decisions 
made by Australian governments committing out 
troops to war-like action will be able to be con-
sidered as thoroughly as possible by the people’s 
representatives, and the information surrounding 
any such deployment will be open to scrutiny. 
This does not mean that information that may 
threaten an operation or the security of troops on 
the ground will be presented for discussion, but 
the reasons why we are entering an action and the 
legal authority on which this is based will be de-
bated.  

Federal Labor is very keen on having greater in-
volvement on bodies with which Australia is 
working, such as NATO which co-ordinates and 
directs activities in Afghanistan. It is a logical 
step, therefore, to entrust the Parliament with 
some degree of input into the decision making 
process when sending our troops into war-like 
action. Parliament will finally have the definitive 
right, if this Bill becomes law, to find out if we 
are sending our troops into conflict zones in 
which Australia has no control or say in what our 
troops are doing. Having trust in one’s allies is 
essential but that trust must not be blind. 

The decision to deploy the ADF overseas to en-
gage in war-like action definitely is not one that is 
taken lightly, nor should it be. Such decisions 
impact on our society for years and in some cases 
generations after the event - war and its after ef-
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fects do not occur in a vacuum. As such, this is a 
decision that should not be taken without, when-
ever practicable, consultation with the people’s 
representatives.  

I conclude as I did when commending the De-
mocrats’ 2003 Defence Amendment (Parliamen-
tary Approval for Australian Involvement in 
Overseas Conflicts) Bill to the Senate by re-
stating the following: 

There should be no doubt of the high human and 
economic costs of war. It is arguably the most 
serious decision that is made on behalf of a na-
tion. That decision should be made only with the 
support of the Parliament. 

I commend the Bill to the Senate. 

I seek leave to continue my remarks later. 

Leave granted; debate adjourned. 

UNITED NATIONS MINE ACTION 
COORDINATION CENTRE, 

SOUTHERN LEBANON 
Senator ALLISON (Victoria—Leader of 

the Australian Democrats) (3.44 pm)—I 
move: 

That the Senate— 

 (a) notes that: 

 (i) Israel has not yet provided the United 
Nations Mine Action Coordination 
Centre, Southern Lebanon (MACC SL) 
with maps indicating the locations in 
Lebanon where cluster munitions were 
dropped or fired during 2006, 

 (ii) according to MACC SL, Israel’s failure 
to provide these maps has severely 
hampered and continues to hamper ef-
forts aimed at rendering the land safe 
for agricultural and other use by re-
moving unexploded sub-munitions, 

 (iii) removal of the estimated one million 
unexploded cluster munitions was ex-
pected to be completed by the end of 
2007 but, to date, only 14 per cent have 
been cleared, and 

 (iv) the media in Lebanon continue to re-
port injuries and deaths brought about 
as a result of unexploded sub-

munitions that remain from the 2006 
war; and 

 (b) calls on the Australian Government: 

 (i) to urge the Israeli Government to im-
mediately provide MACC SL with 
maps to assist it in its efforts to remove 
all unexploded sub-munitions, and 

 (ii) to increase Australia’s funding of sub-
munition clearance activities being un-
dertaken by MACC SL. 

Question negatived. 

BUDGET 
Consideration by Estimates Committees 

Additional Information 

Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (3.45 
pm)—I present additional information re-
ceived by the Finance and Public Admini-
stration Committee relating to additional and 
budget estimates. 

Proposed Expenditure 
Consideration by Estimates Committees 

Senator FAULKNER (New South 
Wales—Special Minister of State and Cabi-
net Secretary) (3.46 pm)—I table particulars 
of proposed expenditure, as circulated in the 
chamber, Issues from the advance to the Fi-
nance Minister as a final charge for the year 
ended 30 June 2007, and the final budget 
outcome 2006-07. 

The list read as follows— 
Particulars of proposed additional expendi-
ture in respect of the year ending on 30 
June 2008 [Appropriation Bill (No. 3) 
2007-2008]. 

Particulars of certain proposed additional 
expenditure in respect of the year ending 
on 30 June 2008 [Appropriation Bill 
(No. 4) 2007-2008]. 

Issues from the Advance to the Finance 
Minister as a final charge for the year 
ended 30 June 2007. 
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Final budget outcome 2006-07—Report by 
the Treasurer (Mr Costello) and the Minis-
ter for Finance and Administration (Sena-
tor Minchin), September 2007. 

I seek leave to move a motion to refer the 
documents to legislative and general purpose 
standing committees. 

Leave granted. 

Senator FAULKNER—I move: 
That–– 

(a) the documents be referred to committees 
for examination and report; and 

(b) consideration of the Issues from the Ad-
vance to the Finance Minister as a final 
charge for the year ended 30 June 2007 
in committee of the whole be made an 
order of the day for the day on which 
committees report on their examination 
of the additional estimates. 

Question agreed to. 

Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements 
Senator FAULKNER (New South 

Wales—Special Minister of State and Cabi-
net Secretary) (3.47 pm)—I table portfolio 
additional estimates statements and a portfo-
lio supplementary additional estimates 
statement for 2007-08 for the portfolios and 
executive departments, in accordance with 
the list circulated in the chamber.  

The list read as follows: 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry port-
folio. 

Attorney-General’s portfolio. 

Broadband, Communications and the 
Digital Economy portfolio. 

Climate Change. 

Defence portfolio. 

Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations portfolio. 

Environment, Water, Heritage and the 
Arts portfolio. 

Families, Housing, Community Ser-
vices and Indigenous Affairs portfolio. 

Finance and Deregulation portfolio. 

Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio. 

Health and Ageing portfolio. 

Human Services portfolio. 

Immigration and Citizenship portfolio. 

Infrastructure, Transport, Regional De-
velopment and Local Government port-
folio. 

Innovation, Industry, Science and Re-
search portfolio. 

Prime Minister and Cabinet portfolio. 

Resources, Energy and Tourism portfo-
lio. 

Treasury portfolio. 

Veterans’ Affairs. 

Estimates of proposed supplementary addi-
tional expenditure for 2007-08—Portfolio 
supplementary additional estimates state-
ments—Portfolio and executive depart-
ments—Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 
portfolio. 

DOCUMENTS 

Commonwealth Ombudsman: Monitoring 
of Controlled Operations Report 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (3.48 
pm)—I present the report of the Common-
wealth Ombudsman for 2006-07 on activities 
in monitoring controlled operations con-
ducted by the Australian Crime Commission, 
the Australian Federal Police and the Austra-
lian Commission for Law Enforcement In-
tegrity. 

COMMITTEES 
Joint Committees 

Establishment 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Messages 
have been received from the House of Rep-
resentatives transmitting for concurrence 
resolutions relating to the formation of joint 
committees. 
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The House of Representatives messages 
read as follows— 

Message no. 1, dated 13 February 2008—
Parliamentary Joint Committee on the Aus-
tralian Crime Commission. 

Message no. 2, dated 13 February 2008—
Parliamentary Joint Committee on the Aus-
tralian Commission for Law Enforcement 
Integrity. 

Message no. 3, dated 13 February 2008—
Parliamentary Joint Committee on Corpo-
rations and Financial Services. 

Message no. 4, dated 13 February 2008—
Joint Standing Committee on Electoral 
Matters. 

Message no. 5, dated 13 February 2008—
Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, Defence and Trade. 

Message no. 6, dated 13 February 2008—
Joint Standing Committee on Migration. 

Message no. 7, dated 13 February 2008—
Joint Standing Committee on the Parlia-
mentary Library. 

Message no. 8, dated 13 February 2008—
Joint Standing Committee on the National 
Capital and External Territories. 

Message no. 9, dated 13 February 2008—
Joint Standing Committee on Treaties. 

and transmitting for the concurrence of the 
Senate the following resolutions: 

Parliamentary Joint Committee on the 
Australian Crime Commission 

 (1) That, in accordance with section 54 of the 
Australian Crime Commission Act 2002, 
matters relating to the powers and pro-
ceedings of the Parliamentary Joint Com-
mittee on the Australian Crime Commis-
sion shall be as follows: 

 (a) That the committee consist of 10 mem-
bers, 3 Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to be nominated by the 
Government Whip or Whips, 
2 Members of the House of Represen-
tatives to be nominated by the Opposi-
tion Whip or Whips or by any inde-
pendent Member, 2 Senators to be 

nominated by the Leader of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate, 2 Senators to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Senate and 1 Senator to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (b) That every nomination of a member of 
the committee be notified in writing to 
the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives. 

 (c) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (d) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy 
chair who shall act as chair of the 
committee at any time when the chair 
is not present at a meeting of the com-
mittee, and at any time when the chair 
and deputy chair are not present at a 
meeting of the committee the members 
present shall elect another member to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (e) That, in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair 
when acting as chair, have a casting 
vote. 

 (f) That 3 members of the committee con-
stitute a quorum of the committee, pro-
vided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (g) That the committee have power to ap-
point subcommittees consisting of 3 or 
more of its members and to refer to any 
subcommittee any matter which the 
committee is empowered to examine. 

 (h) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a 
casting vote only and at any time when 
the chair of a subcommittee is not pre-
sent at a meeting of the subcommittee 
the members of the subcommittee pre-
sent shall elect another member of that 
subcommittee to act as chair at that 
meeting. 
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 (i) That 2 members of a subcommittee 
include a quorum of that subcommittee, 
provided that in a deliberative meeting 
the quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (j) That members of the committee who 
are not members of a subcommittee 
may participate in the proceedings of 
that subcommittee but shall not vote, 
move any motion or be counted for the 
purpose of a quorum. 

 (k) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee have power to call for witnesses to 
attend and for documents to be pro-
duced. 

 (l) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee may conduct proceedings in any 
place it sees fit. 

 (m) That a subcommittee have power to 
adjourn from time to time and to sit 
during any adjournment of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 

 (n) That the committee may report from 
time to time. 

 (o) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee have power to consider and make 
use of the evidence and records of the 
Joint Committees on the National 
Crime Authority and the Australian 
Crime Commission appointed during 
previous Parliaments. 

 (p) That, in carrying out its duties, the 
committee or any subcommittee, en-
sure that the operational methods and 
results of investigations of law en-
forcement agencies, as far as possible, 
be protected from disclosure where that 
would be against the public interest. 

 (q) That the provisions of this resolution, 
so far as they are inconsistent with the 
standing orders, have effect notwith-
standing anything contained in the 
standing orders. 

 (2) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-

ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Parliamentary Joint Committee on the 
Australian Commission for Law Enforce-
ment Integrity 

 (1) That, in accordance with sections 213 and 
214 of the Law Enforcement Integrity 
Commissioner Act 2006, matters relating 
to the powers and proceedings of the Par-
liamentary Joint Committee on the Austra-
lian Commission for Law Enforcement In-
tegrity shall be as follows: 

 (a) That the committee consist of 10 mem-
bers, 3 Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to be nominated by the 
Government Whip or Whips, 
2 Members of the House of Represen-
tatives to be nominated by the Opposi-
tion Whip or Whips or by any inde-
pendent Member, 2 Senators to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate, 2 Senators to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Senate and 1 Senator to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (b) That every nomination of a member of 
the committee be notified in writing to 
the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives. 

 (c) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (d) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy 
chair who shall act as chair of the 
committee at any time when the chair 
is not present at a meeting of the com-
mittee, and at any time when the chair 
and deputy chair are not present at a 
meeting of the committee the members 
present shall elect another member to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (e) That, in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair 
when acting as chair, have a casting 
vote. 
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 (f) That 3 members of the committee con-
stitute a quorum of the committee, pro-
vided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (g) That the committee have power to ap-
point subcommittees consisting of 3 or 
more of its members and to refer to any 
subcommittee any matter which the 
committee is empowered to examine. 

 (h) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a 
casting vote only and at any time when 
the chair of a subcommittee is not pre-
sent at a meeting of the subcommittee 
the members of the subcommittee pre-
sent shall elect another member of that 
subcommittee to act as chair at that 
meeting. 

 (i) That 2 members of a subcommittee 
constitute a quorum of that subcommit-
tee, provided that in a deliberative 
meeting the quorum shall include 1 
Government member of either House 
and 1 non-Government member of ei-
ther House. 

 (j) That members of the committee who 
are not members of a subcommittee 
may participate in the proceedings of 
that subcommittee but shall not vote, 
move any motion or be counted for the 
purpose of a quorum. 

 (k) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee have power to call for witnesses to 
attend and for documents to be pro-
duced. 

 (l) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee may conduct proceedings at any 
place it sees fit. 

 (m) That a subcommittee have power to 
adjourn from time to time and to sit 
during any adjournment of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 

 (n) That the committee may report from 
time to time. 

 (o) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee have power to consider and make 
use of the evidence and records of the 
Joint Committees on the Australian 
Law Enforcement Integrity Commis-
sion appointed during previous Parlia-
ments. 

 (p) That, in carrying out its duties, the 
committee or any subcommittee ensure 
that the operational methods and results 
of investigations of law enforcement 
agencies, as far as possible, be pro-
tected from disclosure where that 
would be against the public interest. 

 (q) That the provisions of this resolution, 
so far as they are inconsistent with the 
standing orders, have effect notwith-
standing anything contained in the 
standing orders. 

 (2) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Parliamentary Joint Committee on Corpo-
rations and Financial Services 

 (1) That, in accordance with section 242 of 
the Australian Securities and Investments 
Commission Act 2001, matters relating to 
the powers and proceedings of the Parlia-
mentary Joint Committee on Corporations 
and Financial Services shall be as follows: 

 (a) That the committee consist of 10 mem-
bers, 3 Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to be nominated by the 
Government Whip or Whips, 
2 Members of the House of Represen-
tatives to be nominated by the Opposi-
tion Whip or Whips or by any inde-
pendent Member, 2 Senators to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate, 2 Senators to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Senate and 1 Senator to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (b) That every nomination of a member of 
the committee be notified in writing to 
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the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives. 

 (c) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (d) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy 
chair who shall act as chair of the 
committee at any time when the chair 
is not present at a meeting of the com-
mittee, and at any time when the chair 
and deputy chair are not present at a 
meeting of the committee the members 
present shall elect another member to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (e) That, in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair 
when acting as chair, have a casting 
vote. 

 (f) That 3 members of the committee con-
stitute a quorum of the committee, pro-
vided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (g) That the committee have power to ap-
point subcommittees consisting of 3 or 
more of its members and to refer to any 
subcommittee any matter which the 
committee is empowered to examine. 

 (h) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a 
casting vote only, and at any time when 
the chair of a subcommittee is not pre-
sent at a meeting of the subcommittee 
the members of the subcommittee pre-
sent shall elect another member of that 
subcommittee to act as chair at that 
meeting. 

 (i) That 2 members of a subcommittee 
constitute a quorum of that subcommit-
tee, provided that in a deliberative 
meeting the quorum shall include 1 
Government member of either House 
and 1 non-Government member of ei-
ther House. 

 (j) That members of the committee who 
are not members of a subcommittee 

may participate in the proceedings of 
that subcommittee but shall not vote, 
move any motion or be counted for the 
purpose of a quorum. 

 (k) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee have power to call for witnesses to 
attend and for documents to be pro-
duced. 

 (l) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee may conduct proceedings at any 
place it sees fit. 

 (m) That a subcommittee have power to 
adjourn from time to time and to sit 
during any adjournment of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 

 (n) That the committee may report from 
time to time. 

 (o) That the committee or any subcommit-
tee have power to consider and make 
use of the evidence and records of the 
Joint Committees on Corporations and 
Financial Services and Corporations 
and Securities appointed during previ-
ous Parliaments. 

 (p) That the provisions of this resolution, 
so far as they are inconsistent with the 
standing orders, have effect notwith-
standing anything contained in the 
standing orders. 

 (2) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Joint Standing Committee on Electoral 
Matters 

 (1) That a Joint Standing Committee on Elec-
toral Matters be appointed to inquire into 
and report on such matters relating to elec-
toral laws and practices and their admini-
stration as may be referred to it by either 
House of the Parliament or a Minister. 

 (2) Annual reports of government depart-
ments and authorities tabled in the House 
shall stand referred to the committee for 
any inquiry the committee may wish to 
make. Reports shall stand referred to the 
committee in accordance with a schedule 
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tabled by the Speaker to record the areas 
of responsibility of each committee, pro-
vided that: 

 (a) any question concerning responsibility 
for a report or a part of a report shall be 
determined by the Speaker; and 

 (b) the period during which an inquiry 
concerning an annual report may be 
commenced by a committee shall end 
on the day on which the next annual 
report of that Department or authority 
is presented to the House. 

 (3) That the committee consist of 10 mem-
bers, 3 Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives to be nominated by the Gov-
ernment Whip or Whips, 2 Members of 
the House of Representatives to be nomi-
nated by the Opposition Whip or Whips or 
by any independent Member, 2 Senators 
to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate, 2 Senators to 
be nominated by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Senate and 1 Senator to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (4) That every nomination of a member of the 
committee be notified in writing to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

 (5) That the members of the committee hold 
office as a joint standing committee until 
the House of Representatives is dissolved 
or expires by effluxion of time. 

 (6) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (7) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy chair 
who shall act as chair of the committee at 
any time when the chair is not present at a 
meeting of the committee, and at any time 
when the chair and deputy chair are not 
present at a meeting of the committee the 
members present shall elect another mem-
ber to act as chair at that meeting. 

 (8) That, in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair when 
acting as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (9) That 3 members of the committee consti-
tute a quorum of the committee, provided 
that in a deliberative meeting the quorum 
shall include 1 Government member of ei-
ther House and 1 non-Government mem-
ber of either House. 

 (10) That the committee have power to appoint 
subcommittees consisting of 3 or more of 
its members and to refer to any subcom-
mittee any matter which the committee is 
empowered to examine. 

 (11) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a cast-
ing vote only and at any time when the 
chair of a subcommittee is not present at a 
meeting of the subcommittee the members 
of the subcommittee present shall elect 
another member of that subcommittee to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (12) That 2 members of a subcommittee consti-
tute a quorum of that subcommittee, pro-
vided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (13) That members of the committee who are 
not members of a subcommittee may par-
ticipate in the proceedings of that sub-
committee but shall not vote, move any 
motion or be counted for the purpose of a 
quorum. 

 (14) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to call for witnesses to attend 
and for documents to be produced. 

 (15) That the committee or any subcommittee 
may conduct proceedings at any place it 
sees fit. 

 (16) That a subcommittee have power to ad-
journ from time to time and to sit during 
any adjournment of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

 (17) That the committee may report from time 
to time. 

 (18) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to consider and make use of: 

 (a) submissions lodged with the Clerk of 
the Senate in response to public adver-
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tisements placed in accordance with the 
resolution of the Senate of 
26 November 1981 relating to a pro-
posed Joint Select Committee on the 
Electoral System, and 

 (b) the evidence and records of the Joint 
Committees on Electoral Reform and 
Electoral Matters appointed during 
previous Parliaments. 

 (19) That the provisions of this resolution, so 
far as they are inconsistent with the stand-
ing orders, have effect notwithstanding 
anything contained in the standing orders. 

 (20) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Joint Standing Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, Defence and Trade 

 (1)(a) That a Joint Standing Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
Trade be appointed to inquire into and 
report on such matters relating to for-
eign affairs, defence and trade as may 
be referred to it by: 

 (i) either House of the Parliament; 

 (ii) the Minister for Foreign Affairs; 

 (iii) the Minister for Defence; or 

 (iv) the Minister for Trade. 

 (b) Annual reports of government depart-
ments and authorities tabled in the 
House shall stand referred to the com-
mittee for any inquiry the committee 
may wish to make. Reports shall stand 
referred to the committee in accordance 
with a schedule tabled by the Speaker 
to record the areas of responsibility of 
each committee, provided that: 

 (i) any question concerning responsibil-
ity for a report or a part of a report 
shall be determined by the Speaker; 
and 

 (ii) the period during which an inquiry 
concerning an annual report may be 
commenced by a committee shall 
end on the day on which the next 

annual report of that Department or 
authority is presented to the House. 

 (2) That the committee consist of 32 mem-
bers, 12 Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives to be nominated by the Gov-
ernment Whip or Whips, 8 Members of 
the House of Representatives to be nomi-
nated by the Opposition Whip or Whips or 
by any independent Member, 5 Senators 
to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate, 5 Senators to 
be nominated by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Senate and 2 Senators to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (3) That every nomination of a member of the 
committee be notified in writing to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

 (4) That the members of the committee hold 
office as a joint standing committee until 
the House of Representatives is dissolved 
or expires by effluxion of time. 

 (5) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (6) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy chair 
who shall act as chair of the committee at 
any time when the chair is not present at a 
meeting of the committee and at any time 
when the chair and deputy chair are not 
present at a meeting of the committee the 
members present shall elect another mem-
ber to act as chair at that meeting. 

 (7) That in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair when 
acting as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (8) That 6 members of the committee consti-
tute a quorum of the committee, provided 
that in a deliberative meeting the quorum 
shall include 1 Government member of ei-
ther House and 1 non-Government mem-
ber of either House. 

 (9) That the committee have power to appoint 
subcommittees consisting of 3 or more of 
its members and to refer to any subcom-
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mittee any matter which the committee is 
empowered to examine. 

 (10) That, in addition to the members ap-
pointed pursuant to paragraph (9), the 
chair and deputy chair of the committee be 
ex officio members of each subcommittee 
appointed. 

 (11) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a cast-
ing vote only, and at any time when the 
chair of a subcommittee is not present at a 
meeting of the subcommittee the members 
of the subcommittee present shall elect 
another member of that subcommittee to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (12) That 2 members of a subcommittee consti-
tute the quorum of that subcommittee, 
provided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (13) That members of the committee who are 
not members of a subcommittee may par-
ticipate in the proceedings of that sub-
committee but shall not vote, move any 
motion or be counted for the purpose of a 
quorum. 

 (14) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to call for witnesses to attend 
and for documents to be produced. 

 (15) That the committee or any subcommittee 
may conduct proceedings at any place it 
sees fit. 

 (16) That a subcommittee have power to ad-
journ from time to time and to sit during 
any adjournment of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

 (17) That the committee may report from time 
to time. 

 (18) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to consider and make use of 
the evidence and records of the Joint 
Committees on Foreign Affairs and De-
fence and Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
Trade appointed during previous Parlia-
ments. 

 (19) That the provisions of this resolution, so 
far as they are inconsistent with the stand-
ing orders, have effect notwithstanding 
anything contained in the standing orders. 

 (20) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Joint Standing Committee on Migration 
 (1)(a) That a Joint Standing Commit-

tee on Migration be appointed to in-
quire into and report on: 

 (i) regulations made or proposed to be 
made under the Migration Act 1958; 

 (ii) proposed changes to the Migration 
Act 1958 and any related acts; and 

 (iii) such other matters relating to migra-
tion as may be referred to it by the 
Minister responsible for the admini-
stration of the Migration Act 1958. 

 (b) Annual reports of government depart-
ments and authorities tabled in the 
House shall stand referred to the com-
mittee for any inquiry the committee 
may wish to make. Reports shall stand 
referred to the committee in accordance 
with a schedule tabled by the Speaker 
to record the areas of responsibility of 
each committee, provided that: 

 (i) any question concerning responsibil-
ity for a report or a part of a report 
shall be determined by the Speaker; 
and 

 (ii) the period during which an inquiry 
concerning an annual report may be 
commenced by a committee shall 
end on the day on which the next 
annual report of that Department or 
authority is presented to the House. 

 (2) That the committee consist of 10 mem-
bers, 3 Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives to be nominated by the Gov-
ernment Whip or Whips, 3 Members of 
the House of Representatives to be nomi-
nated by the Opposition Whip or Whips or 
by any independent Member, 2 Senators 
to be nominated by the Leader of the 
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Government in the Senate, 1 Senator to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion in the Senate and 1 Senator to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (3) That every nomination of a member of the 
committee be notified in writing to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

 (4) That the members of the committee hold 
office as a joint standing committee until 
the House of Representatives is dissolved 
or expires by effluxion of time. 

 (5) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (6) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy chair 
who shall act as chair of the committee at 
any time when the chair is not present at a 
meeting of the committee, and at any time 
when the chair and deputy chair are not 
present at a meeting of the committee the 
members present shall elect another mem-
ber to act as chair at that meeting. 

 (7) That, in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair when 
acting as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (8) That 3 members of the committee consti-
tute a quorum of the committee, provided 
that in a deliberative meeting the quorum 
shall include 1 Government member of ei-
ther House and 1 non-Government mem-
ber of either House. 

 (9) That the committee have power to appoint 
subcommittees consisting of 3 or more of 
its members and to refer to any subcom-
mittee any matter which the committee is 
empowered to examine. 

 (10) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a cast-
ing vote only and at any time when the 
chair of a subcommittee is not present at a 
meeting of the subcommittee the members 
of the subcommittee present shall elect 
another member of that subcommittee to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (11) That 2 members of a subcommittee consti-
tute the quorum of that subcommittee, 
provided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (12) That members of the committee who are 
not members of a subcommittee may par-
ticipate in the proceedings of that sub-
committee but shall not vote, move any 
motion or be counted for the purpose of a 
quorum. 

 (13) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to call for witnesses to attend 
and for documents to be produced. 

 (14) That the committee or any subcommittee 
may conduct proceedings at any place it 
sees fit. 

 (15) That a subcommittee have power to ad-
journ from time to time and to sit during 
any adjournment of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

 (16) That the committee may report from time 
to time. 

 (17) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to consider and make use of 
the evidence and records of the Joint 
Committees on Migration Regulations and 
the Joint Standing Committees on Migra-
tion appointed during previous Parlia-
ments. 

 (18) That the provisions of this resolution, so 
far as they are inconsistent with the stand-
ing orders, have effect notwithstanding 
anything contained in the standing orders. 

 (19) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Joint Standing Committee on the 
Parliamentary Library 

 (1) That a Joint Standing Committee on the 
Parliamentary Library be appointed to: 

 (a) consider and report to the President of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives on any mat-
ters relating to the Parliamentary Li-
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brary referred to it by the President or 
the Speaker; 

 (b) provide advice to the President and the 
Speaker on matters relating to the Par-
liamentary Library; 

 (c) provide advice to the President and the 
Speaker on an annual resource agree-
ment between the Parliamentary Li-
brarian and the Secretary of the De-
partment of Parliamentary Services; 
and 

 (d) receive advice and reports, including an 
annual report, directly from the Parlia-
mentary Librarian on matters relating 
to the Parliamentary Library. 

 (2) That the Committee consist of 13 mem-
bers, 4 Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives nominated by the Government 
whip or whips, 3 Members of the House 
of Representatives nominated by the Op-
position whip or whips or by any inde-
pendent Member, 3 Senators nominated 
by the Leader of the Government in the 
Senate, 2 Senators nominated by the 
Leader of the Opposition in the Senate and 
1 Senator nominated by minority groups 
or independent Senators. 

 (3) That every nomination of a member of the 
committee be notified in writing to the 
President and the Speaker. 

 (4) That the nomination by the minority 
groups and independent Senators shall be 
determined by agreement between them, 
and, in the absence of agreement duly no-
tified to the President, any question of the 
representation on the committee shall be 
determined by the Senate. 

 (5) That the members of the committee hold 
office as a joint standing committee until 
the House of Representatives is dissolved 
or expires by effluxion of time. 

 (6) That the committee shall elect 2 of its 
members to be joint chairs, 1 being a 
Senator or Member, on an alternating ba-
sis each Parliament, who is a member of 
the government parties and 1 being a 
Senator or Member, on an alternating ba-
sis each Parliament, who is a member of 

the non-government parties, provided that 
the joint chairs may not be members of the 
same House. The joint chair nominated by 
the government parties shall chair meet-
ings of the committee, and the joint chair 
nominated by the non-government parties 
shall take the chair whenever the other 
joint chair is not present. 

 (7) That each of the joint chairs shall have a 
deliberative vote only, regardless of who 
is chairing the meeting. 

 (8) That when votes on a question before the 
committee are equally divided, the ques-
tion shall be resolved in the negative. 

 (9) That three members of the committee 
shall constitute a quorum of the commit-
tee, but in a deliberative meeting a quo-
rum shall include 1 member of each 
House of the government parties and 1 
member of either House of the non-
government parties. 

 (10) That the committee may appoint subcom-
mittees, consisting of 3 or more of its 
members, and refer to any such subcom-
mittee any of the matters which the com-
mittee is empowered to consider. 

 (11) That the quorum of a subcommittee shall 
be 2 members. 

 (12) That the committee shall appoint the chair 
of each subcommittee, who shall have a 
deliberative vote only, and at any time 
when the chair of a subcommittee is not 
present at a meeting of the subcommittee 
the members of the subcommittee present 
shall elect another member of that sub-
committee to act as chair at that meeting. 

 (13) That members of the committee who are 
not members of a subcommittee may par-
ticipate in the public proceedings of that 
subcommittee, but shall not vote, move 
any motion or be counted for the purpose 
of a quorum. 

 (14) That the committee and any subcommittee 
shall have power to meet in private or 
public session and to report from time to 
time. 
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 (15) That the President and the Speaker may 
attend any meeting of the committee or a 
subcommittee as they see fit, but shall not 
be members of the committee or subcom-
mittee and may not vote, move any mo-
tion or be counted for the purpose of a 
quorum. 

 (16) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to consider and make use of 
the evidence and records of the Joint 
Committee on the Parliamentary Library 
appointed during previous Parliaments. 

 (17) That the provisions of this resolution, so 
far as they are inconsistent with the stand-
ing orders, have effect notwithstanding 
anything contained in the standing orders. 

 (18) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Joint Standing Committee on the National 
Capital and External Territories 

 (1) That a Joint Standing Committee on the 
National Capital and External Territories 
be appointed to inquire into and report on: 

 (a) matters coming within the terms of 
section 5 of the Parliament Act 1974 as 
may be referred to it by: 

 (i) either House of the Parliament; or 

 (ii) the Minister responsible for admin-
istering the Parliament Act 1974; or 

 (iii) the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives; 

 (b) such other matters relating to the par-
liamentary zone as may be referred to it 
by the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives; 

 (c) such amendments to the National Capi-
tal Plan as are referred to it by a Minis-
ter responsible for administering the 
Australian Capital Territory (Planning 
and Land Management) Act 1988; 

 (d) such other matters relating to the Na-
tional Capital as may be referred to it 
by: 

 (i) either House of the Parliament; or 

 (ii) the Minister responsible for admin-
istering the Australian Capital Terri-
tory (Self-Government) Act 1988; 
and 

 (e) such matters relating to Australia’s 
territories as may be referred to it by: 

 (i) either House of the Parliament; or 

 (ii) the Minister responsible for the ad-
ministration of the Territory of Co-
cos (Keeling) Islands; the Territory 
of Christmas Island; the Coral Sea 
Islands Territory; the Territory of 
Ashmore and Cartier Islands; the 
Australian Antarctic Territory, and 
the Territory of Heard Island and 
McDonald Islands, and of Com-
monwealth responsibilities on Nor-
folk Island. 

 (2) Annual reports of government depart-
ments and authorities tabled in the House 
shall stand referred to the committee for 
any inquiry the committee may wish to 
make. Reports shall stand referred to the 
committee in accordance with a schedule 
tabled by the Speaker to record the areas 
of responsibility of each committee, pro-
vided that: 

 (a) any question concerning responsibility 
for a report or a part of a report shall be 
determined by the Speaker; and 

 (b) the period during which an inquiry 
concerning an annual report may be 
commenced by a committee shall end 
on the day on which the next annual 
report of that Department or authority 
is presented to the House. 

 (3) That the committee consist of 12 mem-
bers, the Deputy Speaker, 3 Members of 
the House of Representatives to be nomi-
nated by the Government Whip or Whips, 
2 Members of the House of Representa-
tives to be nominated by the Opposition 
Whip or Whips or by any independent 
Member, the Deputy President and 
Chairman of Committees, 2 Senators to be 
nominated by the Leader of the Govern-
ment in the Senate, 2 Senators to be nomi-
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nated by the Leader of the Opposition in 
the Senate and 1 Senator to be nominated 
by any minority group or groups or inde-
pendent Senator or independent Senators. 

 (4) That every nomination of a member of the 
committee be notified in writing to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

 (5) That the members of the committee hold 
office as a joint standing committee until 
the House of Representatives is dissolved 
or expires by effluxion of time. 

 (6) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (7) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy chair 
who shall act as chair of the committee at 
any time when the chair is not present at a 
meeting of the committee, and at any time 
when the chair and deputy chair are not 
present at a meeting of the committee the 
members present shall elect another mem-
ber to act as chair at that meeting. 

 (8) That, in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair or the deputy chair when 
acting as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (9) That 3 members of the committee (of 
whom one is the Deputy President or the 
Deputy Speaker when matters affecting 
the parliamentary zone are under consid-
eration) constitute a quorum of the com-
mittee, provided that in a deliberative 
meeting the quorum shall include 1 Gov-
ernment member of either House and 1 
non-Government member of either House. 

 (10) That the committee have power to appoint 
subcommittees consisting of 3 or more of 
its members and to refer to any subcom-
mittee any matter which the committee is 
empowered to examine. 

 (11) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a cast-
ing vote only and at any time when the 
chair of a subcommittee is not present at a 
meeting of the subcommittee the members 
of the subcommittee present shall elect 
another member of that subcommittee to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (12) That 2 members of a subcommittee consti-
tute the quorum of that subcommittee, 
provided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (13) That members of the committee who are 
not members of a subcommittee may par-
ticipate in the proceedings of that sub-
committee but shall not vote, move any 
motion or be counted for the purpose of a 
quorum. 

 (14) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to call for witnesses to attend 
and for documents to be produced. 

 (15) That the committee or any subcommittee 
may conduct proceedings at any place it 
sees fit. 

 (16) That a subcommittee have power to ad-
journ from time to time and to sit during 
any adjournment of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

 (17) That the committee may report from time 
to time. 

 (18) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to consider and make use of 
the evidence and records of the Joint 
Standing Committees on the National 
Capital and External Territories, the Joint 
Committees on the Australian Capital Ter-
ritory, the Joint Standing Committees on 
the New Parliament House, the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Parliamentary 
Zone and the Joint Committee on the Na-
tional Capital appointed during previous 
Parliaments and of the House of Repre-
sentatives and Senate Standing Commit-
tees on Transport, Communications and 
Infrastructure when sitting as a joint 
committee on matters relating to the Aus-
tralian Capital Territory. 

 (19) That the provisions of this resolution, so 
far as they are inconsistent with the stand-
ing orders, have effect notwithstanding 
anything contained in the standing orders. 

 (20) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-



Wednesday, 13 February 2008 SENATE 261 

CHAMBER 

ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Joint Standing Committee on Treaties 
 (1) That a Joint Standing Committee on Trea-

ties be appointed to inquire into and report 
on: 

 (a) matters arising from treaties and related 
National Interest Analyses and pro-
posed treaty actions and related Ex-
planatory Statements presented or 
deemed to be presented to the Parlia-
ment; 

 (b) any question relating to a treaty or 
other international instrument, whether 
or not negotiated to completion, re-
ferred to the committee by: 

 (i) either House of the Parliament, or 

 (ii) a Minister; and 

 (c) such other matters as may be referred 
to the committee by the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs and on such conditions 
as the Minister may prescribe. 

 (2) That the committee consist of 16 mem-
bers, 6 Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives to be nominated by the Gov-
ernment Whip or Whips, 3 Members of 
the House of Representatives to be nomi-
nated by the Opposition Whip or Whips or 
by any independent Member, 3 Senators 
to be nominated by the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate, 3 Senators to 
be nominated by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Senate and 1 Senator to be 
nominated by any minority group or 
groups or independent Senator or inde-
pendent Senators. 

 (3) That every nomination of a member of the 
committee be notified in writing to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

 (4) That the members of the committee hold 
office as a joint standing committee until 
the House of Representatives is dissolved 
or expires by effluxion of time. 

 (5) That the committee elect a Government 
member as its chair. 

 (6) That the committee elect a non-
Government member as its deputy chair to 
act as chair of the committee at any time 
when the chair is not present at a meeting 
of the committee and at any time when the 
chair and deputy chair are not present at a 
meeting of the committee the members 
present shall elect another member to act 
as chair at that meeting. 

 (7) That in the event of an equally divided 
vote, the chair, or the deputy chair when 
acting as chair, have a casting vote. 

 (8) That 3 members of the committee consti-
tute a quorum of the committee, provided 
that in a deliberative meeting the quorum 
shall include 1 Government member of ei-
ther House and 1 non-Government mem-
ber of either House. 

 (9) That the committee have power to appoint 
not more than 3 subcommittees each con-
sisting of 3 or more of its members, and to 
refer to any subcommittee any matter 
which the committee is empowered to ex-
amine. 

 (10) That, in addition to the members ap-
pointed pursuant to paragraph (9), the 
chair and deputy chair of the committee be 
ex officio members of each subcommittee 
appointed. 

 (11) That the committee appoint the chair of 
each subcommittee who shall have a cast-
ing vote only, and at any time when the 
chair of a subcommittee is not present at a 
meeting of the subcommittee the members 
of the subcommittee present shall elect 
another member of that subcommittee to 
act as chair at that meeting. 

 (12) That 2 members of a subcommittee consti-
tute the quorum of that subcommittee, 
provided that in a deliberative meeting the 
quorum shall include 1 Government 
member of either House and 1 non-
Government member of either House. 

 (13) That members of the committee who are 
not members of a subcommittee may par-
ticipate in the proceedings of that sub-
committee but shall not vote, move any 
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motion or be counted for the purpose of a 
quorum. 

 (14) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to call for witnesses to attend 
and for documents to be produced. 

 (15) That the committee or any subcommittee 
may conduct proceedings at any place it 
sees fit. 

 (16) That a subcommittee have power to ad-
journ from time to time and to sit during 
any adjournment of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. 

 (17) That the committee may report from time 
to time. 

 (18) That the committee or any subcommittee 
have power to consider and make use of 
the evidence and records of the Joint 
Standing Committees on Treaties ap-
pointed during previous Parliaments. 

 (19) That the provisions of this resolution, so 
far as they are inconsistent with the stand-
ing orders, have effect notwithstanding 
anything contained in the standing orders. 

 (20) That a message be sent to the Senate ac-
quainting it of this resolution and request-
ing that it concur and take action accord-
ingly. 

Ordered that consideration of the mes-
sages be made an order of the day for the 
next day of sitting. 

APOLOGY TO AUSTRALIA’S 
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES 

Debate resumed. 

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (3.49 
pm)—I am pleased to be the final speaker 
from the Democrats on this motion. All De-
mocrat senators have spoken to it in noting 
the very significant motion of apology that 
was passed by this Senate chamber without 
dissent—as well as, of course, in the House 
of Representatives—earlier today. It is a very 
welcome motion. Like all motions that are 
drafted by others, you could always pick a 
word or two where you think, ‘I would have 
expressed it differently,’ but, as the Prime 

Minister himself has said, this motion is not 
about politicians; it is about the stolen gen-
erations themselves. This motion has clearly 
been drafted with a lot of consultation with 
Indigenous people—who all, of course, have 
their own individual views about this, as 
with every other issue—and was put forward 
in a way that seeks to receive unanimity to 
give it maximum strength and maximum 
significance. I think it has clearly been put 
forward in the right spirit. It is a very strong 
and powerful motion, and it is one that I am 
very pleased to give support to. 

It has often been said that words are not 
sufficient. Of course, that is true, but words 
are very important. We would be in a bit of 
trouble here in this chamber if words did not 
have importance, because that is about all we 
do here—speak. We speak of important 
things, we put important things on the re-
cord, we pass laws that are made of words 
and we, as with all human beings, conduct a 
large part of our communication using words 
in various forms. These words are very pow-
erful and they are very important. I know 
that the words of the motion that the Senate 
has passed will provide real meaning, real 
comfort and a real and positive sense of re-
lief and thankfulness about the clear recogni-
tion that is provided in them. I would also 
suggest that, whilst of course passing a mo-
tion, any motion, does not in itself provide 
health care, resources, better education, or 
the concrete assistance that is needed by so 
many Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people, I do think it is misleading to say that 
a motion in itself does not have any practical 
effect or positive benefit, because it clearly 
does. 

There is no doubt that a significant part of 
the difficulties faced by so many Indigenous 
Australians today results in part—not all, but 
in part—from the unresolved emotional and 
spiritual trauma which they and so many of 
their families, of their peoples, have suffered 
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over so many years. There is a real problem 
with mental health issues and with spiritual 
health for many Indigenous Australians, in 
part because that trauma is not acknowl-
edged, has not been fully recognised, has 
been continually downplayed or dismissed. 
So it does have a direct positive effect for 
some people—not for everybody—to adopt 
resolutions like this if the resolutions are 
made in the right spirit and with genuine in-
tent. I believe that has happened today.  

There is no doubt that for some people 
this will be a significant part of healing. 
Healing is not imaginary. Just because it is in 
the heart, in the soul or in the mind does not 
mean it is imaginary. This does provide di-
rect positive benefit for some individuals and 
that should not be dismissed. Of course, 
more needs to be done, as the resolution it-
self says when it says the time has come for 
righting the wrongs of the past. This motion, 
at least as I read it, does not say, ‘Okay, 
we’ve passed it; all the wrongs are now 
righted.’ This is part of turning that page. 
This resolution goes not just to the stolen 
generations but to the laws and policies of 
successive parliaments and governments and, 
I would say also, the views of so many in the 
general community.  

Actions across the board—not just stolen 
generations practice—have inflicted pro-
found grief, suffering and loss on Indigenous 
Australians. That is also acknowledged in 
general, if not specifically, in this resolution, 
but it is not sufficient. That is why I also 
welcome the fact that the Prime Minister 
took the opportunity in speaking to this reso-
lution not just to support the words in it but 
also to set goals of commitments for his gov-
ernment and for this parliament, and I would 
hope for the wider Australian community, to 
seek to bridge or remove those gaps and 
those inequalities. This provides a platform 
for that. It is up to all of us to make sure we 
take advantage of that platform. It does not 

matter which words you put in here; the task 
is still before us to make sure that we take 
advantage of the opportunity provided.  

I would have to say that one of those tasks 
is the need to address the significant level of 
antagonism towards Indigenous Australians 
which clearly still exists among a significant 
proportion of the Australian community. You 
only have to look at letters to the editor and 
at comments on websites, or listen to talk-
back radio—quite clearly a significant num-
ber of Australians are still very antagonistic 
towards any sort of recognition of the unique 
role of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people. I am not saying that everybody who 
has a problem with a formal apology is an-
tagonistic to Indigenous people—I am not 
saying that at all—but I am saying that it is 
quite clear from specific comments, from the 
bigoted and prejudiced comments made by a 
number of Australians since this issue has 
been raised, that there is still a serious prob-
lem. It is not un-Australian and it is not un-
patriotic to raise that. I think it is actually 
unpatriotic to continue to ignore it. That 
means there is a job for all of us as commu-
nity leaders, not just in the parliament but 
across the board, to address that antagonism, 
not just by saying that everybody who does 
not agree is a bigot or a racist. You need to 
acknowledge that bigotry exists and to tackle 
head-on the clear falsehoods put forward by 
some people to justify that bigotry and to 
address some of the ignorance that still lies 
out there in the general community, and the 
ignorance that still exists in so many of us.  

One of the statements of the former Prime 
Minister which I often agreed with was his 
comment that we needed to learn more about 
Australian history. One area where so many 
of us are woefully ignorant is the reality of 
the history of Indigenous Australians before 
British arrival. Before British arrival, other 
Europeans arrived here and before that oth-
ers from Asia arrived here. There is history 
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even prior to that. And even more so there is 
the history since colonisation. There is still a 
lot of ignorance about that. Of course there 
are a lot of positives but there are some abso-
lutely appalling atrocities, which we simply 
refuse to acknowledge. I wish to take the 
opportunity to repeat my longstanding view, 
and the Democrats’ longstanding view, that 
there is still a need to revisit the other rec-
ommendations of the Bringing them home 
report, particularly with regard to compensa-
tion. This resolution of an apology is a stand-
alone thing, as it should be. I do not believe 
it should have addressed the issue of com-
pensation. It does not, in itself, open up 
compensation. There is no doubt about that, 
despite some of the furphies put around. I 
believe there is still a linked need to address 
the issue of compensation. If you go back to 
the rationale for the apology in recommenda-
tion 3 on page 282 of the Bringing them 
home report, you see that it makes clear, in 
coming to the rationale of that recommenda-
tion, that it is a package. An acknowledge-
ment—an apology—goes hand in hand with 
guarantees against repetition, measures of 
restitution, measures of rehabilitation and 
monetary compensation. That is based upon 
longstanding, international principles regard-
ing reparation and acknowledgement, known 
as the van Boven principles, which are de-
tailed in the report. They are intertwined and 
we should not seek to just slice them apart.  

I repeat my call that that issue be re-
examined by the Senate, as a Senate commit-
tee did after this report came down in the late 
1990s. It is unacceptable that the federal 
government has dismissed that out of hand 
without even re-examining it. That is what I 
call for. I will reintroduce my legislation, 
which seeks to provide one example of how 
compensation could be provided. That is 
another issue we can go on with. We should 
all celebrate this resolution, which was 
passed here today. 

Senator JOYCE (Queensland) (3.59 
pm)—It is an interesting day today. When 
walking around, you meet some very decent 
Indigenous people, so everything you say 
you have to temper with the fact that there is 
no point insulting people and there is no 
point making a statement of belligerence. 
But the concern today—and you could see it 
even with the way question time went—is 
that the issues move on. The biggest concern 
is that this issue will move on and will in fact 
be left behind. A year’s time from now is 
when we will truly be able to judge whether 
this was just a rhetorical day on which there 
was a greater sense of presence and possibly 
a sense of theatre but which never actually 
delivered anything. A year’s time is when we 
will have the ability to look back and say: 
‘Did anything really get better for Indige-
nous people? Were their lives improved? Did 
we make concrete statements to go out to 
where these people live and improve the 
economies of those areas so as to pick up the 
health, the education and everything that 
goes with it?’ 

I know there are Australians out there who 
have serious doubts about this issue. I know 
that. I know everyone is drawing their affini-
ties to the Indigenous issue, but, coming 
from Danglemah, having gone to primary 
school in Woolbrook and having lived in 
Moree and Charleville and currently living in 
St George—I think I am the furthest senator 
from the coast—and having a house in Wer-
ris Creek, I suppose I have spent most of my 
life around Indigenous people, and I am 
probably enriched because of it. But there is 
always a sense that these things can turn into 
junkets. If this thing turns into compensation 
or a junket where money gets poured in all 
sorts of directions, but generally in the direc-
tion of solicitors in Sydney and Melbourne, 
who does it profit at the end except them? 
Who is the actual benefactor of it at the end 
except them? We saw that in so many of the 
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land rights issues, and that is an eternal frus-
tration for so many people in regional Aus-
tralia who see that statements are made down 
here with all the right atmosphere and all the 
right intentions, but where it all ends up is 
nowhere. That is one of the frustrations that I 
hope does not become evident after this 
process has finished. 

There are certainly things in our history 
that we need to be concerned about. I can 
recollect stories that people have told me. 
One person told me how his father went out 
and shot Aboriginals and then grabbed the 
children by the legs and smashed their heads 
across a rock to kill them. That is a story that 
I heard. The person who was telling me had 
no reason to lie and I was extremely dis-
gusted and disturbed by what he had said. 
Obviously, we all know the story of the 
Myall Creek massacre, of the putting of ar-
senic into flour. We also know the stories of 
retribution where Aboriginals were driven 
over cliffs, basically just to kill them. I am 
truly offended by any association between 
that and the government. It was never an 
action of the government. It was an action of 
individuals who were criminals, not the gov-
ernment. I do not believe that the govern-
ment put forward policies with malice afore-
thought, that the government put forward 
policies that were distinctly designed to be 
some sort of final solution, because in some 
of the scripting that is the way these things 
are seen. I do not think that is right. They 
may have been misguided, they may have 
been wrong and they may need to be cor-
rected, but were they policies with malice 
aforethought? I do not know whether that is 
a blemish that we want on our nation. We 
have every right to say, in a greater light, 
with our better knowledge, that we should 
not have done it. But I do not suggest that 
that is the case. 

In the process of this debate, it has to be 
said that a very dangerous precedent was 

created. I am discussing the issue now, but 
the vote has gone. The vote is over. We know 
it is a very important issue, but we have cre-
ated a very dangerous precedent. Once you 
have created it, it becomes the excuse for 
others. I think that needs to see the full light 
of day. After this day has cooled down and 
after the media have had their time with it, I 
think we should reflect on what we did to-
day—that is, to carry a vote without ac-
knowledging that the debate can influence 
people. If you respect this chamber, you 
must respect the belief that people can say 
things that influence you. Today I have had 
the capacity to walk around and talk to In-
digenous people, and they have influenced 
me, because I am a human being and I am 
affected by what people say to me. But to 
circumvent the process of the Senate and say 
there is a reason for that is really opening 
yourself up wide for things that may happen 
in the future. I think that should be acknowl-
edged and I do not think we should ever do it 
again. I think people should question 
whether we could have conducted this in a 
better way so as not to circumvent and disre-
spect the process of the Senate. 

Another flaw, I think, is that we see the 
world in 2008 but forget that the world of 
2008 is not the world of the time when the 
initial acts were written, in 1869. It was built 
on the premise of an 1864 act. It is a differ-
ent world even to that of the 1970s, and we 
have to be very careful that we do not start 
judging the views of people then by our 
views and values now. There are people who 
did the wrong thing, but I do not think that 
we should target certain nuns—who honestly 
believed that they were trying to advance the 
condition of fellow Australians who were 
Indigenous—with the word ‘stolen’, because 
I do not think they believed that they were 
stealing anybody. I do not believe that they 
thought they were doing a criminal act, and 
the pejorative term ‘stolen’ sends the mes-
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sage that the people who did it were crimi-
nals—and they were not. So this is an issue 
that I also think needs to be reflected on in 
the cold light of day. 

We have had a lot of symbolism here to-
day, but we all know that symbolism neither 
feeds nor clothes nor cures anybody. The 
issue that will be judged, whether at Woora-
binda, Cunnamulla, Burketown, Doomadgee, 
Walgett, Tibooburra or White Cliffs, is 
whether the lives of the people actually get 
better. That will be the real judgement of 
what happens here today. If it becomes a 
lawyers’ feast—and I would have liked to 
have seen the legal advice tabled, not be-
cause of political point-scoring—that will 
completely disavow the clarity of what we 
were trying to do. It also opens up an avenue 
for other people to become financial bene-
factors of the Indigenous issue, and that has 
happened so many times. So many people—
to be quite honest, white solicitors with har-
bour views—become the financial benefac-
tors of these issues by turning them into a 
legal morass. If that happens because of this, 
then that I think is not good. 

In summary and to close, there is an im-
mense sentiment in the nation—I acknowl-
edge it and I have changed my view—of a 
sense of true reconciliation where people are 
talking to one another and acknowledging 
the humanity of one another, and putting 
aside their conceits and maybe some of the 
views that they had prior to this. Maybe that 
inception has happened today. If it happened 
today, that is a good thing. If that is a true 
inception of reconciliation—my understand-
ing others better than I did before and possi-
bly them understanding my and others’ 
views—then that is a great step. Unfortu-
nately, that view of reconciliation has already 
had, in some instances today, the winds of 
animosity blowing through it and blowing 
out the candles of reconciliation. I hope that 
does not happen. I hope that, if there is one 

thing that happens from today, it is that we 
all go on a path together where, as a nation, 
we make lives better not just for Indigenous 
people but for Australians in general. 

Senator MILNE (Tasmania) (4.08 pm)—
Australia changed this week. I think it is 
really a very emotional and exciting week for 
this country. When I was first elected to this 
parliament in 2004, I gave my inaugural 
speech the following year and I said then: 

What gives me hope is the increasingly loud 
and urgent cry from the hearts of Australians eve-
rywhere for a return to what we know in our heart 
of hearts is ‘country’—a return to the spirit of the 
land and the expansive values of goodness, hon-
esty, justice, fairness, equality, generosity, free-
dom and ecological stewardship that are for Aus-
tralians inherent in the concept of ‘country’. 

I went on to say that what I was talking 
about in the concept of ‘country’: 
... is a precious insight we have learned from our 
Indigenous people. It incorporates the land and 
their stories. It is not jingoistic. In talking about 
country 

… … … 

we must as a nation progress reconciliation with 
Indigenous people, we must also progress our 
own reconciliation with ‘country’—our own 
sense of place and identity. 

Driving here this morning I could not help 
but be quite overwhelmed and very emo-
tional as I came around the front of the par-
liament at half past seven in the morning. 
People were streaming to the parliament at 
that hour. I have no recollection of any other 
time in my experience where people were 
coming from all over the city to the parlia-
ment to join Indigenous people from all over 
the country, who had already arrived here for 
the convergence yesterday. 

They were lining up in dignified silence 
but with quiet yearning and excitement about 
the fact that at last this parliament seemed to 
be in touch with the feeling of the nation. As 
I witnessed that, I thought this is actually a 
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nation-changing event. It is something that I 
had hoped would have that impact, but I felt 
that as I saw all of those people coming to-
wards the parliament. 

In the coffee shop in the parliament, after 
the official apology given by the Prime Min-
ister this morning, I had the good fortune to 
meet an Indigenous woman called Lois, who 
said, ‘I am proud to be an Aboriginal woman 
in Australia today, and it is the first time I 
have been able to say that in my life.’ So 
things have already changed. 

Yesterday at the convergence I spoke to 
Lowitja O’Donoghue. She said of the rain 
yesterday as the welcome to country cere-
mony was taking place, ‘It is the tears of joy 
of our ancestors.’ She was referring to the 
fact that we the elected representatives of the 
people of Australia were seeking permission 
from the Indigenous owners of the land, the 
Ngunawal people, for permission to meet 
and walk on their land. That is what changed. 
It is extraordinary. Not only is it a really 
deep yearning inside Indigenous people for 
recognition and for an expression of sorrow 
and regret for what has been done to them 
but it is also a breaking down of the dam 
wall for all the people across Australia who 
have marched for reconciliation, who have 
moved, right across the country, for recom-
pense and restitution for the wrongs that 
have been done to Indigenous people, and 
have not seen it happen. 

Now there is a sense that it might happen. 
I feel particularly humble as well because I 
was in the balance of power in Tasmania in 
1997 and I helped to negotiate the apology to 
the stolen generation in the Tasmanian par-
liament with a Liberal minority government. 
We did it in a tripartite way. We brought onto 
the floor of the house Tasmania’s Indigenous 
people and Annette Peardon responded for 
the Indigenous Tasmanians and the stolen 
generation. It was a particularly dignified 

occasion. Tasmania has moved on because of 
that ownership by all political parties of the 
apology—of the recognition of the wrong 
that had been done—and has now moved to 
a smooth process of compensation. The same 
is occurring in Western Australia; it can and 
it will happen nationally. 

There are terrible stories of what has hap-
pened. For example, an Aboriginal boy runs 
through a Hobart street carrying 8½ pints of 
stolen milk. The milk has a value of, nowa-
days, $1.12. It is the 1960s. Within days not 
only the boy but the family’s three other 
children have been rounded up and made 
wards of the state. In court, a welfare officer 
says the boy’s behaviour is typical of ‘people 
of their origin’. 

I cannot imagine what it would feel like, 
as a mother, to have your children taken from 
you in this way—in any way, but in this way. 
I cannot imagine the loss of living out one’s 
life and going to your grave never knowing. 
And the loss for the children who never 
know the love of their parents. In fact, the 
children in one of the submissions from New 
South Wales in the Bringing them home re-
port said: 
We may go home, but we cannot relive our child-
hoods. We may reunite with our mothers, fathers, 
sisters, brothers, aunties, uncles, communities, but 
we cannot relive the 20, 30, 40 years that we 
spent without their love and care, and they cannot 
undo the grief and mourning they felt when we 
were separated from them. We can go home to 
ourselves as Aboriginals, but this does not erase 
the attacks inflicted on our hearts, minds, bodies 
and souls, by caretakers who thought their mis-
sion was to eliminate us as Aboriginals. 

The Greens have said sorry in the parlia-
ments around this country, but I am very 
grateful for the opportunity to say sorry 
again and to support the Rudd government in 
making this official apology to the stolen 
generation. 
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I think in particular of people like Archie 
Roach, who was one of the stolen generation 
himself, who have campaigned for this day 
for many years. Archie Roach’s famous al-
bum in 1990, Charcoal Lane, included his 
song Took the Children Away, which moved 
the nation, and still does. In that song he said 
they: 
Taught us to read, to write and pray 

Then they took the children away,  

Took the children away, 

The children away. 

Snatched from their mother’s breast 

Said it was for the best 

Took them away. 

The welfare and the policeman 

Said you’ve got to understand 

We’ll give them what you can’t give 

Teach them how to really live. 

Teach them how to live they said 

Humiliated them instead 

Taught them that and taught them this 

And others taught them prejudice. 

You took the children away 

The children away 

Breaking their mothers heart 

Tearing us all apart 

Took them away 

Today I note that Archie Roach said that, like 
many Aboriginal people, he hoped the apol-
ogy would be a beginning rather than an end. 
He said: 
Once this is done, perhaps we can then make in-
roads into other issues. I understand that an apol-
ogy is not going to solve all the problems, or the 
plight of Aboriginal people, but it’s going to help. 
It’s going to help people to feel a bit more free to 
go ahead. It will help me and my children. 

That is something which I find incredibly 
humbling. What I find in particular so over-
whelmingly humbling is the dignity, the tol-
erance, the wisdom and the nobleness of the 

Indigenous people who are accepting this 
apology and accepting it in good faith as a 
first step. And it must be a first step to repa-
rations and to compensation. It must also be 
a first step to saying to Australia’s Indige-
nous people that we are serious about recon-
ciling with them and coming home to coun-
try and assisting them to come home to their 
country and that we, as Australians, recog-
nise that this is a brand new day. In the 
words of Oodgeroo Noonuccal: 
Look up, my people, 

The dawn is breaking, 

The world is waking, 

To a new bright day, 

When none defame us, 

Nor colour shame us, 

Nor sneer dismay. 

This is a historic day and I am so pleased to 
be here to say sorry to the stolen generation 
of Australia’s Indigenous people. 

Senator HUMPHRIES (Australian Capi-
tal Territory) (4.19 pm)—The Australian par-
liament has this week taken a bold and deci-
sive step—a historic step—that is quite un-
precedented at this level of Australian gov-
ernment, although, it should be said, not un-
precedented at another level of Australian 
government. This week, we have engineered 
a measure of resolution to an issue which has 
troubled and divided us as Australians for 
more than 10 years. We have used the au-
thority, the gravitas, of parliament as a tool 
to achieve an important public policy objec-
tive, not through the enactment of legislation 
but through the symbolism of a solemn bi-
partisan resolution to end a divisive chapter 
in the history of our relations with Indige-
nous Australia. 

I am very proud to be here today to par-
ticipate in this process. I am proud that my 
party, the Liberal Party, albeit belatedly, has 
joined in to endorse this endeavour. I am 
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proud because this step is significant far be-
yond the walls of this and the other chamber. 
Very often the things we do here reach the 
consciousness of Australians generally as a 
dull and distant impression, if they reach 
them at all. The things we have done today in 
this place will undoubtedly be felt by huge 
numbers of Australians in the most immedi-
ate and direct way. 

This week we have said sorry for the ac-
tions over several decades of churches, insti-
tutions, police officers, court officials, doc-
tors, individuals and, by implication, gov-
ernments in participating in the involuntary 
removal of children from their families on 
the basis of their race. However well mean-
ing those actions were, they led to enormous 
grief and heartache. Those actions did great 
damage to the confidence and self-esteem of 
those children. That damage resonates today, 
decades after the practice of forced removal 
has ended. 

It has been pointed out that many remov-
als of Indigenous children were undertaken 
for the best of motives and that, objectively 
speaking, the material, educational and 
health outcomes of those who were separated 
were improved by virtue of their removal to 
other circumstances. In a physical sense, this 
will often have been true—not always, of 
course. But that observation overlooks a very 
important consequence of forced removal. I 
had the privilege of participating in the ‘for-
gotten Australians’ inquiry, which was the 
Senate inquiry into children in institutional 
care—one of what Senator Murray refers to 
as the trifecta of reports on child welfare. 
That particular inquiry, the third in the series, 
reported in August 2004. It gave those in-
volved an insight into how damage to chil-
dren has a ripple effect that is felt throughout 
society, very often creating damaged and 
dysfunctional adults. 

While that inquiry took evidence from 
hundreds of people who had been separated 
from their families—often, it has to be said, 
very dysfunctional families—I tried to iden-
tify the element of this separation that was 
most distressing, most harmful to their de-
velopment as balanced human beings. Sur-
prisingly, the answer was not mistreatment or 
abuse at the hands of the institutions or foster 
families to which they were consigned—
although many people gave evidence of mis-
treatment in those circumstances—but the 
fact of separation from people that these 
children believed loved them and wanted 
them and missed them. The separation from 
family—where the children were old enough 
to remember their families—was the single 
most corrosive factor undermining that 
child’s sense of well-being and which no 
amount of care and material comfort could 
offset. 

If that was true of the general population 
of separated children, it was at least as true 
of separated Indigenous children. For so 
many children, that knowledge of their real 
family kept from them by a cruel authority 
was a constant, gnawing pain; a rot to the 
soul which would leave a deep, indelible 
mark on every child, no matter how decent 
their treatment in their later homes. 

I was recently reading a collection of short 
stories told by Indigenous people about their 
experiences growing up apart from their 
families in homes and institutions where they 
were made to feel that their Aboriginality 
was a cause for humiliation and shame. 
Some of the stories pulsed with anger. Others 
were overlaid with a great sadness and a 
sense of loss. One particular story caught my 
eye because, while the author spoke bluntly 
about the damage done to him and his family 
by their forced separation, he also spoke 
positively about the need to look forward 
towards a better future. He wrote: 
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The past cannot be changed but some of the 
wounds can be healed. 

I can think of no better way to express what 
we all feel here today and what we, as a 
community, are aiming to achieve through 
this apology.  

The decade since the release of the Bring-
ing them home report has shown that wounds 
this deep cannot heal on their own. The pre-
vious federal government worked to improve 
the lot of Indigenous Australians in a range 
of practical ways, particularly through major 
funding and support for health, education 
and social welfare programs. But, of course, 
there was something missing in that ap-
proach. By not apologising for past wrongs 
we have been unable to draw a line between 
then and now; between what was done in the 
past and what we plan to do in the future. 
And so it has been in some ways hard for our 
community—black and white—to heal. 

For me, this motion today is about draw-
ing that line. It says to the children of the 
Cootamundra Girls’ Home, St Mary’s Hostel, 
Retta Dickson House, the Parramatta Girls’ 
Home, the Kinchela Boys’ Home, Bedford 
Park and dozens of other homes and mis-
sions that we regret the way they were 
treated, we acknowledge it to have been 
wrong, and we intend to ensure that it does 
not happen again to future generations. In 
doing so, we face up to an unpalatable truth 
about Australia’s history. The nature of this 
truth has been much disputed: exactly how 
many children were taken, for how long and 
where to is sometimes ambiguous. It is cer-
tainly not becoming any clearer as time goes 
on. Some people say that because of this un-
certainty we should not be issuing an apol-
ogy today. To be perfectly frank, that is just a 
cop-out. We know without doubt that some 
people in some past times experienced pain, 
suffering and loss of identity as a result of 
the policies and actions of successive Austra-

lian governments, and for that we should 
rightly be sorry. 

It is important for us today to be positive 
about the future and to acknowledge that, 
despite the pain and disadvantage and dis-
possession which these policies engendered, 
many people, both through their own en-
deavours and, I hope, as a result of today’s 
actions, will be able to move forward in a 
positive way and offset—at least partly—the 
nature of the experience that they have suf-
fered.  

One such person, who appears to have had 
some level of resolution, is a man called 
John Williams Mosley, a man taken from the 
Palm Valley area of the Northern Territory 
when he was eight months old, separated 
from his mother at that very tender age. 
Some years later he was able to meet his 
mother in these circumstances: 
I spoke to my mother for the first time when I 
was 27 years old. The time was 11.37 pm on Fri-
day 15 September 1978. I had just arrived at 
Tennant Creek from Sydney, where I had lived 
and worked for the previous 27 years. 

He describes how he came to a house in 
Tennant Creek: 
My eyes followed the path in front of me to 
where I saw the silhouette of a woman, standing 
in the half light of the open door. Her hands were 
clasped together in front of her body and she 
stood perfectly still. Even in the darkness I could 
see tears rolling down her chubby cheeks. She 
held out her arms to embrace me, and I walked 
into them. We held each other for the longest 
time. I was home. 

I hope that by today’s actions we help more 
dispossessed, separated people in this coun-
try to come home. That would be the earnest 
hope, I am sure, of everybody in this place 
today. 

Senator MARK BISHOP (Western Aus-
tralia) (4.29 pm)—Thank you, Mr Acting 
Deputy President, for the opportunity to 
make a contribution to this debate concern-
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ing the national apology to the stolen genera-
tion. This has indeed been a remarkable and 
lively topic of discussion for many, many 
years—more than we all care to remember—
and it is appropriate, it is entirely proper, that 
there is now resolution of this most horrific 
of issues. It is time to move it forward. The 
symbolism that this resolution represents is 
very, very important, as many people in a 
range of forums have repeatedly suggested. 
But more important now are outcomes which 
are critical to a permanent resolution deriv-
ing from the harm that has occurred to so 
many Australians over the last 40, 50 or 
more years. 

More than 20 years ago, I attended some 
conferences in New York City and attended 
upon some senior officials of the Retail, 
Wholesale and Department Store Union in 
that city. In those days it had some 250,000 
or 300,000 members. It was a significant 
union on the east coast of the United States. I 
met for some time with a senior representa-
tive of that union in New York City. He was 
a man of African-American extraction. After 
we exchanged the customary pleasantries 
and had our discussion on the business at 
hand on a range of then topical issues, some-
how or other the conversation shifted to is-
sues germane to the treatment of Indigenous 
people in Australia in the seventies and 
eighties. The discussion meandered on for 
some time. This man was in his 50s and was 
a veteran of the civil rights movement and 
the battles in the United States in the fifties 
and sixties before he went on to another part 
of the liberal movement in the United States. 
At the end of the discussion he looked at me 
with the most steely blue eyes and said: ‘I 
meet a lot of Australians. A lot of Australians 
come and meet with me. And the common 
factor that you all bring to the discussions is 
the way you treat Aboriginal people in your 
own country.’ He said: ‘I don’t know why 
you all raise this issue with me, but you do 

so, and we have the discussions. And you 
must be the 20th or 30th person over the 
years who has raised these sorts of issues in 
my country, the United States.’ He said to me 
at the end: ‘Young man’—and I was very 
young in those days—‘I tire of these conver-
sations with you from the other end of the 
world. Why don’t you just go home and fix 
those problems, because the fact that you 
have raised them here suggests to me that 
you are responsible and you need to attend to 
those problems in your own home.’ I have 
always remembered that conversation, and as 
I was thinking of the comments I should 
make today I was reminded of those ones. 

In addition to those comments, I bring two 
other perspectives to this debate. Firstly, 
again, many years ago, I had exposure to 
hundreds of files in Perth held by the gov-
ernment relating to what was then the de-
partment of Aboriginal affairs, or the De-
partment of Native Welfare, and those files 
went right back to the 1920s and 1930s. 
They had been assiduously maintained in a 
warehouse that, back in 1982 or 1983, was 
located in West Perth. I had exposure to 
those files for many weeks on end, doing 
some work. In those files, properly main-
tained in detail, were hundreds and hundreds 
of letters written from the 1920s through 
until the 1960s by mothers and fathers of 
children who had gone missing, who had 
been removed or who had been stolen, im-
ploring the bureaucrats in the department to 
give them advice as to why their child was 
taken, where the child was now, what the 
name of the child was, what had happened to 
the child. There were hundreds and hundreds 
of these letters, mostly written in a beautiful 
script and pouring out the emotions of these 
parents who—over some 40, 50 or 60 
years—had lost their children. It was the 
most heartfelt correspondence. There was 
other correspondence from policemen, 
priests, pastors, local chambers of commerce 
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and business people who were writing on 
behalf of other Indigenous people who were, 
presumably, illiterate asking for details as to 
where their children might be and how they 
might be located. And on each file there was 
a simple comment—government policy: ad-
vise sender we do not have to respond; we do 
not have any advice. I remember being ex-
posed to those letters as a 25-year-old and 
thinking how horrible it must have been. 

The second perspective I bring is some-
thing that occurred in more recent years, 
when I had exposure to a lot of younger 
white children who had been through the 
court system in Perth. They came from what, 
by any description, would be called dysfunc-
tional families, whether their mother or fa-
ther was the subject of alcohol abuse, physi-
cal abuse, drug addiction, unemployment—a 
whole range of issues. Often the courts have 
to make a decision that the young boy or girl 
is to be removed from their parents and put 
into some form of foster home or welfare 
institution. My observation was that no mat-
ter how bad the child’s upbringing might 
have been—no matter how dysfunctional the 
family and no matter how manipulative, dis-
honest or improper the practices of abuse, 
either of a physical or mental nature, were—
almost without exception those young boys 
and girls resisted to the end being removed 
from their mother or father. These were chil-
dren from the age of about five or six, when 
they would develop the ability to reason, to 
the age of 13 or 14, when they developed a 
sense of right and wrong. No matter how bad 
their home might be, no matter how often 
they were not fed, washed, sent to school, 
provided with love or affection—no matter 
how bad it was—they did not wish to be re-
moved from their mother and father. 

It still goes on and it must have been abso-
lutely horrific for those thousands and thou-
sands of young Indigenous people and their 
parents to be forcibly separated. In that con-

text, a number of people have made the ob-
servation today that past actions should not 
be judged by contemporary standards. That 
is a very, very interesting comment because, 
to me, it seems to confuse absolute concepts 
of right and wrong and a relativist approach 
to issues. 

Always and without exception it is wrong 
to steal or to engage in murder, rape, theft 
and like offences. It does not matter whether 
it was in the days of Hammurabi giving the 
laws to the Assyrians or Solon’s Athens, al-
ways and without exception those offences 
are wrong and there is no justification for 
engaging in them. They might be lawful acts 
and they might be carried out pursuant to 
decisions of government policy but they are 
always and without exception wrong. It is 
entirely proper to judge those absolute acts 
by today’s standards because they were abso-
lutely wrong then and they are absolutely 
wrong now. This debate now moves to prac-
ticalities and to resolving the absolute pov-
erty— (Time expired) 

Senator BERNARDI (South Australia) 
(4.39 pm)—In rising to take note of this mo-
tion I open my contribution by stating that I 
do not personally feel any sense of guilt for 
what has happened during Australia’s brief 
history. I should also state that I am a strong 
supporter of the very limited role that I be-
lieve government should occupy. I support 
an increasing self-reliance for all Australians 
and a reduced role of government in their 
lives. 

Today is a stark reminder that government 
intervention, no matter how well-intentioned, 
may not actually benefit the people but can, 
in fact, do the opposite. That is not to say 
that governments have not had a positive 
impact on the lives of Indigenous Austra-
lians. The Howard government stood firm in 
the face of great adversity to achieve practi-
cal outcomes for Indigenous people. We tried 
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to break the cycle of poverty, hopelessness 
and dysfunction that afflicted many Aborigi-
nal communities. We did it by drawing a line 
between what is acceptable and what is not 
acceptable. We drew a line between what is 
right and what is wrong. We ceased to accept 
excuses and we tried to move forward. 

I realise now that what we did not do was 
embrace the symbolism that is represented 
by an apology to the Aboriginal people for 
transgressions of previous government poli-
cies. But I do not believe that the previous 
government, nor indeed any previous gov-
ernment, should stand condemned for this. 
There is no doubt in my mind that past prac-
tices in relation to the treatment of Indige-
nous Australians have caused significant dis-
tress to a number of people within that com-
munity. 

I am in no doubt that some children were 
unjustly taken from their families, but 
equally I have no doubt that many of the so-
called stolen generation were saved from 
what would have been an all too brief life of 
neglect and, in some instances, abuse. Let 
me be very clear that abuse, especially of 
children, can never and should never be de-
fendable. I know that physical and sexual 
abuse of separated children took place in 
many areas of our community and most 
alarmingly it took place in the very areas 
which were designed to be sanctuaries. It 
was wrong and it continues to be wrong. But 
unfortunately much of that abuse is now tak-
ing place within Aboriginal communities. 
And this is the substance of my contribution 
today: we need to stop the errors of the past 
from being a reason not to confront the vile 
acts of today. 

For my entire life I have observed any 
number of excuses for dysfunction amongst 
some areas of Indigenous Australia. When I 
was 14, I was set upon by a gang of Aborigi-
nal youths for daring to be on ‘their land’ as 

they put it, which happened to be Glenelg 
beach in South Australia. Their violence 
went unpunished because, as I was told by a 
policeman, nothing would happen to them 
because they were Aboriginal. As a publican 
I remember rescuing an Aboriginal woman 
from a savage attack in the street by her hus-
band. After providing her sanctuary within 
my premises, a group of elders came to visit 
and told me that unless I told her to leave my 
premises they would destroy my hotel. 

For too long this type of behaviour has 
gone unchallenged. For too long excuses 
have been made that have established In-
digenous issues in the minds of many Austra-
lians as simply too hard to deal with. That is 
why I think today is very important. As I 
said, I feel no personal remorse or sorrow. In 
fact I am quite optimistic about the future 
because I feel that today is a day that our 
nation can move on together. 

While saying sorry is a symbolic ges-
ture—and it is a symbolic gesture because 
surely none of us can truly believe that to-
morrow will see an end to the alcoholism, 
violence, child rape, incest and abuse that 
takes place in too many Aboriginal commu-
nities today—tomorrow we can see an end to 
the excuses for this type of abhorrent behav-
iour, because today is the first step in achiev-
ing reconciliation. But it is only the first step, 
because reconciliation requires not only an 
act of self-mortification or sorrow but also 
forgiveness. 

That is now the challenge confronting In-
digenous Australia. They need to ditch the 
industry that has sprung up preventing the 
real changes—the policy areas that can have 
a significant impact on Indigenous communi-
ties—from taking effect. They need to reject 
the inevitable overtures from the no win-no 
fee ambulance-chasing lawyers—who will 
pop up as soon as tomorrow, I would 
guess—in pursuing billions of dollars in 
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compensation. To do anything else would 
demonstrate that this call for sorry is more 
about compensation than about reconcilia-
tion and I sincerely hope that this is not the 
case. 

Senator WEBBER (Western Australia) 
(4.44 pm)—I rise with a great deal of pride 
to associate myself with this resolution, be-
cause resolutions like this are an example of 
what this parliament can do well. It reminds 
people that we are the national parliament, 
and it is only the national parliament that can 
take a proper stance on these issues. It is just 
a pity that it has taken us so long to get here. 
When I was thinking about the remarks that I 
would like to make today, I was drawn to 
some comments that my good friend the 
former Premier of Western Australia Dr 
Geoff Gallop made when he was discussing 
a similar motion that went through the West-
ern Australian state parliament in 1997. He 
commenced his remarks by telling the story 
of a person who he called ‘Paul’—’Paul’ was 
not the real name of the person he was talk-
ing about. I was drawn to that story because 
Paul was separated from his mother in 1964 
when he was a baby. That is one year before 
I was born, so these issues are very relevant 
to people of my generation. This is not nec-
essarily an issue just to do with our more 
distant past. People are still living with this 
pain today. 

Dr Gallop went on to talk about Paul’s 
separation from his mother. He said that it 
was done with a stroke of a pen and without 
his mother’s knowledge and that her subse-
quent efforts to find her son were treated 
with contempt by the department. Paul spent 
his growing up years in an appalling series of 
replacement homes. There were breakdowns, 
cold institutions and cruel foster homes. 
When he was formally discharged from 
wardship at the age of 18 in 1982, he was 
given his file, which contained some 368 
pages of old letters, photographs and birth-

day cards. The last page of his file stated that 
he was a very intelligent, likeable boy who 
had made remarkable progress given the un-
fortunate treatment of his mother by the de-
partment during his childhood. Paul said that 
tears flowed when he read those words. They 
were tears from a mixture of relief at finally 
knowing about his past, and of guilt and an-
ger about what had been done to him and his 
mother. It is important that we talk about 
stories like Paul’s. As Prime Minister Rudd 
has said, the challenge for those of us who 
are not Indigenous Australians is to ask one 
very simple question: what if that were me? 
What if I were Paul? How would I feel? That 
should be the test for how we feel at passing 
motions like the one before us today. 

Political parties of all persuasions, particu-
larly the major political parties in Australian 
politics, rightly acknowledge family as the 
cornerstone of our society. We make much of 
our laws and policies that are intended to 
strengthen and help families and keep them 
together. It is often an issue that we debate in 
this place. But the rights of the family have 
to be applied to all Australian families. For 
far too long, until more recent times and until 
motions like the one before us today is 
passed, Aboriginal families were torn apart 
by the very authorities that should have been 
there to protect them. They were torn apart 
for no other reason than because of the col-
our of people’s skins. 

We in this place represent different inter-
ests and different states and those in the other 
place represent different geographic loca-
tions. Because of that role, we know how 
important identity is to people. We know 
how important it is to learn about our iden-
tity, the identity of our community, our his-
torical connections and our relationships 
through history. That is what we do if we are 
truly human. The fundamental right people 
have to establish their identity, however, was, 
through an active policy throughout the 
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states and territories and the Commonwealth 
of Australia, taken away from our Indigenous 
people. That policy was based upon the 
premise that Aboriginality had no role to 
play in the Australian community. By pass-
ing this motion today, we have the opportu-
nity to tell Indigenous Australians that they 
are part of our society, part of our history and 
part of our community. We apologise to them 
for the attempts made by earlier governments 
to deny them that very basic right. Let us as a 
parliament come together and acknowledge 
the dignity of Indigenous Australians for 
their own history and its effect on our shared 
national history. Let us acknowledge the past 
forcible removal of Indigenous children and 
offer our deepest apologies for what hap-
pened in the past. 

Senator PAYNE (New South Wales) 
(4.50 pm)—I rise to make some brief re-
marks in this very important parliamentary 
discussion. I am pleased to have the hon-
our—as I regard it—of participating in this 
parliamentary resolution of apology. It is an 
occasion of great significance for our par-
liament, for Indigenous Australians, for our 
nation and for our nation’s future. Since my 
first speech in 1997, which I will avoid the 
self-indulgence of quoting, I have supported 
an apology to Indigenous Australians of the 
stolen generations. It was not necessarily a 
popular claim to make in 1997 from my side 
of the chamber. Today’s resolution, though, 
is a very important step in the history of rec-
onciliation in this country. To those men and 
women who have campaigned long and hard 
for this apology and other aspects of recon-
ciliation, I truly hope that you are able to 
take a great deal from this day and from this 
parliamentary resolution. 

I have heard other speakers today, in this 
chamber and elsewhere, talk about their ex-
perience of living in Indigenous communi-
ties. I cannot lay claim to that experience. 
However, I have found in the last 10 or so 

years that one of the great privileges of this 
role in the Senate has been an opportunity to 
learn much more about Indigenous Australia 
and Australians than I had known before I 
came here. For that, I thank some of my col-
leagues who in part formed the instruction 
team along the way, based on their own en-
thusiasm and interest. And, perhaps ironi-
cally, I also thank the Senate committee 
process. 

The committee process of the Senate is 
sometimes regarded as a practice of the 
darker arts, but in this case it is a highly 
valuable experience and it has afforded me a 
chance across the nation—in the Northern 
Territory, Queensland, Western Australia, 
New South Wales, Victoria and here in Can-
berra—to meet with a range of leading In-
digenous Australians and many members of 
the community to discuss a very broad list of 
issues over time. Those issues have ranged 
from the one we are discussing here today—
the stolen generations, the subject of this 
motion—to the detention of juvenile offend-
ers, to reconciliation more broadly and, more 
recently, to the question of stolen wages. 
With my colleagues I have heard many per-
sonal stories and testimonials—sometimes 
highly emotional and highly disturbing; 
sometimes so coldly factual that they were 
even more devastating in their effect—about 
some of the personal and family experiences 
of these our fellow Australians. Through that 
process, overwhelmingly one of listening, I 
have been persuaded that the symbolism of 
this apology is indeed very important and 
that it does have the capacity to make a real 
difference to our capacity to move forward in 
relations between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians. 

I have been interested to listen to some of 
the discussions about the value of symbols. It 
seems to me that, as members and senators in 
this place, we work in an environment laden 
with symbolism and, in 2008, still redolent 
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with tradition. I think it is actually very diffi-
cult for us to judge for others, culturally and 
personally, what is a validly important sym-
bol. But I do hope that this symbolic step of 
‘apology’ does have the desired outcome for 
members of the stolen generation and their 
families and is a step forward on the path to 
reconciliation in Australia. Saying that is 
emphatically not a rejection of the impor-
tance of what has become known as practical 
reconciliation. Without the basic advantages 
of life that the overwhelming majority of 
Australians take for granted in terms of 
health, of life expectancy, of education, of 
living circumstances, and so the list goes on 
there is no capacity to move forward. I abso-
lutely acknowledge that and want that to be a 
very important part of my remarks this after-
noon. But the link between symbolic and 
practical reconciliation, which I hope this 
apology establishes and confirms, is one 
which I further hope enables us as a nation to 
move further forward. 

I particularly want to acknowledge and 
congratulate the women of Indigenous Austra-
lia that I have had the most extraordinary hon-
our and pleasure of meeting over the last 10 
years. In so many cases it has been their lead-
ership in their communities and in their fami-
lies—and in the face of adversity that is un-
knowable for women in the situation I, the 
previous speaker and many others in this place 
enjoy—that has enabled governments to actu-
ally pick up the steps of practical reconcilia-
tion and move towards their implementation. 

I quite honestly cannot imagine the pain 
of being separated from one’s living family. I 
have enough trouble dealing on a daily basis 
with the loss of both my parents relatively 
early in my adulthood. But I do know that 
my family grounds me; that my family helps 
me know where I actually belong. In his re-
marks in the Members Hall today I heard a 
person for whom I have an enormous amount 
of respect, Tom Calma, the Social Justice 

Commissioner of the Human Rights and 
Equal Opportunity Commission, talk about 
the importance of ‘belonging’, in the context 
of this apology and of the experiences of his 
own family. It is not rocket science to under-
stand that if you are dislocated, if you are 
separated from your family, it is hard to 
know where you belong. That does not just 
go for Indigenous Australians, of course. But 
today is about the impact of these actions 
and these policies on Indigenous Australians 
over decades in this country. 

When I finally saw the motion moved by 
the government yesterday afternoon—after 
waiting, I thought, quite patiently, which is 
not something for which I am known—I was 
struck particularly by the last five clauses. 
They refer, so importantly, to the future—to 
a future where the parliament is able to re-
solve that these injustices must never be re-
peated; where we are able to harness the de-
termination of all Australians, which hope-
fully today will reinforce, to close the gaps I 
spoke about in life expectancy, education and 
economy; and where we will look at new 
solutions to enduring problems where, as the 
words of the resolution of the parliament say, 
‘old approaches have failed’. Without an 
acknowledgement of that it is impossible to 
move forward. The clauses also refer to a 
future based on mutual respect, mutual re-
solve and mutual responsibility and to a fu-
ture where, as the last clause says, ‘all Aus-
tralians, whatever their origins, are truly 
equal partners, with equal opportunities and 
with an equal stake in shaping the next chap-
ter in the history of this great country’. They 
are very powerful words and ones to which I 
am very proud to commit myself absolutely. 
I think the parliamentary resolution is one 
which provides for this nation, in so many 
ways, an opportunity to advance on the path 
of reconciliation. It is something which I am 
proud to see we can all participate in here 
today. 
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Senator FORSHAW (New South Wales) 
(4.59 pm)—I rise to support the resolution of 
the Senate and the extension of the apology 
on behalf of the parliament to the members 
of the stolen generation and their families 
and, indeed, to all the Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Indigenous people of this 
country. It is often said that words have no 
real meaning without actions, that words can 
never hurt. But that old saying that ‘sticks 
and stones can break your bones but words 
will never hurt you’ is not true. Words are 
powerful. Words can hurt. But words can 
heal.  

Today, through this apology—through 
these remarkable words—we are endeavour-
ing to help to heal. We apologise for the 
wrongs of the past and, indeed, we apologise 
for the mistreatment and neglect that still 
continues today. That is why it is so impor-
tant for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
lander people—for the Indigenous people—
of this great nation. They have known all 
along how important the apology would be 
to them. They know that it does not necessar-
ily right all the wrongs, but they know how 
deeply important it is that we extend this 
apology. We, the non-Indigenous people of 
this country, have finally come to understand 
the power of the words that an apology 
would have: that it would mark a turning 
point in the history of this nation, when we 
finally, in a public way, at the level of the 
parliament of this nation, extended this apol-
ogy. 

I listened to the speech of the Prime Min-
ister and I heard the speech of the Leader of 
the Government in the Senate today. I lis-
tened to other speeches and there is not 
really much that I can add to what has been 
said, because it has been said. Rather than 
trying, as it were, to be eloquent about it in 
my own terms, I simply adopt and endorse 
the words of the Prime Minister, the Leader 
of the Government in the Senate and of the 

other leaders and representatives of this par-
liament. I cannot do it any better. Whilst to-
day it is important to reflect upon what was 
in the Bringing them home report, it is also 
important to recognise that an apology can 
often be a simple statement and more power-
ful. Saying that you are sorry without quali-
fication should say it all—and I hope it does. 
I read the report a couple of years ago and I 
have listened to the recounting of the stories 
of those stolen generations. Like all senators 
and members, I feel and try to understand the 
terrible circumstances in which many of 
those people had to grow up, torn from their 
families and their loved ones. 

Where I come from—the Sutherland 
Shire—is often characterised as the birth-
place of the Australian nation, when Captain 
Cook landed at what is now Kurnell on 29 
April 1770. For many years, that date was 
commemorated and celebrated as the date of 
the birth of the Australian nation. Each year, 
a ceremony would be held at Kurnell on the 
shores of Botany Bay. But some years ago 
we realised—the Sutherland Shire Council 
and others—that that was not appropriate. 
Rather, we had to recognise on that same day 
that it was also the day when the disposses-
sion of the lands of the Indigenous people 
commenced to occur in this country. So, the 
commemoration was changed from one 
which celebrated and commemorated not 
only Cook’s great voyage of discovery and 
his landing in Australia at Botany Bay, but 
also a meeting of two cultures and a sym-
bolic day for the Aboriginal people. Now, 
each year on 29 April, that ceremony not 
only celebrates Cook’s landing but also rec-
ognises the incredible impact that that event 
ultimately had on the Indigenous people of 
this country. Each year, representatives of the 
Indigenous community of that area partici-
pate in that ceremony in a way that we saw 
yesterday with the welcome to country here 
in Parliament House. It is now celebrated 
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and commemorated—not as an achievement 
or a dispossession, which it was, depending 
on whether you look at it from the perspec-
tive of white Australia or the perspective of 
Indigenous people—but rather as a meeting 
of two cultures and an opportunity to go 
forward and endeavour to ensure that the 
culture of the Indigenous people of this 
country is protected and enriched. 

Yesterday I attended the ecumenical ser-
vice at St Christopher’s here in Manuka for 
the opening of parliament and I was im-
pressed by the sermon of Archbishop Col-
eridge. I recall that in March 2000 Pope John 
Paul VI expressed sorrow for the treatment 
that the Catholic Church had over centuries 
meted out to people of the Jewish faith. I 
raise that because at the heart of Christianity 
is the concept of expressing sorrow, and I 
think that it is in that context that we—
certainly those of us who follow the Chris-
tian faith—should also consider this event. 

It is not about whether or not we person-
ally were responsible for the misdeeds or 
mistreatment—the massacres, the disposses-
sion—that occurred in the past. It may cer-
tainly be a historical fact that we personally 
are not responsible. But that is not the point. 
The point is that if we believe in righting the 
wrongs of the past it is appropriate for us to 
express our sorrow and an apology for those 
deeds that were done in the past. 

When I hear speakers refer to what has 
happened with the Northern Territory inter-
vention as a result of the Little children are 
sacred report, I ask myself: why is it that 
some of us can recognise that that mistreat-
ment needs to be dealt with now but some-
how we should ignore, or not recognise, the 
importance of all of the mistreatment that has 
gone before it. Indeed, much of what is hap-
pening today within those Aboriginal com-
munities that we are endeavouring to fix 
through that intervention is a result of that 

legacy. I sincerely apologise to the stolen 
generations. 

Senator ADAMS (Western Australia) 
(5.09 pm)—I rise this evening to speak to the 
national apology which was moved on behalf 
of the Australian parliament earlier today. I 
will be honest and say that it is hard to 
apologise for a series of wrongs carried out 
under various acts of parliament many years 
ago. The people who carried out these 
wrongs obviously thought that they were 
doing the best for Indigenous children at that 
time but, as we learn more about the prob-
lems which occurred then, we are all horri-
fied that something like this could happen in 
our country. But I also concur with my col-
leagues who have spoken earlier today that 
this apology is the first step forward into the 
future. As we have heard this morning, this 
future is to be based on mutual respect, mu-
tual resolve and mutual responsibility.  

I must say at this stage that I was very dis-
appointed, as a senator, that we were not in-
vited to go into the other place to hear the 
words of the apology. Looking around the 
chamber here, I felt that we were all alone 
and we could not actually hear the Prime 
Minister deliver that apology at 9 am. I do 
not know the reason but, as our chamber did 
not commence until 9.30 am, perhaps we 
should have been invited there. However, 
that is in hindsight. 

I have read what was said, and I would 
like to say at this stage that developments in 
the Australian states and territories towards 
an apology certainly happened after the 
Bringing them home report was tabled. To 
date all state and territory parliaments have 
passed motions expressing regret for past 
actions with respect to Aboriginal families, 
and most of the motions included an explicit 
apology for the forced separation of children. 
New South Wales did this on 18 June 1997, 
South Australia on 28 May 1997, Queen-
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sland on 3 June 1997, Western Australia on 
27 and 28 May 1997, the Australian Capital 
Territory on 17 June 1997, Victoria on 17 
September 1997 and Tasmania on 13 August 
1997. 

As a senator from Western Australia, I 
would just like to read the Western Austra-
lian contribution on 27 May 1997, which 
was tabled as Aborigines and family separa-
tion. The Premier, Mr Court, said: 
It is appropriate that this House show respect for 
Aboriginal families that have been forcibly sepa-
rated as a consequence of government policy in 
the past, by observing a period of silence.  

Members at that time stood for one minute’s 
silence. 

The next day, on 28 May 1997, speaking 
to the report Aborigines and family separa-
tion, Dr Gallop, Leader of the Opposition, 
said: 
I move that this House apologises to the Aborigi-
nal people on behalf of all Western Australians for 
the past policies under which Aboriginal children 
were removed from their families and expresses 
deep regret at the hurt and distress that this 
caused. 

This was the start. As we have heard from 
many speakers, the Howard government ear-
lier on also passed a motion of respect for 
what had happened, but this was not an apol-
ogy. Today has certainly changed the lives, I 
hope, of those people who have felt that deep 
hurt. As it was a unanimous decision from 
both the government and the alternative gov-
ernment, I do hope that this is going to go 
some way towards helping in the future, and 
there are ways we can do this.  

Perhaps I will just pause to say that unfor-
tunately in Western Australia—and possibly 
Western Australians have had more contact 
with their Aboriginal counterparts; we have 
had a number of problems—headlines in the 
West Australian say, ‘WA voters reject 
Rudd’s apology.’ Then we have from Gerry 

Warber, a member of the stolen generation—
he is a 75-year-old who was brought up at 
Sister Kate’s Home—saying, ‘An apology 
will not change the past.’ ‘Sorry just another 
word’ is another headline in the West Austra-
lian as well, on 2 February. Mr Warber said: 
Saying sorry is only a matter of rhetoric, because 
some people are demanding it. It opens the flood-
gates for compensation. 

Compensation is something that worries me 
as well. I will discuss that later. Mr Warber 
and a number of other older Aboriginals who 
grew up at Sister Kate’s have been working 
very hard trying to raise $9 million, which is 
close to fruition. This will enable two groups 
of former Sister Kate children to build an 
aged-care home and a healing centre on the 
site so they can spend their later years in the 
company of some of the only family many of 
them have known. I think this is a great ini-
tiative and I do hope, whether it is the federal 
government or the state government, that this 
can be done. That is a positive.  

I want to move to the future. The past has 
been well discussed today. I think we have to 
go forward and the way to go forward is with 
something like this: showing that we can do 
something to help these people, who are 
family, even though they were not related. 
That would be a wonderful gesture. I do 
hope for success for Mr Warber, at 75, and 
his colleagues—and one of these was Sue 
Gordon, who we all know has been very in-
volved as the chair of the federal govern-
ment’s task force and also in the Indigenous 
council, which unfortunately has now been 
disbanded. We are hoping that something 
will come up in its place. 

But I would like to advise the Senate that 
Western Australia has quite a long way to go. 
Unfortunately, crime has become quite diffi-
cult in Western Australia, and unfortunately 
most of those involved have been young 
Aboriginal children. I am a little worried 
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about how we get them on track. We had a 
very nasty incident in Geraldton about three 
weeks ago with a pastoralist playing beach 
cricket with his family. Unfortunately, some 
Aboriginal youth decided to try to steal their 
wine and he was hit over the head with a 
baseball bat and died. Last Thursday week I 
attended a funeral in Perth of a past member 
for Geraldton, Mr Bob Bloffwitch. There 
were about 800 people at that funeral. I was 
overwhelmed by people coming to me say-
ing, ‘Enough is enough. Don’t you go and 
apologise on my behalf.’ These are the sorts 
of issues we have in our state. There are also 
bag snatches from elderly people, who are 
being knocked over in the street.  

Western Australia does have a lot to do, 
including up in the Kimberley area at Halls 
Creek, Fitzroy Crossing and Balgo. I have 
visited all of these communities with the pet-
rol-sniffing inquiry. As a member of the 
community affairs committee I have been 
able to travel to a lot of these places. I was a 
nurse and a midwife. I worked in all of these 
areas delivering babies for Aboriginal 
women, sitting with them through the labour 
and hearing stories about what we have been 
discussing in the last day. 

I have something I would like to promote 
here. We have an Australian Defence Force 
Parliamentary Program, and this year, within 
the choices that my fellow members of par-
liament have, there is an opportunity to 
spend a week with NORFORCE members 
and to travel around through these communi-
ties. I would suggest that this might be a way 
that we can all learn how we can go forward. 
This is of course part of the Northern Terri-
tory intervention plan. It is an opportunity 
we can take up and I think it would be great 
to see a number of us take that up. 

Senator BOYCE (Queensland) (5.19 
pm)—I certainly want to add my voice to 
those who are saying sorry today as indi-

viduals and recognise that as state and fed-
eral governments we have much to be sorry 
for to the Indigenous peoples of Australia—
not just to those who were forcibly removed 
as children from their families but to every-
one who has been affected adversely by 
white settlement in Australia since 1788. 
There can be no disputing what happened. 

But I have felt uneasy, I suppose, over the 
last few days. I have felt a sense that to not 
see everything that was being done as perfect 
and complete and covering every part of the 
issue was to be seen almost as curmud-
geonly—that it was mean-spirited not to 
agree with the whole process as it was and 
every little facet of that process. The article 
this morning in the Age by Mr Tony Wright 
crystallised for me what I was finding wrong 
with this whole process. It is that in many 
ways we are not telling the full story. Much 
was made yesterday of the Indigenous wel-
come to parliament, which was a fabulous 
initiative. It was in fact recommended in a 
2001 joint standing committee report chaired 
by a former Liberal member of the House of 
Representatives, Gary Nairn. One of the rec-
ommendations that that committee made was 
that there should be an Indigenous welcome 
at the opening of every parliament. Coinci-
dentally, this committee also recommended 
that the current Australian of the Year, who-
ever that might be, might speak at such an 
opening on behalf of the Australian people 
and that the opening of parliament be held in 
the Great Hall to enable more people to 
come along. I think these are both initiatives 
that we should consider in the future. 

But much was made at the ceremony yes-
terday of the treatment of Mr Jim Clements, 
also known as ‘King Billy’, a Wiradjuri man 
who arrived, after walking many miles bare-
foot, in a battered old suit and with his dogs. 
It was commented on that he was actually 
told to clear off by the police. Mr Wright’s 
article in the Age this morning points out that 
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that was not the full story. In fact, when that 
happened, a good group of the crowd said, 
‘No. Stand your ground; you stay here.’ A 
prominent member of the clergy who was 
there on the same occasion said, ‘This 
man’—Mr Clements—‘has more right to be 
here than the rest of us.’ People apparently 
threw coins at King Billy; I presume that was 
as a gesture of charity. It is probably cringe-
worthy now but it was not then. He ended up 
standing on the steps for the opening of par-
liament in 1927 and being amongst the VIPs 
who met the Duke and Duchess of Kent the 
next day. That is the full story of the treat-
ment of Mr Clements. I think that we do our-
selves a disservice if we are so keen to paint 
a black, dark picture of the treatment of peo-
ple that we do not also see that there are 
good people—and always have been good 
people—who will fight and continue to fight 
for the rights of, particularly, Indigenous 
people, whose situation is currently not a 
good one. 

In looking at this issue and preparing my 
thoughts on it, I went back to the motion of 
reconciliation that was passed by this par-
liament in August 1999. It says: 

That this House: 

(a) reaffirms its wholehearted commitment to the 
cause of reconciliation between indigenous 
and non-indigenous Australians as an impor-
tant national priority for Australians; 

(b) recognising the achievements of the Austra-
lian nation commits to work together to 
strengthen the bonds that unite us, to respect 
and appreciate our differences and to build a 
fair and prosperous future in which we can 
all share; 

(c) reaffirms the central importance of practical 
measures leading to practical results that ad-
dress the profound economic and social dis-
advantage which continues to be experienced 
by many indigenous Australians; 

(d) recognises the importance of understanding 
the shared history of indigenous and non-

indigenous Australians and the need to ac-
knowledge openly the wrongs and injustices 
of Australia’s past; 

(e) acknowledges that the mistreatment of many 
indigenous Australians over a significant pe-
riod represents the most blemished chapter in 
our international history; 

(f) expresses its deep and sincere regret that in-
digenous Australians suffered injustices un-
der the practices of past generations, and for 
the hurt and trauma that many indigenous 
people continue to feel as a consequence of 
those practices; and  

(g) believes that we, having achieved so much as 
a nation, can now move forward together for 
the benefit of all Australians. 

You may note that, apart from the word 
‘sorry’, this motion covers every aspect of 
the motion that we have agreed to today. It 
covers current disadvantage. It fully ac-
knowledges past wrongs and injustices, and 
the hurt and trauma that those injustices 
caused and still cause, and it highlights the 
need for practical and radical improvement 
of the way we help Indigenous people in 
Australia. To me, that 1999 statement is part 
of telling the full story of our journey to-
wards a true reconciliation and of moving 
forward. 

I would also mention that much has been 
made of people of Indigenous background 
and their involvement in this parliament. 
There have been far too few, but one that I 
would like to honour today is the late Sena-
tor Neville Bonner, a Junggera man who was 
the first senator of Aboriginal background to 
serve in this parliament. He was a Liberal 
senator from my own state who taught our 
party and our people a lot about how to go 
about assisting people of Indigenous back-
ground. 

I would also like to talk about the fact that 
there has been an improvement—there has 
been change. If you look at figures from the 
Medical Journal of Australia published last 
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year, the life expectancy for Indigenous 
women has increased from 65 to 67.9 years 
in the past 10 years. This is nowhere near 
good enough—we must close the gap—but 
there has been change and there have been 
improvements. There are actions and there 
are policies designed to put some practical 
background behind what we have done to 
date in this area. On that basis I would like 
definitely to add my voice to the view that, 
yes, we must say ‘sorry’ and, yes, we must 
add a practical aspect to that by supporting 
the moves that are currently going on in the 
Northern Territory to assist people to come 
to a situation where they can go on them-
selves. 

Senator HOGG (Queensland) (5.28 
pm)—I rise briefly in this debate to support 
the motion of sorrow that has been passed in 
this chamber today. I feel that the motion 
itself is terribly important, because it shows a 
solidarity with Indigenous people. I use the 
word ‘solidarity’ very, very carefully, be-
cause it is something that people who have 
known a dispossession come to grips with 
when they know that those who have posses-
sions are as one with them. I am sure that 
that is the thrust of what is being put here in 
this chamber today and what has been put 
here in the past—that we are at one, feeling a 
solidarity with our Indigenous Australians 
who have been so bereft of a real comfort 
over a long period of time because of many 
injustices that have been placed upon them. 
Therefore, I believe that this is an important 
step in the healing process of this nation. 

Of course I support the comments of the 
Prime Minister and the Leader of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate in this particular de-
bate. I want to refer in particular to the words 
of the Prime Minister when he referred to the 
stolen generations as human beings, not an 
intellectual curiosity. He went on to say they 
were ‘human beings deeply damaged by the 
decision of parliaments and governments’. 

That is something that has not been focused 
on, in my view. We are dealing with human-
ity. We are dealing with human beings who 
are no different from any of the rest of us. 
The major difference may well be the colour 
of their skin. The major difference may well 
be their opportunity. The major difference 
may well be their life expectancy. The major 
difference may well be the hurt that they 
have suffered. But the reality is that they are 
human beings and, as such, need to be seen 
to be treated with the dignity that human be-
ings deserve. 

I believe that it is a fundamental right of 
every individual human being, and no more 
or no less for our Indigenous Australians, to 
have the right to that dignity as well, and that 
that right to that dignity is expressed through 
the solidarity of the resolution that was 
passed in the other chamber and this cham-
ber today. That dignity should prevail 
through the various stages of life. It is not 
something that is just gained at birth, it is not 
something gained in youth and it is not 
something gained simply at the end of life. It 
is something that is a continuum through life. 
Of course, with much of the injustice that 
many of our Indigenous Australians have 
suffered, they have not had the opportunity 
to experience the dignity of life that they 
deserve. 

I am not seeking to expand on the apology 
as a statement as such, because I believe it 
enunciates the heartfelt and strong sorrow 
that many of us have experienced in this 
country for a long time. I share that sorrow 
and I wholly endorse the apology as adopted 
by our parliament. I see it, as others have 
said, as a positive way forward on reconcilia-
tion. To express one’s sorrow is important 
indeed, but then the next step, having ex-
pressed one’s sorrow, is not to go back and 
repeat the errors of your ways. As they say, 
you do not sin anymore. I think that that is 
the significance of the statement and the sig-
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nificance of the process: that, having recog-
nised our own inadequacies, we have said 
that we are sorry. It is a sorrow that comes 
from within the heart, because if one does 
not have that then the sorrow is shallow in-
deed. I think the expressions that I have 
heard in this debate on the issue in general 
show that the sorrow is deep and heartfelt, 
and that people genuinely do not want to see 
a repeat of what has happened previously. I 
believe that the solidarity shown by the par-
liament of Australia, and other parliaments 
before us in the states, will give hope to our 
Indigenous Australians that there is a future, 
and a bright future, where their dignity will 
be respected and will grow because of the 
respect that we show to each other as human 
beings. I commend the recommendation of 
the Senate and I support it fully. 

Senator KEMP (Victoria) (5.35 pm)—I 
rise to support the motion regarding an apol-
ogy to those Indigenous Australians who 
were forcibly removed from their families 
and communities under the laws of past state 
and federal governments. The Leader of the 
Opposition, Brendan Nelson, has spoken 
eloquently on this matter today on behalf of 
the coalition. There has been, as we all know, 
a longstanding debate on the appropriateness 
of one generation apologising for another. At 
least as far as this parliament is concerned, 
this debate is now over. Nevertheless, there 
will be a continuing debate in the community 
on the appropriateness of what the parlia-
ment has done today. 

Just 11 years ago, in moving a motion of 
reconciliation, John Howard said the treat-
ment of Indigenous peoples was ‘without 
any doubt, the greatest blemish and stain on 
the Australian national story’. That motion 
recognised the mistreatment of many Indige-
nous Australians over a significant period 
and expressed deep and sincere regret that 
Indigenous Australians had suffered injus-
tices under the practices of past generations 

and for the hurt and trauma that many In-
digenous people continue to feel as a conse-
quence of those practices. The parliament 
today has reinforced that statement, in a 
sense, with the use of the word ‘sorry’. 

This is a complex issue. As the Aboriginal 
leader Noel Pearson said in an extensive arti-
cle in the Australian yesterday: 
The truth is the removal of Aboriginal children 
and the breaking up of Aboriginal families is a 
history of complexity and great variety. People 
were stolen; people were rescued; people were 
brought in chains; people were brought by their 
parents; mixed-blood children were in danger 
from their tribal stepfathers, while others were 
loved and treated as their own; people were in 
danger from whites, and people were protected by 
whites. The motivations and actions of those 
whites involved in this history—governments and 
missions—ranged from cruel to caring, malign to 
loving, well-intentioned to evil. 

Some of the examples of the removal of 
Aboriginal children that have been stated 
before this parliament are simply horrific. 
They demonstrate that bureaucracies, as well 
as having the potential for good, also have 
the potential for great evil. 

It is appropriate to say sorry to people 
who have suffered so dreadfully from the 
actions of government and its officers. But it 
would also be wrong not to acknowledge that 
there were children who were rescued from 
dreadful circumstances. And there were 
white missionaries who had the interests of 
Indigenous people at heart. Noel Pearson 
refers to a Bavarian missionary who, in his 
view, will always be a hero. 

An apology can have both positive and 
negative aspects. It will be interesting to see 
in the coming weeks and months whether the 
government, having taken this step, reverts 
to the failed policies of the past or whether, 
as so many speakers have indicated, this will 
be the springboard for moving on and ad-
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dressing the real causes of Aboriginal disad-
vantage. 

Today’s apology is a very specific apology 
relating to the harm caused by the removal of 
Aboriginal children from their families. It 
should not and cannot obscure the fact that 
the policies which were put into effect by 
governments prior to the Northern Territory 
intervention have damaged Aboriginal peo-
ple over the last 30 years and more. The lives 
of many thousands of Aboriginal people 
have been blighted by these failed policies. 
They are as worthy of an apology as the pol-
icy for which we are apologising today. 

The road to hell, as the old saying goes, is 
paved by good intentions. And there is no 
doubt that the Indigenous policy makers in 
the post-war period have, in my view, a lot to 
answer for. Like many parliamentarians, I 
have visited Indigenous communities in the 
Northern Territory. One cannot but be struck 
by the examples of overriding poverty and 
despair in some of these communities. In-
deed, I believe it is a scandal that such cir-
cumstances could exist in Australia today. By 
every measure—life expectancy, child mor-
tality, unemployment, literacy and vio-
lence—the policies of the last 30 years have 
failed. Indeed, some future parliament may 
well be apologising for our failure. 

The Northern Territory government’s Lit-
tle children are sacred report showed the 
shocking conditions in Indigenous communi-
ties in the Northern Territory. It summarised: 
A number of underlying causes are said to explain 
the present state of both town and remote com-
munities. 

Excessive consumption of alcohol is variously 
described as the cause or result of poverty, unem-
ployment, lack of education, boredom and over-
crowded and inadequate housing. 

The use of other drugs and petrol sniffing can be 
added to these. 

Together, they lead to excessive violence. In the 
worst case scenario it leads to sexual abuse of 
children. 

It is inexcusable that the Northern Territory 
government had allowed this situation to 
develop. 

What are the policies that have led to this 
result? Let me summarise some of these 
policies: unrestricted welfare; reverse apart-
heid through the permit system; absence of 
proper policing in many Indigenous commu-
nities; failure to control drugs, alcohol and 
pornography; concealing of abuse by welfare 
agencies; and almost complete neglect of 
needs in education, health and housing in 
remote communities. 

My brother, Dr David Kemp, by establish-
ing national standards for numeracy and lit-
eracy, exposed, possibly for the first time, 
the shocking neglect of education for Indige-
nous children in remote communities in the 
Northern Territory and elsewhere. These 
policies, let us not forget, remained in place 
because of misguided symbolism and politi-
cal correctness, and stayed in place until 
John Howard and Mal Brough had the cour-
age to act to save the children. The Howard 
government, to its enormous credit, broke 
from the failed policies of the last 30 years 
when former minister Mal Brough an-
nounced the Northern Territory National 
Emergency Response Bill 2007. Mr Brough 
said in the second reading speech: 

When confronted with a failed society where 
basic standards of law and order and behaviour 
have broken down and where women and chil-
dren are unsafe, how should we respond? Do we 
respond with more of what we have done in the 
past? Or do we radically change direction with an 
intervention strategy matched to the magnitude of 
the problem? 

He went on: 
We are providing extra police. We will stem 

the flow of alcohol, drugs and pornography, as-
sess the health situation of children, engage local 
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people in improving living conditions, and offer 
more employment opportunities and activities for 
young people. We aim to limit the amount of cash 
available for alcohol, drugs and gambling during 
the emergency period and make a strong link 
between welfare payments and school attendance. 

Now that the apology has been said, it is 
time to approach again the pressing issues of 
the safety of children and the wellbeing of 
Aboriginal communities. A great deal of 
work remains to be done. 

Senator McLUCAS (Queensland—
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Health and Ageing) (5.43 pm)—Firstly, I 
would like to acknowledge the traditional 
owners on whose country we are meeting 
today. I would also like to acknowledge all 
traditional owners and elders across our 
country. I want to thank Matilda House and 
her delegation for the generosity of their 
welcome that we received yesterday. In do-
ing so, I want to congratulate all the people 
who were involved in that moving ceremony 
that we witnessed. As Senator Boyce said, 
this has been on the cards for a very long 
time and it is wonderful that it has finally 
become a part of the ceremony of the open-
ing of parliament in this place. I was particu-
larly pleased to hear the Leader of the Oppo-
sition commit to continuing with the wel-
come to country ceremony into the future. 

Yesterday heralded a new dawn for rela-
tions between Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islanders and non-Indigenous Australians, 
and that has been built on today. It is an un-
derstatement, in my view, to say that today is 
a historic day for all Australians. The cele-
bration that this parliament has seen 
throughout today is something that will not 
be forgotten for a very long time—the laugh-
ter and the tears; the emotion; and the peo-
ple, Indigenous Australians and non-
Indigenous Australians, coming together to 
celebrate an important day in the history of 
our country. It gives me enormous pride and 

a sense of relief today to wholeheartedly 
support the motion that has been carried 
unanimously in the Senate and the House 
today. I commend the Prime Minister, Kevin 
Rudd, and the Minister for Families, Hous-
ing, Community Services and Indigenous 
Affairs, Jenny Macklin, for all of their efforts 
to ensure that Indigenous people were con-
sulted about the words in this motion and for 
planning such a wonderful day here in Can-
berra. I also agree that today’s motion of 
apology is not about us as senators and 
members of parliament. It is a day for In-
digenous people in particular and a day for 
all Australians to come together to right past 
wrongs.  

The words of the motion are very impor-
tant. I encourage all Australians to take the 
time to read them, to know what they mean 
and to know personally of the intent behind 
them. The words are designed to, firstly, rec-
ognise the indisputable fact that past actions 
instigated and/or sanctioned by parliaments 
and governments resulted in many thou-
sands—we do not actually know the number, 
but many thousands—of Indigenous children 
being taken from their mothers and their 
families because of their race. And that is the 
key. That is the very significant difference 
that we need to remember in this debate to-
day. It was because they were black that they 
were taken. And that is the sorrow that they 
live with. The words are designed to show 
that we, as non-Indigenous Australians, want 
to say that we are sorry for what occurred. 
As a mother I cannot understand, I cannot 
imagine the abject loss, the emptiness, that 
mothers who had their children stolen en-
dured—endured for the rest of their lives in 
many, many cases. I cannot contemplate the 
fear that people lived with, waiting for the 
welfare, hiding their children, as we know 
they did. The words are drafted to show that 
we understand the toll that the practices of 
forced removal, of so-called fostering, of 
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being placed into unpaid labour, of institu-
tionalisation, have wreaked on Indigenous 
Australians. The words are drafted to make it 
clear that we know that much has to be done 
to bridge the gap between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous Australians. The tenor of the 
Prime Minister’s speech and those of many 
others, including the Leader of the Opposi-
tion’s, in this and the other place, has been 
sincere and heartfelt. Australians can take 
heart from the leadership that has been 
shown today that we as a nation have taken a 
very large step towards a reconciled Austra-
lia. 

In May 1997 I was fortunate to be in at-
tendance at the National Reconciliation Con-
vention. At the end of that convention—a 
very emotionally up and down meeting—Pat 
Dodson invited us to walk with him on the 
road to reconciliation. What we have wit-
nessed today restarts that process of recon-
ciliation anew. I have talked about what the 
words in the motion say. I think it is also 
important to talk about what the words do 
not say. The words do not apportion blame. 
They do not encourage people to feel guilt. 
There is nowhere in those words that tries to 
point a finger at anyone, at any group or any 
particular government action. There would 
be no purpose in doing so. The words do not 
apportion blame nor do they encourage guilt. 
The words do not seek to advance the value 
of symbolism above the real and obvious 
need for improved outcomes in terms of 
health, education and employment for In-
digenous people. It is not one or the other. It 
is not symbolism or services and programs; it 
is both. Of course it is both. And that is how 
it should be. We need as a nation to lay down 
a marker, to acknowledge the horrifying, 
unthinkable truth of the stolen generation era 
and to sincerely apologise. And that is what 
we have done today. 

This morning on the ABC AM program an 
Indigenous gentleman was speaking about 

how there are some non-Indigenous Austra-
lians who have an understanding of the ex-
perience of the stolen generation. He was 
referring to the child migrants as also being 
stolen—and that has been referred to in this 
place today. As we know through the Senate 
inquiry, along with the child migrants there 
are many other Australians who have been 
institutionalised, taken from their families 
and placed in institutions. I acknowledge the 
pain of the child migrants and of the so-
called forgotten Australians today. I apolo-
gise too for the actions of governments that 
separated those children from their families. 
There is more to be done in that area as well. 

In closing, I want to thank the many In-
digenous Australians, Aborigines and Torres 
Strait Islanders, mainly in North Queensland, 
who have shared their stories and lives with 
my family and me. I have felt welcome in 
their homes and in their communities. I am 
grateful for the generosity that has been 
shown to me and for the opportunity to un-
derstand better their lives and their culture. I 
say to those people—I cannot name them 
all—their generosity and openness has al-
lowed us, my family, to have some under-
standing of the road that you walk. 

I am always in awe of the patience of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. 
We know they waited for their vote, they 
waited for native title, they have waited for 
education and they have waited for health 
services. But today’s motion means that the 
wait for the apology to the stolen generation 
is now over. We are now once again on the 
path to reconciliation and on the path to clos-
ing the gap between Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islanders and non-Indigenous Austra-
lians. I wholeheartedly support the motion 
and commit to working to improving out-
comes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Is-
landers in Australia. 
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Senator TROETH (Victoria) (5.52 
pm)—I also rise to support the apology. To-
day is a very important day in the life of this 
parliament and this country. There is no 
doubt that much of the past policy was un-
dertaken partly in the name of improving the 
lives of children—supposedly in material 
ways of measuring happiness. Children were 
removed from their families with the thought 
that they could have what were seen as better 
living conditions and better education with 
the hope of better eventual employment. But 
there was no thought given to the family 
providing an essential underpinning to an 
individual’s emotional life, and that is what 
we are recognising today, amongst other 
things. 

Over time there is no doubt that both sides 
of government have attempted to provide 
practical forms of reconciliation through 
health, housing, education and employment 
initiatives. This has been done to the extent 
that the former government last year spent $4 
billion on Indigenous initiatives. Yet many of 
the indicators which would signal an im-
provement in those areas have changed very 
little, such as life expectancy, infant mortal-
ity, progress through primary and secondary 
school, and sustainable employment. Saying 
sorry will not change these conditions in the 
short term. Yet, by acknowledging the emo-
tional scarring that previous policy has 
caused, I hope we are creating a true feeling 
of partnership to go forward and start to im-
prove living standards in every way. By ‘liv-
ing’ I do not just mean physical conditions 
but also anticipating and being able to aspire 
to a physical and emotional standard of liv-
ing which is due to all Australians. 

As a parent, I can only begin to under-
stand what it would feel like to have one 
child taken from the family, let alone multi-
ple removals, as so many of these cases seem 
to be. It is no wonder that so many of those 
parents spent the rest of their often short 

lives wondering what had become of their 
children. They were never to know. 

Many of these issues have come together 
in the expressions of regret by various state 
governments. I was very pleased last June 
when former Prime Minister John Howard 
and former minister Mal Brough announced 
what is now known as the Northern Territory 
intervention. I am well aware that not every-
one agrees with every aspect of that initia-
tive. I hope the new Rudd government car-
ries on the practical aspects of this reform. 
We must act now, in concert with state and 
territory governments, to ensure that condi-
tions improve. There have been many ex-
pressions of bipartisanship at the national 
government level for some time, especially 
yesterday and today, and I applaud the accep-
tance of this declaration by the leader of my 
party, Dr Brendan Nelson. Let us go on with 
this so that the succeeding generations can 
note this declaration at the start of this new 
parliament as the start of a new era and new 
partnerships. 

Senator WONG (South Australia—
Minister for Climate Change and Water) 
(5.56 pm)—I rise to speak on the motion 
before the chamber to take note of the apol-
ogy. What a historic moment it is. This fed-
eral parliament has finally done what ought 
have been done many years ago, and that is 
to apologise to Indigenous Australians for 
this long chapter in our history where people 
were taken away from their families. 

I want to speak briefly about some of the 
reasons why I believe this apology is so im-
portant. In my first speech to this place I 
spoke about the need for compassion and 
why compassion, to my way of thinking, 
ought be the driver for those of us in public 
life. It ought be that which those who have 
power remember and seek to implement 
when engaging in their activities. I said that 
this notion of compassion really was that 
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which lay at the heart of a truly civilised so-
ciety. I also made the point that compassion 
is what underscores our relationships with 
one another and that which enables us to 
come to a place of community even in our 
diversity. That is a view which I have had for 
all of my life—or for as long as I can recall; 
perhaps not when I was born, but certainly 
for all of the time when I have actually 
thought about these issues—and it is very 
much the reason why I have always been 
since this issue was raised an advocate for an 
apology. It is an expression, not only of re-
gret but also of apology, that enables us to 
come to a place of community. It demon-
strates an understanding of what was done, 
of the impact of what was done, and enables 
us to move forward. 

I was engaged for some part of the years 
of the former Howard government in various 
antiracism activities at a community level. In 
that context I once interviewed Lowitja 
O’Donoghue in a public forum at which she 
talked about her experience. That was one of 
the more profoundly moving experiences 
that I have had. This woman of extraordinary 
achievement, extraordinary intellect and ex-
traordinary integrity spoke about what it 
meant for her to have been taken away. For 
those of you who do not know, Lowitja 
O’Donoghue was taken away from her 
mother at the age of two. She, from memory, 
was one of the young children who were 
taken eventually to Colebrook, which was a 
home in the Adelaide Hills actually not far 
from where I lived when I came to Australia 
from Malaysia. Lowitja gave all the people 
in the audience that day an extraordinary 
insight into what that meant for her and what 
it meant for her not to have seen her mother 
for, I think, about 33 years. 

The thing that I remember most about that 
discussion is not just the sadness of the story 
that was being told but the extraordinary 
dignity and spirit of forgiveness with which 

Miss O’Donoghue spoke. To be honest with 
the chamber, that was a hallmark of much of 
the activity I engaged in with Indigenous 
people on antiracism and other issues before 
I came into parliament. I have been struck 
over and over again by the big-heartedness 
of our Indigenous peoples. How much for-
giveness there has been in the way in which 
they have dealt with me and other non-
Indigenous Australians. I have often thought 
that, if I had been in the same situation and 
had that sort of history, my anger and bitter-
ness would probably not have enabled me to 
behave in the ways they did. I have so often 
been humbled by the dignity, forgiveness 
and, as I said, big-heartedness of so many 
Indigenous people with whom I have worked 
over the years. 

I speak in support of this motion firstly, 
obviously, as someone in this chamber—as 
an elected representative. But I also want to 
express my strong personal commitment to 
this motion and my gladness that we have 
come to this place. As I have said before, I 
believe that it is an understanding of the ex-
perience of others which enables us to come 
to a place of community in our diversity. 
Diversity is a good thing. It is a characteristic 
of Australian society which has enriched us 
and it is a characteristic which I believe con-
tributes to a strong, vibrant community. But, 
in order to ensure that diversity has its most 
positive manifestation, I believe we must try 
to understand what it is like for others who 
are different to ourselves. Non-Indigenous 
Australians need to come to a place where 
we have a better understanding of what life 
has been like in the past and what it is like 
currently for our Indigenous brothers and 
sisters. 

This is not the day for much partisan poli-
tics. I do commend the opposition, after 
some public comments indicating disquiet on 
this issue, for eventually supporting this mo-
tion. I want to make a couple of brief points 
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about comments made by the Leader of the 
Opposition in the Senate in his response in 
this place on behalf of the opposition. He 
first made the point that we ought not to 
judge previous actions by contemporary 
standards. That is something I have heard 
said by those who were in the former gov-
ernment and by those who oppose the notion 
of an apology. It is true that over time human 
societies develop different notions about 
what is right and wrong and what is socially 
acceptable. That is obviously part of what is 
great about us; we do move forward and we 
do change. But I want to emphasise this: 
there are some things which were never 
right. There are some things which, no mat-
ter what time in history they occur, are sim-
ply wrong. To try in any way to suggest that, 
because something occurred in the past when 
some people and some parliaments thought 
differently and when some policies were dif-
ferent, it in any way diminishes the moral 
wrongness of what occurred is incorrect, I 
believe. 

The second point I want to make in rela-
tion to the comments made by Senator 
Minchin and, frankly, by a number of oppo-
sition senators is that there was a lot of dis-
cussion about the process, criticism of the 
Prime Minister’s release of the apology and 
so forth. On a day when we are talking about 
what has happened over many decades in 
this country to a group of people because 
they were black and because they were In-
digenous, for people to be so concerned 
about their own processes really does dem-
onstrate a level of self-absorption that is ex-
traordinary. It would seem from some of the 
comments made in this place that what was 
happening inside the coalition party room 
was of more importance to some than the 
enormity of what has been done today. 

As I said, this is a motion that has been a 
long time coming. This is a motion which 
ought to have been dealt with in this place 

before. I think it is a regret of many people in 
Australia that for so many years we have 
failed to see the importance of this symbolic 
gesture in moving forward. I hope that in the 
years to come we can look back and say that 
this was a time when this parliament, on be-
half of the community that elects us, and, 
more importantly, the broader Australian 
community could acknowledge and apolo-
gise for past wrongs and that we then moved 
forward to do something very different. 

Nobody who has argued for symbolic ges-
tures or moments such as this believes that 
they are the only things we must do. Clearly, 
there are many practical measures which we 
have to put in place to redress the unaccept-
able disadvantage so many of our Indigenous 
brothers and sisters suffer. But symbolism 
and ideas are important. We all know that. 
We are all members of political parties that 
are not just about practical plans; they are 
also very much about ideas, philosophies and 
what we feel in our hearts is right for this 
nation and this community. Today we have 
stated as a parliament what we believe is 
right—that we should say sorry. 

Senator BIRMINGHAM (South Austra-
lia) (6.06 pm)—I rise to support the motion 
to take note of the apology given today in 
this place and in the other place. I do so with 
great pleasure and to make a contribution to 
this debate on this historic occasion. We, as 
people, can be terrible and flawed creatures 
at times. We can inflict harms that make 
most cringe. We can do wrongs that we dare 
not speak of. We can inflict wilful pain upon 
each other and on the environment around 
us. However, thankfully, very few of us are 
guilty of inflicting wilful, deliberate acts of 
pain. Most of us, when we inflict pain or 
harm, are often ignorant of the pain we are 
causing. Most of us act with the best of in-
tentions, however right, wrong or misguided 
those intentions may prove to be in future 
years and in retrospect. 
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Today this parliament has taken a stand 
and apologised for the wrongs of the past 
committed against the Indigenous peoples of 
Australia. We have made this expression of 
sorrow both for the harms inflicted wilfully 
by some and for the inadvertent or unin-
tended harms of many. As the Liberal Party 
leader in the other place said in his, I 
thought, very moving and worthwhile con-
tribution to the apology, each generation 
lives in ignorance of the long-term conse-
quences of its decisions and actions. Even 
when motivated by inherent humanity and 
decency to reach out to the dispossessed in 
extreme adversity, our actions can have unin-
tended consequences. Consequences unin-
tended and, sadly, in some cases intended, 
certainly did cause harms and wrong to many 
of our Indigenous people over the years. 
They were recognised in the historic Bring-
ing them home report released in 1997. 
Whilst it has taken some time, today this 
place has done the right thing. Although I 
may wish it had been done earlier, I am very 
proud to be a member of the parliament 
which has said, I believe very genuinely, 
deeply and overwhelmingly in very heartfelt 
and sincere terms, that we are sorry for those 
wrongs which were committed. We have 
heard many comments in this place and 
elsewhere reciting very tragic and personal 
stories of children removed forcibly from 
loving families, the fact that many people 
lost touch with their culture or background, 
others who were forced into child labour, and 
some, sadly, who were beaten or sexually 
abused. These are the challenges which gen-
erations of Indigenous people have faced and 
have brought to bear in coming to where we 
are today. Against that backdrop and many 
other challenges and issues over the years, it 
is little wonder that we see the extent of de-
spair, adversity and disadvantage that exists 
across our Indigenous communities. 

As I said earlier in this place, I hope today 
will mark not just an expression of sorrow 
but the beginning of healing, a process of 
forgiveness and, most importantly, an oppor-
tunity to move forward. Like many, I know 
that our Indigenous communities are suffer-
ing very deeply. Prior to coming to this 
place, working at the Winemakers Federation 
of Australia, I spent time trying to grapple 
with issues of alcohol and substance abuse, 
travelling around Alice Springs and the town 
camps nearby with officers of the Northern 
Territory Licensing Commission. In those 
trips it became very clear to me that not just 
the harms created as a result of that direct 
abuse but the many wrongs committed over 
the years gave people a sense of disposses-
sion, having no sense of hope or future about 
their lives. 

I hope in delivering some sense of closure 
today in this very broadly worded motion 
that we can achieve progress in many aspects 
of the tragic history and relationship with 
Indigenous Australia and ensure that today’s 
Indigenous people, and most importantly the 
generations to come, enjoy hope and oppor-
tunity and feel a sense of worth and wellbe-
ing in our community. We, as parliamentari-
ans, need to make today stand as a proud day 
in our history. We will only do that if the 
current government and future governments 
back up today’s words with action. The sym-
bolism of today must go hand in hand with 
true, meaningful, practical steps. We must 
ensure the investment is there to genuinely 
tackle the ills in Aboriginal communities, the 
disadvantages in health care and education 
standards and the need for policing and put a 
stop to the abuse and violence in our Abo-
riginal communities that we have seen so 
widely reported. 

It is a challenge that many have, sadly, 
failed to meet. Failure is reflected in the sta-
tistics and in the lives of many broken people 
in Aboriginal communities. The challenge 
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now falls upon the shoulders of the new gov-
ernment and on each of us, as parliamentari-
ans, to ensure that policies and actions fol-
low up the very great words spoken today in 
this place and in the other place. I say to the 
new government that this symbolic step is 
not enough. It is important. It is a great step, 
but I hope it will be the first of many steps to 
deliver a strong and proud future for our In-
digenous peoples. 

In my first speech to this place just a few 
months ago, last year, I spoke of the hope 
that I would see and make a contribution to 
Indigenous people becoming free of suppres-
sion, paternalism or welfarism and enjoying 
incentives and the respect of the community. 
Today we have shown enormous respect in 
this place. I am very proud to have seen that 
occur, but there is much to be done to ensure 
the incentives and opportunities that I spoke 
of.  

I note that I am not the only person to 
have referred back to their first speech, 
though mine was more recent than most in 
here—I note Senator Wong, Senator Payne 
and others have referenced their first 
speeches in relation to their commitment to 
healing the wounds in Indigenous Australia 
and creating advantage and opportunity. So 
many of us have made that commitment in 
what is perhaps our most important speech in 
this place: our first speech. I hope that we 
can genuinely see that commitment through 
in the same type of bipartisan, well-meaning 
and well-spirited manner that we have today, 
because that is what our Indigenous peoples 
need. Indeed, we will be much prouder and a 
much stronger country if today’s steps can be 
taken forward to deliver hope and opportu-
nity for future Indigenous peoples. 

Senator LUNDY (Australian Capital Ter-
ritory) (6.15 pm)—I acknowledge the tradi-
tional owners of the land that we find our-
selves on in this federal parliament and I 

support the motion taking note of the apol-
ogy. Today Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, on 
behalf of the Parliament of Australia, said 
sorry to Indigenous Australians for past in-
justices they experienced as a result of previ-
ous government policies. Prime Minister 
Rudd recognised the devastating impact of 
previous government policies on the families 
of the stolen generation, and the dislocation 
and displacement of whole communities, and 
he did so in a way that I think encompassed 
all of the pain, not just of those affected di-
rectly but of their families and their extended 
families, and indeed the long-term impact on 
whole communities—an impact that contin-
ues today. 

Saying sorry has been a long time coming, 
and I know many people in this place and 
many, many more outside of this place have 
dreamed of this day, have worked long and 
hard to make it happen through their own 
compassion and activism, leading towards 
this moment. I would like to acknowledge 
the efforts of everybody who, from the bot-
tom of their hearts, worked towards the posi-
tive outcome of a genuine apology emanat-
ing from the Prime Minister of this country. 
It is a historic moment for the healing of the 
nation. It is as though the warmth and opti-
mism that I felt coming into Parliament 
House today has permeated the community 
right around the country. 

There is obviously some scepticism and 
some questions. What happens next? Of 
course—that is appropriate. But I was truly 
inspired by the warmth and optimism that 
was tangible in the building this morning and 
that I think has been reflected in the extraor-
dinarily gracious generosity of the accep-
tance of that apology by Indigenous people. I 
think it is a day from which we can move 
forward. I have great hope and optimism for 
that. I applaud the inspired stewardship of 
Kevin Rudd—and I also acknowledge the 
very committed work of our Minister for 
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Families, Housing, Community Services and 
Indigenous Affairs, Jenny Macklin—in mak-
ing this a priority for this first sitting of the 
42nd Parliament. 

There are undisputed facts, as reported in 
the stolen generations report Little children 
are sacred. Now those facts are firmly im-
printed on our collective consciousness, and 
it is for those facts that today we are saying 
sorry. We know that between 1910 and 1970, 
between 10 and 30 per cent of Indigenous 
children were forcibly taken from their par-
ents. For those of us who have heard the sto-
ries firsthand, it is an incredibly emotional 
experience and one that I think everybody 
should be able to listen to firsthand, because 
it is that compelling telling of those stories 
that makes it real for all of us. We can never 
share the pain directly, but it makes it real to 
us in a way that we all acknowledge and ac-
cept some responsibility. 

It was, of course, the product of deliber-
ate, calculated policies of the state at the 
time. The powers to take the children away 
were provided by the parliament of the 
day—explicit powers provided under statute. 
This whole experience should make us very 
humble as legislators. We have seen the harm 
that misguided policies can cause and we 
have an immense responsibility to stand up 
and acknowledge these mistakes, as we have 
today, as well as to celebrate the successes. 
The apology is, as I think everyone including 
the Prime Minister is saying, a first step. 

The Rudd Labor government is committed 
to reducing the gap between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous Australians with respect to 
health, education and life expectancy. These 
policies will no doubt be challenging to im-
plement. To improve health in a genuine, 
sustainable, long-term and holistic manner 
requires attention to and investment in the 
social determinants of health—housing, edu-
cation, employment, obviously health ser-

vices, the physical environment and individ-
ual and collective self-esteem. This gamut of 
public policy challenges is, fortunately, an 
area that we in Australia have a great deal of 
expertise in. In fact, many of our states do 
have the capacity to provide the professional 
guidance, support and public policy inspira-
tion we need to make a real difference. What 
was lacking in the area of health promotion 
public policy was the genuine commitment 
needed by the former federal government to 
see fit to deploy those resources in a focused 
and unrelenting way towards a problem that 
still exists, to our shame—and that is, the 
health status of our Indigenous population. 

Let us hope that we will not have to wait 
as long to report back positively about the 
impact of the changes in those policies and 
the outcomes of investment in education, 
employment opportunities and health status. 
Let us hope that this agenda will continue to 
attract the sort of bipartisan support that I am 
hearing echoing back across the chamber 
today from most, if not all, because that 
gives us all great heart that this really is go-
ing to be a concerted effort—not one divided 
by the partisan politics of opportunism but 
one inspired by the opportunity to rectify a 
great wrong. 

The weight that has been lying across our 
collective conscience has been lifted slightly 
in one corner. We have a way to go, but I 
think together all Australians, Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous, will be able to stand tall 
and walk together at some point in the future 
with this weight lifted. For my part, I am 
proud to be part of the moment—I am 
proudest of the Indigenous people, who have 
lived their lives with great dignity and who 
found themselves part of this formality today 
in the federal parliament of a Prime Minister 
finally saying sorry. 

In closing, I would also like to acknowl-
edge the wonderful initiative in having a 
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welcome to country ceremony prior to the 
opening of parliament yesterday. It is a long-
standing tradition I know in other houses of 
parliament and it has been a feature of public 
events in Canberra for a very long time. The 
lack of that presence in Parliament House 
stood out as glaring. It has now been fixed 
and I too would like to acknowledge the bi-
partisan support for that continuing tradition. 
I would like to thank Matilda House and the 
elders for their participation in a wonderful 
ceremony that I think will set the tone for 
that tradition to continue in the future. 

Senator McGAURAN (Victoria) (6.25 
pm)—I speak to the motion before the Sen-
ate on our national apology, which both 
houses of parliament supported today, ac-
companied by the great national fanfare and 
feeling. I accept that the Australian people in 
the great majority want this parliament to 
come together to settle this longstanding 
matter. To this end, I express my heartfelt 
support for the words and feelings in the na-
tional apology which in part reads: 

To the mothers and the fathers, the brothers 
and the sisters, for the breaking up of families and 
communities, we say sorry. 

And for the indignity and degradation thus in-
flicted on a proud people and a proud culture, we 
say sorry. 

… … … 

For the future we take heart; resolving that this 
new page in the history of our great continent can 
now be written. 

… … … 

A future where all Australians, whatever their 
origins, are truly equal partners, with equal op-
portunities and with an equal stake in shaping the 
next chapter in the history of this great country, 
Australia. 

The national apology, while accepted as 
important symbolism, will nevertheless we 
trust have the very practical effect of healing 
much of the hurt, pain and anger of those 
that say that they or their family members 

were taken from their family origins at a 
young age for no other reason than race. That 
is what we are apologising for today; that is 
what we are sorry for today. Therefore it is 
worthy to note, as has been recognised by 
previous speakers, that the national apology 
in no way must blanket the history of the 
good work and good intentions of so many 
churches and welfare groups that helped 
Aboriginal children from settlements who 
were in dire need of help. The distinction 
ought to be made between the two. It in no 
way dims the apology but sets out the differ-
ences in what is a complex issue. It is proba-
bly best put by Noel Pearson, an Aboriginal 
elder known to all in this chamber, in a very 
fine and thoughtful piece which he wrote in 
the Australian on Tuesday, February 12. I 
quote that part of the article, which I recom-
mend to everyone in the Senate, that relates 
to the point I am making here about the 
churches. Noel Pearson said: 
The truth is the removal of Aboriginal children 
and the breaking up of Aboriginal families is a 
history of complexity and great variety. People 
were stolen, people were rescued; people were 
brought in chains, people were brought by their 
parents; mixed-blood children were in danger 
from their tribal stepfathers, while others were 
loved and treated as their own; people were in 
danger from whites, and people were protected by 
whites. The motivations and actions of those 
whites involved in this history—governments and 
missions—ranged from cruel to caring, malign to 
loving, well-intentioned to evil. 

Noel Pearson went on to say: 
The 19-year-old Bavarian missionary who came 
to the year-old Lutheran mission at Cape Bedford 
in Cape York Peninsula in 1887, and who would 
spend more than 50 years of his life underwriting 
the future of— 

Noel Pearson’s people, in Noel Pearson’s 
words— 
cannot but be a hero to me and to my people. We 
owe an unrepayable debt to Georg ... Schwartz 
and the white people who supported my grand-
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parents and others to rebuild their lives after they 
arrived at the mission as young children in 1910. 

What Noel Pearson said makes a most sig-
nificant point about an issue that we all con-
cede is a complex one, and it is more elo-
quently put than what, I thought, was the 
Prime Minister’s very smart alec remark in 
the chamber today—he said that it was a 
very crude, post-reformation, theological 
way of resolving the differences in the 
churches. It was nothing of the sort; it had 
nothing to do with theological differences or 
the post-reformation. It was either a tongue-
in-cheek remark or a smart alec remark by 
the Prime Minister. It was unwarranted on a 
day like this, and it was a cheap shot at the 
churches. 

Equally, on the subject of cheap shots, I 
am informed that many of the staffers of the 
Labor Party—no doubt it was caught on 
film—turned their backs on Brendan Nelson 
during his speech. 

Opposition senators interjecting— 

Senator McGAURAN—‘That is right,’ 
say my colleagues. It was done on the 
grounds that Brendan Nelson raised the issue 
of the Northern Territory intervention. That 
was the reason they decided to turn their 
backs during what was a bipartisan approach 
to saying sorry. 

So, before they become so pleased with 
themselves in trumpeting their own compas-
sion in this matter, I make the point that, 
while the Labor Party might be feeling 
chuffed with itself over this matter—and I 
have already referred to those who turned 
their backs and played politics right till the 
end—I am convinced that the apology is not 
a case of a change in the political landscape 
brought about by the new government bring-
ing in this policy. I think the political land-
scape changed well before the election when 
we introduced the Northern Territory emer-
gency action. The sea change occurred when 

the majority of the Australian people, who 
might once have been cynical about an apol-
ogy and thought of it as hollow and lacking 
meaning, saw definite, practical action being 
taken by the government. We felt that sea 
change when we were in government. We 
felt that the great majority of Australians 
believed that an apology was acceptable and 
due because it would be combined with 
strong, practical action. 

I think the sea change came for the Aus-
tralian people when the great majority 
wanted an apology, for what they were once 
very cynical about, because of the strong 
action taken in the Northern Territory emer-
gency action. So, it would be a tragedy if that 
action were to be unwound. It has been a 
marked success, with over 5,500 children in 
48 communities now having had health 
checks, just to quote one figure, although it 
is probably the most significant figure of all. 
But to pull out the foundation stone upon 
which that action was built—that is, the re-
moval of the permit system—would endan-
ger the success of the whole action. The 
other side must know that it is the most prac-
tical action to take. The ability to succeed in 
the Northern Territory emergency action 
comes from the abolition of the permit sys-
tem. Yet, in my judgement, the government 
are using the reinstatement of it as a symbol 
of the Left. They have reinstated it and, in so 
doing, they have unwound the most practical 
action taken in Aboriginal affairs for many 
decades. 

It would be a tragedy if anything more 
was unwound; if you were not genuine and 
you caved in to the pressure I see on the 
news services to unwind the whole Northern 
Territory action. If you think I am over-
dramatising it, when you have staff members 
turning their backs on the Leader of the Op-
position on the grounds that he raised the 
issue— (Time expired) 
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Senator CAROL BROWN (Tasmania) 
(6.35 pm)—I also rise to speak on Prime 
Minister Kevin Rudd’s momentous and long-
overdue apology to the stolen generation—
Indigenous Australians who were, sadly, the 
victims of one of the most shameful chapters 
in our nation’s history. Last year, Mr Rudd 
made the commitment that, if the Labor 
Party were to form government, he would 
take the important and historical step of say-
ing sorry to the stolen generation for the pain 
and suffering they endured as a result of be-
ing forcibly separated from their families. 
Today he delivered on this commitment. Our 
Prime Minister said sorry on behalf of the 
government, on behalf of the Australian par-
liament and on behalf of the Australian peo-
ple. 

The significance of this important moment 
in our nation’s history should not be down-
played or lost. For many thousands of In-
digenous Australians, both those with us and 
passed, this day has been a long time com-
ing. Indeed, for the past 10 years the possi-
bility of an apology has all but eluded us. 
However, the election of the Rudd Labor 
government last year not only put the issue 
back on the agenda but, as we have seen in 
the last couple of days, placed the apology to 
the stolen generation at the very top of the 
agenda. The significance of this event will no 
doubt be resounding for years to come, but 
for now its present and fresh importance 
should not be lost. It should be enjoyed and 
celebrated. 

The atmosphere in Parliament House over 
the last two days has come to symbolise the 
immediate meaning of this event. There has 
been necessary reflection upon and acknowl-
edgement of the past, but there is also a 
sense of hope for the future. To me this is the 
most basic and true meaning of reconcilia-
tion: a sincere and heartfelt acknowledge-
ment of what has come before and a genuine 

desire to move forward together towards the 
future. 

The apology today was an acknowledge-
ment of a past wrong. It also represented a 
clear statement of our desire as a nation to 
move forward as one people. However, the 
Rudd Labor government acknowledges that 
the events of today are only the first step of 
many steps that need to be taken to mend the 
past injustices suffered by the Indigenous 
people. Much more needs to be done to 
bridge the gap that has been allowed to de-
velop over a number of years between In-
digenous and non-Indigenous Australians. As 
the Prime Minister stated today, in this coun-
try we are about a fair go for all, and up until 
now this sentiment has failed to be applied 
when it comes to Indigenous Australians. 
The facts speak for themselves in lower life 
expectancy and poorer health and education 
outcomes. These people have done it tough.  

However, the Prime Minister also stated 
today that the Rudd Labor government is 
committed to improving outcomes for In-
digenous communities from this point on. 
The Prime Minister acknowledged that most 
of the old approaches are not working and 
that there is a need for a new beginning 
based on consultative, tailored and local ap-
proaches to improving outcomes in areas 
such as health and education in Indigenous 
communities. The Rudd Labor government 
has already committed to a number of poli-
cies aimed directly at improving health and 
education outcomes for young Indigenous 
children—the future of the Indigenous peo-
ple’s heritage and culture, the future of our 
country.  

I am extremely proud to be a member of 
the Australian parliament that finally took 
the important step of acknowledging the 
wrongs suffered by members of the stolen 
generation and that has set a positive agenda 
in working towards closing the gap between 
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Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. 
Today the first words have been spoken and 
the first steps have been taken on the road 
towards reconciliation. Let this day rest in 
the minds of all Australians as one of hope.  

Senator HEFFERNAN (New South 
Wales) (6.39 pm)—Today is a great day for 
all Australians. I suppose you could say it is 
a new dawn for the original custodians of 
Australia. I am a farmer and occasionally I 
pretend that I own the farm. In fact I am only 
the custodian of the farm; and, even if you 
live a long time, you actually do not live 
very long. This is just a great new opportu-
nity for all Australians and I am very proud 
of the fact that Australians have displayed 
great generosity of spirit. Today is the day 
for our Indigenous people—or as I say in the 
back country, ‘my blackfella mates’. It is not 
a whitefella day.  

I am not interested in some of the disad-
vantages where, if you go to different parts 
of Australia, you will see third-generation 
unemployed whitefellas in pretty dire cir-
cumstances. Today is a great day for Austra-
lia to display its generosity. I am not inter-
ested in the nuances of who got what. Ever 
since we got here, the whole thing has been a 
national disgrace and whitefella habits have 
inflicted great pain on a lot of our Indigenous 
people. So I can only say: thank God we 
have got here to this point today. 

My view is that there are people—and 
there are those who have a different view—
who are innocently ignorant of what has 
gone on in the past. There are a lot of people 
like that. When I left school I did not know 
that at Cootamundra, 30 miles from where I 
lived, there was a place full of young girls 
who had been taken away. We had no idea. 
So you can be innocently ignorant of the 
facts. There are some people—and you can 
pick it by their language or by their silence—
who are passengers of political convenience 

on this particular issue and are not in favour 
of it, but there are other people, in my view, 
who are just simply moral cowards. 

With all human endeavour there is human 
failure and, sure, some of the things that 
have been put together over the years have 
not worked out as they should have. As sena-
tors would know, you can go out into any 
remote community now and find that things 
are not like they ought to be. The position in 
some of these communities is still a continu-
ing national disgrace. But if today is going to 
help heal people who have been seriously 
disadvantaged directly by what has gone on 
in the past, and raise their self-esteem by 
seeing the display of generosity of spirit of 
the wider Australian community, then I think 
today is just a magnificent day for everyone 
to celebrate. It was a great pleasure for me 
today to see people with smiles on their faces 
around this place. Sure, one size does not fit 
all. There are several remote communities 
that want to live traditionally. They might 
want to live traditionally with a LandCruiser 
to assist them, but they still want to live tra-
ditionally and share their goods with all the 
neighbourhood and all the rest of it. That is 
fair enough.  

There are a lot of Indigenous people who 
want to leave something in their will just the 
same as whitefellas do. If they get the oppor-
tunity they want to better themselves and 
leave a better situation for their children. I 
think that we have got to aspire to all the 
things that have been repeated many times in 
this place about education, health and all the 
rest of it. We have got to aspire to putting 
people in a position where they can own 
their own home on their own country and 
leave that home in their will to their kids. It 
is a pretty simple aspiration, but it is a great 
builder of spirit.  

I am pretty upbeat about the future for our 
Indigenous people. As I said, ever since the 
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1700s they have had a pretty rotten deal for 
various reasons which, today, I am not inter-
ested in. Today is a day of celebration. But I 
have to say that, if you analyse the science of 
climate change in Australia—the predictions 
of declining run-off of somewhere between 
3,500 and 11,000 gigalitres in the Murray-
Darling Basin, which has a total of 23,000 
gigalitres and produces 40 per cent of our 
food from water and 70 per cent including 
the dry land—and then look at the north, we 
are the only island continent globally, in my 
view, that is going to deal with climate 
change. I know this is a long way from this 
particular motion, but it is certainly where it 
is going to finish up. In 50 years time, if the 
science is right, 50 per cent of the world’s 
population will be water poor, a billion peo-
ple will be unable to feed themselves, 1.6 
billion people will be displaced by climate 
change, 30 per cent of the productive land of 
Asia will have disappeared and the food task 
will have doubled. If Australia can maintain 
its sovereignty, the new wealth creators are 
going to be our Indigenous people. That is 
because, gladly, they own in the Northern 
Territory, for instance, 45 per cent of the land 
mass. A lot of that land mass is going to be 
greatly enhanced by climate change if the 
science is right. 

The ILC is a wonderful opportunity for 
enhancement by our Indigenous people. 
They own many, many great properties in 
Australia, scattered right across the Top End 
as well as the south end. We have a duty of 
care to our Indigenous people to make sure 
that they are the beneficiaries of this new 
wealth that will come, and that a bunch of 
shysters and crooks do not intercept it all. So 
I am greatly gladdened by recent events. I 
am not interested in the intricacies and the 
nuances of the language. I just think it is a 
great day for all Australians and I am so 
pleased to see our Indigenous people cele-
brating that, as well as our whitefellas. I 

went today, as Senator Moore did, to see the 
people who feel that things in the Northern 
Territory are not what they ought to be. What 
that said to me, Senator Moore, is that all 
human endeavour has some human failure. 
One size does not fit all. Obviously there are 
serious problems, but I am not going to go 
through them now because today is a day of 
celebration. I am mightily proud to have had 
the privilege to be in a parliament that did 
what we did today. I think that is a great 
privilege. And, like most things in life, you 
do not really appreciate them until they have 
passed you by. I am so proud of everyone in 
this place today and of the wider generosity 
of spirit of the Australian people. It is no 
more complicated than that. 

I would hope that the people out at Wad-
eye see light at the end of the tunnel. For 
Tobias, who is the associate principal out 
there, today has gladdened his heart. When 
you have seen kids who want to go to school 
but who have no school to go to, it is a great 
thing that the government has listened to the 
concerns of the people at Wadeye. They have 
now got a Centrelink person at the office 
instead of a phone in a hole in a wall. I think 
they are all little indicators that Australia is 
waking up to the rotten deal that our Indige-
nous people have got. There is an old saying: 
you should walk a mile in my shoes. The 
critics who are, in my view, innocently igno-
rant of the facts ought to try walking a mile 
in their shoes. I felt like knuckling a few 
people out there. I struck a bloke out there 
who has thousands of cattle on an Indigenous 
property, and I will not repeat the rotten deal 
that the Indigenous people got out of it, but I 
felt like smacking him in the ear. It is those 
things that we want to put behind us. We 
want to make sure that the people of our In-
digenous communities—who are the original 
custodians of Australia and whose heritage is 
the most precious thing that Australia has 
got—who want to live traditionally are al-
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lowed to and that those who want to go off 
and become doctors, lawyers and Indian 
chiefs can do that too. This is a very complex 
matter, but it is a day of celebration. I am not 
the least bit interested in anyone— (Time 
expired) 

Debate interrupted. 

DOCUMENTS 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 
(Senator Chapman)—Order! It being al-
most 6.50 pm, the Senate will now proceed 
to the consideration of government docu-
ments. 

Government Response to Commonwealth 
Ombudsman’s Reports 

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (6.53 
pm)—I move: 

That the Senate take note of the document. 

This report is the latest in a long line of re-
ports from the Immigration Ombudsman and 
responses from the immigration minister. It 
is the first response from the Minister for 
Immigration and Citizenship under the new 
Labor government, Senator Chris Evans, 
whom I congratulate in being appointed to 
that extremely important role. 

Senators would recall that the relevant 
section of the Migration Act, section 486O, 
was put in place a couple of years ago fol-
lowing a fair bit of agitation from a number 
of backbenchers in the then government, 
most notably from the member for Kooyong, 
Mr Georgiou. Section 486O required the 
Ombudsman to investigate the long-term 
detention of every person who was in immi-
gration detention for over a year. I remind 
the Senate and the community that people in 
immigration detention have not been 
charged, let alone convicted, with any of-
fence. It is so-called administrative detention 
which leads to people being jailed, at least in 
these cases, for a year or more. 

The minister’s response relates to 154 as-
sessments made by the Commonwealth Im-
migration Ombudsman, and I note and wel-
come the remarks of the new minister ex-
pressing his serious concern that so many 
detention cases have taken so long to re-
solve. It is over two years since this section 
was put in the Migration Act and it was 
meant to assuage community concerns about 
the large number of people who were in ad-
ministrative detention—jailed in effect—for 
years and years without charge or accusation 
of any wrongdoing. The clear impression 
given at the time was that the government 
would investigate all the existing cases and 
try to minimise, in the future, the likelihood 
of people being in immigration detention for 
prolonged periods of time. 

But, as the minister’s response notes, 12 
of the individuals referred to in the Om-
budsman’s statement remain in immigration 
detention and he also notes that an additional 
61 people currently in immigration detention 
have been detained for longer than two 
years. It is important to continue to draw 
attention to the fact, detailed throughout 
these reports—and this is just the latest in a 
long line—that outrageously prolonged jail-
ing of people who have neither been charged 
with a crime, nor convicted or even accused 
of any breach of the law, continues to this 
day and is continuing now. There are 61 
people detained in immigration detention for 
two years or more and they are not all asy-
lum seekers, I should add, as there are a 
range of reasons why people end up in im-
migration detention. 

The key issues and concerns of the com-
munity which were so strong and led to that 
widely publicised backbench revolt have 
dissipated since that time, I believe in part 
because people assume that the problem no 
longer exists. The problem still exists. I wel-
come the fact that the new minister has spe-
cifically in his response indicated his serious 
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concern that many of these cases have taken 
so long to resolve and that there are such a 
large number of people. Nobody should be 
jailed without charge or trial for years at a 
time—that is simply an abomination—yet 
we have 61 people who have been in admin-
istrative immigration detention for two years 
or more. 

I welcome the minister’s indication of his 
desire to try and resolve these cases quickly 
and that is a positive move. It is a different 
type of comment to that attached to state-
ments in the past from previous ministers. I 
note with most cases detailed here that the 
people who were investigated, who had been 
locked up for prolonged periods and who had 
got out, were given permanent protection 
visas—meaning they were refugees all 
along. So they suffered that enormous 
amount of unnecessary trauma of long-term 
detention, at great taxpayer expense, yet 
ended up being given visas at the end of it all 
anyway. I seek leave to continue my remarks 
later. 

Leave granted; debate adjourned. 

Reports by the Commonwealth 
Ombudsman 

Senator BARTLETT (Queensland) (6.59 
pm)—I move: 

That the Senate take note of the document. 

This document is rather weightier. I am not 
able to transmit the size of it through Han-
sard, but it contains about 130 or so cases 
investigated by the Immigration Ombuds-
man. These are the details of each individual 
case. Obviously, in five minutes I am not 
going to be able to go through them all. But I 
think that it is important to put on the record 
the fact that these reports continue to be ta-
bled and the fact that there are so many peo-
ple still being investigated by the Immigra-
tion Ombudsman. I do not know how many 
of these reports have now been tabled—I 
should try and find that out—but there would 

have been at least 10, if not more, since this 
part of the Migration Act was put in place. 
This latest one, as I said, has about 126 
cases, all involving individuals who have 
been in immigration detention for a year or 
more. 

The point must continue to be made that 
the reason this parliament put in place this 
section of the Migration Act was to ensure 
that people did not disappear into the system 
and to ensure that, any time anybody was in 
immigration detention for more than a year, 
their case would automatically be examined 
by the ombudsman, who is independent of 
the immigration department. But even 
though the ombudsman can carry out an in-
vestigation, all they can do at the end is pro-
vide an assessment and a recommendation, 
and that is what has happened in each of 
these cases. Whether to accept that recom-
mendation or not in regard to a particular 
case is then up to the minister or the depart-
ment. 

As I was just commenting in regard to the 
minister’s response to these cases, the new 
minister has noted with concern how long it 
has taken to resolve many of these cases, 
because a number of times the ombudsman 
has made a recommendation that considera-
tion be given to giving a person a particular 
visa and the minister’s response has been to 
consider that but not necessarily to act on it. 
When we are talking about people who have 
had their freedom taken away—who are in 
effect in jail—then it is a serious thing and 
there is an issue of urgency. You do not just 
leave someone languishing in jail, let alone 
somebody who has never been charged with 
any crime, while you think about what you 
are going to do with them. It should be an 
absolute last resort to take away somebody’s 
freedom and it should certainly be an abso-
lute last resort to keep them in that detention 
environment. 
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Importantly, these reports made by the 
Ombudsman into all of these different cases 
do not just make a recommendation about 
what should happen in regard to a visa but in 
most cases detail the person’s experiences in 
detention and in many cases detail the ad-
verse consequences, such as health impacts, 
of their detention. It does not mention—but I 
will—that there is also a significant expense 
involved as well. That does need to be em-
phasised. If you look at a lot of these people, 
as I mentioned, a number have ended up with 
protection visas. But they were in detention 
for years and years prior to that. This docu-
ment is a compelling testimony to the point-
lessness, futility and—although the report 
certainly does not use this word—the brutal-
ity of locking people up in detention. Some 
of these people have been locked up for four 
or five years and then found to be refugees 
fleeing regimes like Iran, which is widely 
known as a serious abuser of human rights in 
regard to many of its citizens. Yet they come 
here seeking protection and get jailed for 
four years or more, causing them immense 
harm. 

It is important to continue to draw atten-
tion to the fact that these reports appear and 
to the details of what is in them. There is no 
point having a section in the act to make sure 
people do not disappear by requiring these 
reports to be provided if the reports disap-
pear. I urge people to examine these reports. 
They are available, I believe, on the Immi-
gration Ombudsman’s website. I continue to 
press for more reform to the Migration Act to 
ensure that this sort of prolonged jailing of 
people who are not charged with any offence 
is brought to an end. 

Question agreed to. 

Consideration 
The following government documents ta-

bled earlier today were considered: 
Australian Government Solicitor (AGS)—
Statement of corporate intent 2007-08. Mo-
tion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Sherry. Debate adjourned till 
Thursday at general business, Senator 
Sherry in continuation. 

National Security Information (Criminal 
and Civil Proceedings) Act 2004—
Non-disclosure and witness exclusion cer-
tificates—Reports for 2004-05, 2005-06 
and 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Sherry. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Sherry in continuation. 

Medibank Private Limited—Statement of 
corporate intent 2008-10. Motion to take 
note of document moved by Senator 
Sherry. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Sherry in con-
tinuation. 

IIF Investments Pty Limited, IIF (CM) In-
vestments Pty Limited, IIF BioVentures 
Pty Limited, IIF Foundation Pty Limited 
and IIF Neo Pty Limited—Reports for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Sherry. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Sherry in continuation. 

Gene Technology Regulator—Quarterly 
report for the period 1 July to 
30 September 2007. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Sherry. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Sherry in continuation. 

National Blood Authority—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Sherry. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Sherry in continuation. 

Crimes Act 1914—Authorisations for the 
acquisition and use of assumed identities—
Report for 2006-07—Australian Commis-
sion for Law Enforcement Integrity. Mo-
tion to take note of document moved by 
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Senator Parry. Debate adjourned till Thurs-
day at general business, Senator Parry in 
continuation. 

Copyright Agency Limited—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Parry. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Parry in continuation. 

Audio-Visual Copyright Society Limited 
(Screenrights)—Report for 2006-07. Mo-
tion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Parry. Debate adjourned till Thurs-
day at general business, Senator Parry in 
continuation. 

Telecommunications (Interception and Ac-
cess) Act 1979—Report for 2006-07 on the 
operation of the Act. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Parry. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Parry in continuation. 

Surveillance Devices Act 2004—Report for 
2006-07 on the operation of the Act. Mo-
tion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Parry. Debate adjourned till Thurs-
day at general business, Senator Parry in 
continuation. 

Australian Law Reform Commission—
Report No. 107—Privilege in perspective: 
Client legal privilege in federal investiga-
tions, January 2008. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Parry. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Parry in continuation. 

The following orders of the day relating to 
government documents were considered: 

Commissioner for Superannuation (Com-
Super)—Report for 2006-07. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Nash. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Nash in con-
tinuation. 

Director of National Parks—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Author-
ity—Report for 2006-07. Motion to take 
note of document moved by Senator Nash. 
Debate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Nash in continuation. 

Crimes Act 1914—Controlled operations—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Office of Parliamentary Counsel—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Australian Postal Corporation (Australia 
Post)—Report for 2006-07. Motion to take 
note of document moved by Senator Nash. 
Debate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Nash in continuation. 

Australian Government Solicitor (AGS)—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Federal Court of Australia—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Department of the Environment and Water 
Resources—Reports for 2006-07— 

Volume 1—Department of the Envi-
ronment and Water Resources.  

Volume 2—Legislation. 

—Motion to take note of document moved 
by Senator Bartlett. Debate adjourned till 
Thursday at general business, Senator 
Bartlett in continuation. 

Australian Film Commission—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Attorney-General’s Department—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-
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journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Future Fund Board of Guardians and Fu-
ture Fund Management Agency (Future 
Fund)—Report for 2006-07. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Watson. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Watson in con-
tinuation. 

Australian Customs Service—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Interactive Gambling Act 2001—Report 
for 2006 on the operation of the prohibition 
on interactive gambling advertisements. 
Motion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Bartlett. Debate adjourned till 
Thursday at general business, Senator 
Bartlett in continuation. 

Australian Federal Police (AFP)—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Department of the Treasury—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Wet Tropics Management Authority—
Report for 2006-07, including State of the 
Wet Tropics report for 2006-07. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Bartlett. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Bartlett in con-
tinuation. 

Commonwealth Ombudsman—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Australian Institute of Criminology and 
Criminology Research Council—Reports 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-

journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

National Native Title Tribunal—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Bartlett. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Office of the Director of Public Prosecu-
tions (DPP)—Report for 2006-07. Motion 
to take note of document moved by Sena-
tor Nash. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Nash in con-
tinuation. 

Commonwealth Services Delivery Agency 
(Centrelink)—Report for 2006-07. Motion 
to take note of document moved by Sena-
tor Nash. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Nash in con-
tinuation. 

Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial 
Research Organisation (CSIRO)—Report 
for 2006-07, including financial statements 
for the Science and Industry Endowment 
Fund. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

National Water Commission—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Family Law Council—Report for 2006-07. 
Motion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Nash. Debate adjourned till Thurs-
day at general business, Senator Nash in 
continuation. 

CrimTrac Agency—Report for 2006-07. 
Motion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Nash. Debate adjourned till Thurs-
day at general business, Senator Nash in 
continuation. 

Australian Electoral Commission (AEC)—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 
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Australian Transaction Reports and Analy-
sis Centre (AUSTRAC)—Report for 2006-
07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Sydney Harbour Federation Trust—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Bartlett. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Department of Finance and Administra-
tion—Report for 2006-07, including finan-
cial statements for the Business Services 
Trust Account. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Australian Commission for Law Enforce-
ment Integrity—Report of the Integrity 
Commissioner for the period 30 December 
2006 to 30 June 2007. Motion to take note 
of document moved by Senator Nash. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Nash in continuation. 

Privacy Act 1988—Report for 2006-07 on 
the operation of the Act, including finan-
cial statements for the Office of the Pri-
vacy Commissioner. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Remuneration Tribunal—Report for 2006-
07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Administrative Appeals Tribunal—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Federal Magistrates Court—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Department of Transport and Regional 
Services—Report for 2006-07. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Nash. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Nash in con-
tinuation. 

Australian Security Intelligence Organisa-
tion (ASIO)—Report for 2006-07. Motion 
to take note of document moved by Sena-
tor Nash. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Nash in con-
tinuation. 

Australian Research Council—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Crimes Act 1914—Authorisations for the 
acquisition and use of assumed identities—
Report for 2006-07—Australian Customs 
Service. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Indigenous Land Corporation—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Bartlett. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Family Court of Australia—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Customs Act 1901—Conduct of Customs 
officers [Managed deliveries]—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Native Title Act 1993—Native title repre-
sentative bodies—Report for 2006-07—
Central Land Council. Motion to take note 
of document moved by Senator Bartlett. 
Debate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Native Title Act 1993—Native title repre-
sentative bodies—Report for 2006-07—
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Northern Land Council. Motion to take 
note of document moved by Senator Bart-
lett. Debate adjourned till Thursday at gen-
eral business, Senator Bartlett in continua-
tion. 

Torres Strait Regional Authority—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Bartlett. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Natural Heritage Trust of Australia—
Report for 2005-06. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Bartlett. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Administrative Review Council—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Murray-Darling Basin Commission—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Bartlett. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

Public Service Commissioner—Report for 
2006-07, including report of the Merit Pro-
tection Commissioner. Motion to take note 
of document moved by Senator Nash. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Nash in continuation. 

Australian Prudential Regulation Authority 
(APRA)—Report for 2006-07. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Watson. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Watson in con-
tinuation. 

Inspector-General of Taxation—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Watson. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Watson in continuation. 

Superannuation Complaints Tribunal—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Watson. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Watson in continuation. 

Tiwi Land Council—Report for 2006-07. 
Motion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Bartlett. Debate adjourned till 
Thursday at general business, Senator 
Bartlett in continuation. 

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity 
Commission—Report for 2006-07. Motion 
to take note of document moved by Sena-
tor Bartlett. Debate adjourned till Thursday 
at general business, Senator Bartlett in con-
tinuation. 

Department of Immigration and Citizen-
ship—Report for 2006-07. Motion to take 
note of document moved by Senator Bart-
lett. Debate adjourned till Thursday at gen-
eral business, Senator Bartlett in continua-
tion. 

Migration Review Tribunal and Refugee 
Review Tribunal—Report for 2006-07. 
Motion to take note of document moved by 
Senator Bartlett. Debate adjourned till 
Thursday at general business, Senator 
Bartlett in continuation. 

National Health and Medical Research 
Council (NHMRC)—NHMRC Licensing 
Committee—Report on the operation of 
the Research Involving Human Embryos 
Act 2002 for the period 1 April to 30 Sep-
tember 2007. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Bartlett. De-
bate adjourned till Thursday at general 
business, Senator Bartlett in continuation. 

National Capital Authority—Report for 
2006-07. Motion to take note of document 
moved by Senator Nash. Debate adjourned 
till Thursday at general business, Senator 
Nash in continuation. 

Migration Agents Registration Authority 
(MARA)—Report for 2006-07. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Bartlett. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Bartlett in con-
tinuation. 

Australian Crime Commission (ACC)—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 
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International Air Services Commission—
Report for 2006-07. Motion to take note of 
document moved by Senator Nash. Debate 
adjourned till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

Civil Aviation Safety Authority—Report 
for 2006-07. Motion to take note of docu-
ment moved by Senator Nash. Debate ad-
journed till Thursday at general business, 
Senator Nash in continuation. 

National Health and Medical Research 
Council (NHMRC)—Report for the period 
1 January 2006 to 30 June 2007. Motion to 
take note of document moved by Senator 
Nash. Debate adjourned till Thursday at 
general business, Senator Nash in con-
tinuation. 

General business orders of the day Nos 1 to 4, 
6 to 8, 12, 15 to 20, 24 to 26, 28, 31 to 35, 37 
to 39, 41, 43 to 48, 51, 53 to 57, 61 to 64, 71 
to 77, 79, 80, 83 to 87, 89, 91 to 95, 97 to 104, 
108 to 112, 114, 116 to 118, 121 to 123, 125 
to 127, 129, 130, 133 to 138, 141 to 143, 145, 
146, 148 to 152, 154 to 159, 164, 166 to 168, 
170 to 181, 183 to 185, 188 to 191, 195 to 
205, 207 and 209 to 211 relating to govern-
ment documents were called on but no motion 
was moved. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT 
(Senator Forshaw)—Order! There being no 
further consideration of government docu-
ments, I propose the question: 

That the Senate do now adjourn. 

Mr Jack Watkins 
Senator McEWEN (South Australia) 

(7.12 pm)—In June 2007 I rose in this place 
to record the extent to which many South 
Australian workers and, in particular, former 
employees of James Hardie had become vic-
tims of the debilitating and often fatal dis-
eases associated with that company and the 
asbestos industry generally. Those victims 
often included the workers’ families and, 
over time, others unwittingly exposed to the 
now recognised dangers of the products. At 

that time I made particular mention of some 
people whose long dedication to exposing 
the dangers of asbestos, as a raw material 
and in the many product forms it took, was 
responsible for the education of workers and 
the public, leading to the legislative prohibi-
tion of the product. Two of those noted at the 
time were Bernie Banton and Jack Watkins. 

Bernie Banton died at age 61, in late No-
vember 2007, of mesothelioma contracted 
from working in the asbestos industry. Mr 
Banton was front and centre in the bitter 
fight for justice for victims of asbestos dis-
eases, and his passing was marked by trib-
utes from workers and their unions and the 
parliamentary leaders of all sides of politics. 
He and his six-year campaign will be long 
remembered through the compensation fund 
established as a consequence of his energies. 

Bernie had survived Jack Watkins by less 
than a month. Jack passed away in his sleep 
on Tuesday, 16 October 2007, as a result of 
chronic emphysema. He was aged 72. Jack 
was born in pre-war Birmingham, and his 
early childhood was marked by the bomb-
ings and desolation of that city and the sub-
sequent post-war shortages and poverty of 
his working-class family. Leaving school at 
age 13, Jack worked at those labouring jobs 
reserved for those who, through no fault of 
their own, were poorly educated. He quickly 
came to understand the dirty and often dan-
gerous nature of those jobs. He also joined a 
union, a continuous characteristic and pas-
sion throughout his whole life. Jack married 
young, and his wife, Cathy, became his 
greatest supporter and a source of inspiration 
and fierce pride for him. He and Cathy 
worked hard to provide an upbringing and 
home life for their two children that was bet-
ter than their own had been. Despite a meas-
ure of success from their labours, in 1966 
Jack and Cathy decided to migrate to Austra-
lia. 
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Following their arrival, finding and hold-
ing jobs was sometimes difficult for Jack 
because, despite the need to provide for his 
family, he could not just ‘roll over’ when 
confronted with job issues; he was com-
pelled to speak up. This included advocating 
for his own and other families over issues 
arising from their initial hostel accommoda-
tion in Adelaide. His preparedness and abil-
ity to tackle such issues led to a period as an 
organiser with the plumbers and gasfitters 
union. A following stint in the building and 
construction industry led inevitably to a 
similar role with the Builders Labourers 
Federation, which, along with other building 
unions, was increasingly involved in expos-
ing the incidence of asbestos in the building 
and construction industry. 

The painful death of a union member from 
asbestos exposure, and the subsequent devas-
tating effect on the worker’s family, drove 
Jack to a focused and lifelong fight for the 
control and eradication of those materials 
and for justice for the victims of their effects. 
As an organiser with the Builders Labourers 
Federation, Jack was equally at home in ar-
guing his case ‘from the stump’ at meetings 
of members, where he made health and 
safety ‘union business’, as he was with em-
ployers and parliamentarians. His input into 
formal asbestos awareness campaigns was 
extensive. Jack’s approach to campaign ac-
tivity was at times very unorthodox but, 
more often than not, very effective. In cir-
cumstances where he believed formal ap-
proaches were either too slow or meeting 
such resistance as to place workers, and in-
deed the public, at risk, Jack was never one 
to shy away from direct action. There were 
many occasions during the early 1970s when 
workers and the public would arrive at build-
ings in the central business district of Ade-
laide to be confronted with a bright yellow 
sticker emblazoned with a black death’s head 
and the legend ‘Danger’ affixed to the front 

doors. Jack correctly assumed that the ensu-
ing inquiry would provoke awareness of, and 
action around, asbestos products in those 
buildings. 

A continuing part of Jack’s energies was 
focused on schools where it was found that 
young people were suffering likely exposure 
to the material. Perhaps in part as a conse-
quence of him being denied a proper educa-
tion, Jack had a passion for the continuing 
education of the young. Through the actions 
of Jack Watkins and others, South Australia 
as a state now enjoys a reputation as a na-
tional leader in asbestos safety management 
and legislative control. Such has not always 
been the case. During a period of time when 
the South Australian parliament was debating 
early legislation for the control of asbestos, 
Jack was confronted with an instance of lu-
nacy—presumably industry led—suggesting 
that asbestos was so safe you could eat it. 
Appalled that such dangerous, indeed life-
threatening, nonsense was being repeated in 
the parliament, Jack again took direct action. 
During the debate, from the Strangers Gal-
lery, he sprinkled a white substance to the 
chamber floor below. The reaction from 
those parliamentarians below was not as if 
they were receiving manna from heaven; 
rather, it was described as pandemonium. In 
the midst of this, Jack was arrested, hand-
cuffed and brought before the Speaker. 
Charged with contempt of parliament, Jack 
was banned from its precincts for three years 
and he was forbidden to even mount the 
steps of parliament house. For that period his 
presence at parliament house demonstrations 
was always publicly acknowledged as being 
from ‘the terrace below’. 

Jack later pointed out that his action was 
not driven by contempt but by frustration 
that the rate and pace of legislative change 
was not such that it prevented injury, illness 
and death of workers. He understood very 
well the powerful tools provided by legisla-
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tion and was a tireless worker for, and later 
major architect of, South Australia’s asbestos 
laws. The resultant publicity was, however, a 
platform from which Jack would capably 
argue the case to ban the production and use 
of asbestos and to control and restrict, where 
necessary, the use of other dangerous and 
injurious materials. In 1979 the South Aus-
tralian government established the Asbestos 
Advisory Board, in the affairs of which Jack 
participated as a member from inception un-
til his death. During the late eighties the then 
South Australian Trades and Labour Council 
appointed Jack as the council’s Asbestos and 
Toxic Waste Liaison Officer to coordinate 
trade union and associated campaigns and to 
establish and maintain one of the very first 
asbestos registers in Australia. It is a mark of 
Jack’s commitment that, after the grant funds 
were exhausted, he continued the project 
without any salary. 

Jack fought both state and federal gov-
ernments for the remediation of the Islington 
Railway Workshops site, in Adelaide, and its 
conversion to a public park. The site was 
finally cleared of asbestos and toxic wastes, 
landscaped and named the Jack Watkins 
Memorial Park. Jack insisted that it stand as 
a tribute to workers who have died from an 
asbestos related disease. In 2001 Jack was 
awarded the Centenary Medal for services to 
workplace health, particularly in the area of 
asbestos investigation and education. From 
its formation in 2005, he became President 
of the Asbestos Diseases Society of South 
Australia and was a member of the Asbestos 
Victims Association and the Asbestos Coali-
tion. 

Often described as an industrial ‘hard 
man’—and most certainly a formidable op-
ponent—Jack was also a man who was awed 
by the natural world and had an intense love 
of the written word, poetry and verse. He 
was a proud man, dedicated to his family, 
and the death of his wife, Cathy, from cancer 

was a profound loss to him. Jack was post-
humously awarded the inaugural lifetime 
achievement award for occupational health 
and safety by SafeWork SA. The citation 
notes his decade-long contribution at the 
grassroots level in advocating for and sup-
porting those affected by asbestos. Jack’s 
participation in the development of South 
Australia’s asbestos laws and regulations will 
long stand as testimony to his dedication and 
activism and is his legacy to workers and 
their families. 

His commitment and achievement remains 
an inspiration to those continuing in the 
struggle to prevent asbestos disease and to 
secure justice for those already afflicted. 
Jack’s passing should also stand as a re-
minder to those of us who can effect positive 
change that the work to avoid or ease the 
suffering of those with industrial diseases is 
far from over. A thumbnail of Jack’s life and 
activism appears in the book Movers and 
Shakers, which was launched just two days 
after his death. That book records stories of 
activists who have made a difference in 
South Australia. Jack Watkins was certainly a 
mover and shaker. 

Ms Lorna Lane 
The PRESIDENT (7.21 pm)—I would 

like to draw the attention of senators to the 
fact that this will be the last sitting week for 
one of our longest-serving attendants, Lorna 
Lane. There are not many of us here today 
who would have worked in this chamber 
longer than Lorna. Lorna started as a parlia-
mentary security attendant in 1989 and trans-
ferred to become a Senate attendant in 1996. 
She rose to be the chamber supervisor in 
2003 and has remained in that role since. 

It is a mark of the efficiency of the atten-
dants that their contribution to this place of-
ten goes unnoticed, but it is because of their 
work that this chamber can function 
smoothly. The attendants deliver an excellent 
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service to all senators, occasionally in 
somewhat difficult circumstances. 

As the chamber supervisor Lorna has 
shown great attention to detail and precision 
in the setting up and operation of this cham-
ber. Senators can have no better example 
than the hard work that has gone into prepar-
ing this chamber for the various events of 
this week. Lorna and all the attendants de-
serve our thanks and appreciation for that. 

On behalf of all senators, Lorna, thank 
you for your dedication and commitment to 
the task. We wish you well in the future and 
congratulate you on your long contribution 
to this chamber. 

Honourable senators—Hear, hear! 

Australian Women’s Land Army 
Senator WATSON (Tasmania) (7.23 

pm)—Tonight I rise to pay special tribute to 
the Australian Women’s Land Army, whose 
members served the nation with such grit and 
determination and to whom our nation really 
owes so much. The Australian Women’s 
Land Army was created specifically to over-
come the shortage of rural workers due to the 
men joining the armed forces. During the 
Second World War, the demand for labour 
had become critical, particularly in rural in-
dustries necessary to feed, clothe and equip 
military personnel while trying to maintain 
the maximum possible supplies of food for 
the general population. 

In my home state of Tasmania in August 
1940 a meeting was held in Launceston to 
assess the viability of forming a women’s 
land army in Tasmania, similar to the one 
that was already operating in Great Britain. 
By 1941 it was estimated that there were 235 
women from all walks of life working on 
farms throughout Tasmania. Recruits were 
required to be between 18 and 50 years of 
age, and many of these women were able to 
continue with their university education or 
jobs in the city but gave up their holiday time 

to fulfil their commitment to such a worthy 
cause. 

By November 1941 the foresight of the 
group of women in 1940 was recognised 
when the Tasmanian state government pro-
vided funding for the building of accommo-
dation and facilities for the Australian 
Women’s Land Army Training School at the 
Cressy Research Station—a model that was 
later replicated right across Australia. At 
Cressy, trainees were given up to eight 
weeks of intensive training in all aspects of 
general farm work. With the working day 
starting at 6.30 am, each trainee was given 
the chance to experience every type of work 
that they might be expected to do when they 
left the school to go out to their assignments. 
Lectures were also given three nights a 
week, and only a very small percentage of 
trainees failed to qualify over the three years 
the school operated. 

The fact that 90 per cent of the trainees 
were from non-rural backgrounds perhaps 
highlights the sense of adventure and patriot-
ism displayed by these very dedicated 
women. They left their jobs in offices, de-
partment stores and factories to try some-
thing completely unknown in a world full of 
total strangers. Land army members worked 
outdoors in all weather conditions, from full 
sun in summer to icy, cold and wet condi-
tions in winter. They worked in shearing 
sheds, milked cows and followed the harvest 
season for fruit and vegetables. They learned 
to drive tractors, harness teams of horses 
correctly, pitch sheaves of grain, press straw 
and tend stock. Perhaps the most telling indi-
cation of their contribution to the war effort 
was the huge increase in the production of 
flax—a product critical to the manufacture of 
rope, uniforms and tents for the armed 
forces. Nationally between 1939 and 1944 
flax production increased from 2,000 acres to 
40,000 acres. 
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The friendships and the camaraderie 
formed during this time carried these women 
through remarkable feats of physical endur-
ance, loneliness and hardship. Their work 
and dedication to duty won the respect of 
initially very sceptical farmers. The concept, 
strongly supported by Tasmanian Dame Enid 
Lyons, Australia’s first female member of the 
House of Representatives, became national 
in July 1942 and was administrated under the 
Commonwealth Department of Labour and 
National Service, with a recommendation to 
improve the status of the Australian 
Women’s Land Army by instituting it as a 
fourth women’s service. 

In January 1943 cabinet endorsed the 
status of both divisions of the Australian 
Women’s Land Army, full-time members and 
auxiliary members, as the ‘official fourth 
service’. The organisation was to be formally 
constituted under the National Security 
Regulations. However, a final draft of these 
regulations was not completed until 1945 
and was not acted on before the end of the 
war and the demobilisation of the Australian 
Women’s Land Army. Despite the vital con-
tribution to the broad Australian war effort 
throughout the three years from its formation 
to the end of the war, the Australian 
Women’s Land Army was not given the 
status of military service and therefore its 
members were not accorded the same bene-
fits as members of other women’s services. 
At the end of hostilities and on its demobili-
sation on 30 November 1945, there were 
over 2,500 members of the Australian 
Women’s Land Army—many of them foun-
dation members of their state organisations 
who had provided five years of hard physical 
work and dedicated service to their country. 

It is perhaps a sad reflection of history 
that, until 1985, members were denied the 
opportunity to march on Anzac Day in the 
bigger city parades and were denied the op-
portunity to join the RSL until 1991, some 

46 years after the end of the war. Their lack 
of status also led to the destruction of service 
records. In 1997 many members became eli-
gible for the Civilian Service Medal in rec-
ognition of their contribution to the Austra-
lian Women’s Land Army and other wartime 
organisations that contributed to the war ef-
fort. Many of the longer-serving members of 
the women’s army regard it as a very small 
token gesture of appreciation to women who 
had given so much of their youth, and they 
believe their efforts did indeed match that of 
the women from the other services. 

Honourable senators, as you can appreci-
ate, the types of actives undertaken were es-
pecially detrimental to the physical health of 
such women when you consider that the 
training was very brief and, even more im-
portantly, that it did not cover good lifting 
practice. They lifted heavy bags of wheat and 
chaff, which were indeed heavy in those 
days. They lifted these heavy bags of grain 
and vegetables on a regular basis. Further, 
much of their work, as in hand weeding or 
turning flax for days on end, involved bend-
ing from the waist. It is also interesting to 
note that no medical examinations were 
given upon discharge. Many have for the rest 
of their lives suffered from health conditions, 
including back pain, arthritis and mobility 
problems, no doubt due to the heavy physical 
work undertaken while serving with the 
army. 

Mrs Jean Scott’s book, Girls with Grit: 
Memories of the Australian Women’s Land 
Army, published in 1986, is an excellent 
publication. The back cover contains the fol-
lowing quotation, which I believe reflects the 
outstanding contribution of those women and 
the Australian Women’s Land Army: 
On the farms and in the dairies, 

On the outback station runs, 

Those girls with grit are needed, 

Just as much as men with guns. 
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Post-war Prime Minister Ben Chifley stated: 
On this Parliament rests the responsibility of see-
ing that the right thing is done. 

There is little doubt that the ‘right thing’ was 
done for the enlisted ex-service men and 
women, but sadly not for the members of the 
Australian Women’s Land Army. As a mem-
ber of a very grateful nation I personally say, 
‘Thank you for a job well done,’ and strongly 
advocate that members of the Australian 
Women’s Land Army be granted the recogni-
tion and entitlements they deserve through a 
formal legislative approval of it as the fourth 
arm of the women’s services. I think that that 
action would indeed be a small tribute to 
such wonderful women. I thank the Senate. 

Organ Donation 
Senator CAROL BROWN (Tasmania) 

(7.32 pm)—I rise to speak tonight on the 
vital but often delicate issue of organ dona-
tion in Australia. The issue is set to attract 
renewed attention and debate in the coming 
months, beginning with Australian Organ 
Donation Awareness Week, running from 
next Monday, 17 February to Monday, 24 
February. This includes a national media 
campaign to raise community awareness 
about the urgent need for organ and tissue 
donation in Australia. 

Following the National Organ Donation 
Awareness Week, the Tasmanian Legislative 
Council Select Committee on Organ Dona-
tion is due to table its report in March. I un-
derstand that the National Clinical Taskforce 
on Organ and Tissue Donation, established 
by the former Minister for Health and Age-
ing in 2006, is also set to hand down its re-
port, including its views on the principles for 
reform of the national organisational infra-
structure for organ donation. All this momen-
tum on the issue of organ donation nationally 
and in my home state of Tasmania in the 
coming months promises to stimulate re-
newed debate regarding the best way of im-

proving organ donation rates and ultimately 
access to organ transplants in Australia. 

As most of you are probably already 
aware, Australia has one of the highest suc-
cess rates for organ transplants in the world, 
with on average 90 per cent of patients still 
alive a year after their operation. The success 
rate for kidney transplant recipients is even 
higher, with an average of 96.5 per cent of 
kidney transplant recipients alive one year 
on. These figures undoubtedly prove that the 
choice to donate one’s organs in Australia 
can and does in fact result in real outcomes 
in the saving of lives. They also provide a 
source of hope for all those Australians and 
their families who are in need of an organ 
transplant. Indeed, it is estimated that one 
organ donor can potentially save up to as 
many as 10 Australians in need of trans-
plants. The precious value of the decision to 
donate is proven by the fact that last year 
alone, while only 198 Australian were able to 
successfully donate their organs, roughly 626 
were able to receive an organ transplant. 

Unfortunately, these overwhelmingly 
positive figures regarding the success rate of 
organ transplants in Australia are not 
matched by overwhelmingly positive figures 
regarding the rate of organ donation. Sadly, 
while Australia has one of the highest suc-
cess rates for organ transplants in the world, 
it also has one of the lowest rates of organ 
donation. In real terms this means that, while 
a patient’s chances of survival after an organ 
transplant are very high, their chances of 
actually securing an organ suitable for trans-
plant are much lower. For the majority of 
Australians waiting for an organ transplant 
their biggest battle is in fact in waiting for 
and finding a suitable donor. Currently there 
are approximately 1,800 Australians suffer-
ing from life-threatening illnesses awaiting 
an organ transplant. It is estimated that 100 
of these people will die before they are actu-
ally able to receive an organ donation. 
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With over 90 per cent of people in Austra-
lia indicating that they support the concept of 
organ donation, the tragic and possibly 
avoidable loss of these lives just does not 
make sense to me. In light of the success 
rates of organ transplants and the widespread 
public support for organ donation, something 
needs to be done to improve the rate of dona-
tion in Australia. This is simply the only dif-
ference between those 100 extra lives being 
saved or lost. However, while in theory the 
solution may seem relatively simple, in prac-
tice there are various factors that need to be 
clearly considered. 

As I acknowledged earlier, while improv-
ing organ donation rates in Australia needs to 
be, I believe, a national priority, the issue 
itself is a sensitive and delicate one. The is-
sue of organ donation is an intrinsically dif-
ficult one, as to save one life another must 
first be lost. Therefore, under the current sys-
tem, a person electing to donate their organs 
is by nature first forced to face their own 
mortality to a degree, which for some can be 
quite challenging and confronting. Likewise, 
there is the task of communicating such 
wishes to loved ones, who often have diffi-
culty conceiving the stark reality of such a 
decision. Further, for such families, if they 
are ever faced with the reality of such a deci-
sion, it could not come at a more emotionally 
challenging time. On the other hand, patients 
awaiting a transplant and their families are 
forced with the difficulty of balancing their 
desire to receive an organ with the reality 
that this must first result in the loss of an-
other life. 

The reality is that for many the decision to 
donate their organs ends up being an emo-
tionally charged one as, inevitably, it is asso-
ciated with death. However, as anyone who 
has had the pleasure, as I have had, of meet-
ing either a transplant recipient or a patient 
awaiting a transplant would know, their con-
cept of the decision to donate is quite a dif-

ferent one—it is one of overwhelming life. 
For these people, the selfless decision by 
another to donate their organs quite simply 
converts for them into a second chance at 
life. These people have often been forced to 
endure the challenge of living with a life-
threatening illness for a significant period of 
time and the receipt of a suitable organ often 
signifies the end of their pain and anguish 
and a chance to start afresh. 

During the course of the inquiry by the 
Senate Standing Committee on Community 
Affairs into the patient travel assistance 
scheme last year I met a number of people on 
dialysis awaiting kidney transplants and their 
courage was commendable. The majority, 
because of their age, were faced with the 
prospect of dialysing three times a week for 
the remainder of their lives and never receiv-
ing a transplant. Despite this, I had one par-
ticular gentleman tell me that he himself 
planned, if he was able, to donate the rest of 
his organs, although he doubted his kidneys 
would be much use to anyone. For me, this 
comment epitomised what it means to be a 
donor—it is all about giving.  

In a recent paper, Andrew Lawrence 
rightly points out that, ‘Organ transplants 
extend life, enhance the quality of life and 
reduce health costs.’ Speak to any successful 
transplant recipient and they will confirm the 
validity of the first two points. And compare, 
as Lawrence does, the cost of maintaining a 
patient on dialysis with the immediate cost of 
an organ transplant, and the third point is 
also true. Lawrence estimates that haemodi-
alysis for one patient costs around $50,000 a 
year, whereas the cost of a kidney transplant 
is under $15,000 and only an extra $15,000 
to $20,000 is required for ongoing treatment 
for transplant patients. Further this means in 
real terms that if 1,500 patients awaiting a 
kidney transplant received successful trans-
plants, at least $22.7 million, on the above 
estimates, would be freed up in the health 
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system in the first year to be spent elsewhere. 
Therefore, while not only being the best 
available treatment for patients suffering 
from, in this case, kidney failure, organ 
transplantation also results in a reduction in 
the costs associated with that patient care. 
Yet, as I noted earlier, despite all this—
despite 90 per cent of Australians supporting 
organ donation, despite there being more 
patients waiting for organs than there are 
donors, despite transplantation being cheaper 
and the best available option for the treat-
ment of a patient suffering from organ fail-
ure—Australia still has one of the lowest 
organ donation rates in the world. 

As I pointed out earlier, there are currently 
two separate reports due to be handed down 
in the next couple of months at both state and 
federal level which will examine ways in 
which the rate of organ donation in this 
country could be improved. I personally 
would support any initiative which results in 
a real increase in the number of organ donors 
in Australia, and I believe that all appropriate 
options should and need to be considered. 
However, not wanting to pre-empt any find-
ings or outcomes likely to come out of the 
two separate reports, experience here and 
overseas highlights several factors which 
play a pivotal role in lifting rates of donation, 
including the quality of the health system 
and services available and the actual pro-
grams used at the coalface in hospitals to 
identify potential donors.  

Obviously the continued success rates of 
organ transplantation in Australia will de-
pend on the health system’s capacity to cope 
with an increased number of transplant pa-
tients and surgeries in the event of an in-
crease in the rate of donations over the next 
couple of years. The Rudd Labor govern-
ment has established a $2 billion national 
health reform plan, to be implemented over 
the next four years, to improve Australia’s 
health system and ensure better health ser-

vices for patients in hospitals, including re-
ducing waiting times for those requiring es-
sential hospital services such as organ trans-
plants. This reform plan will ensure that hos-
pitals around Australia will, over the next 
four years, be better equipped to handle any 
increase in the number of organ transplant 
surgeries likely to occur as a result of an in-
crease in the number of donations. Likewise, 
the national health reform plan will facilitate 
a range of options including the resources 
available to hospitals when it comes to the 
implementation of programs aimed at in-
creasing and identifying potential organ do-
nors. Because only one per cent of patients 
who pass away are suitable candidates for 
organ donation, effectively coordinated pro-
grams in hospitals used to identify potential 
donors are crucial. 

The PRESIDENT—Order! Senator Carol 
Brown, your time has expired. 

Senator CAROL BROWN—I seek leave 
to have the remainder of my speech incorpo-
rated in Hansard.  

Leave granted. 

The incorporated speech read as fol-
lows— 

A 1991 study found that 509 of families of po-
tential donors were never asked about donation 
because the medical staff on hand did not con-
sider organ donation a possibility. 

We have come some way to address this issue, 
and a 2006 study found that about 209 of poten-
tial donors in Victorian hospitals were missed. 

Evidence from here and abroad suggests that 
effective donor identification programs in hospi-
tals can result in considerable increase in organ 
donations. 

After opting to implement some features of the 
‘Spanish-based model’ of organ identification 
program in 1996, South Australia saw a rise in 
donations from 14 donors per million to 24 do-
nors per million in 1998. 
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Since then South Australia’s rate of donation 
has been around 20 donors per million—double 
the nation’s average of 10 donors per million. 

The South Australian model involves medical 
donor coordinators identifying potential donors in 
hospitals who, together with the transplant coor-
dinators, discuss with families the deceased 
wishes about organ donation. This type of support 
is essential not only to help identify potential 
donors but also to assist grieving families through 
what can be a difficult period. I would personally 
advocate the implementation of a standardised 
program based on the South Australian model, in 
ultimately all Australian hospitals. As the South 
Australian example proves, such a program has 
the potential to lift organ donation rates in Austra-
lia and thus save more Australian lives. 

I understand that the Australian Health Minis-
ters’ Council recently agreed to continue funding 
for the National Organ Donor Collaborative until 
at least June 2009. The National Organ Donor 
Collaborative was launched in 2006 and has de-
livered very promising results. 

The Collaborative involves training hospital 
teams in 26 hospitals throughout Australia in col-
lective learning, enabling best practice to be rep-
licated within their hospital. The Collaborative 
has been endorsed by health professionals as a 
major initiative for organ donation. It is seen as a 
means of developing networks and linkages 
across states and hospitals; between ICU, emer-
gency and donor agencies; and between organ, 
eye and tissue donation. It provides an opportu-
nity for diverse health professionals to work to-
gether, focused solely on donation. 

Over the coming months I very much look 
forward to the two reports due to be handed down 
in Tasmania and on a national level which are set 
to consider these issues in more detail. As I stated 
earlier I am more than prepared to support any 
measure that results in the rate of organ donation 
in Australia increase in the future.  

In the meantime I commend all those working 
in the sector for the tireless work that they put in 
each year to promote this worthy cause. I would 
eagerly encourage each of my colleagues to sup-
port them in their up and coming National Organ 
Donation Awareness week campaign—I know 
that I certainly will be. 

Drought 
Senator NASH (New South Wales) (7.42 

pm)—I rise tonight to talk about drought. 
That may seem a little incongruous, given 
that all we seem to be hearing on the radio 
and seeing on television at the moment is the 
plenitude of rainfall around the country, but, 
unfortunately, there are many places in this 
country that still have not received reason-
able rain. As a representative of rural and 
regional Australia— 

Senator Abetz—And a very good one! 

Senator NASH—Thank you for your in-
terjection, Senator Abetz—I do not want to 
slip under the radar how many farming 
communities are still suffering very much 
from the effects of drought. It is quite easy to 
listen to radio reports and believe that the 
whole country is being inundated by rain 
from the heavens, but it is not entirely true. It 
is great to see the water where it has hap-
pened. It is wonderful for producers in the 
regions where it has rained, but we have to 
remember, particularly in this place, that 
there are many people who still have not re-
ceived rain. It is vitally important to recog-
nise that, even where we have received rain, 
the effects of the drought continue. In some 
areas across this country we have had 
drought for up to seven years and it takes 
more than a few inches of rain here or a 
shower of rain there to alleviate the effects of 
drought. This is an incredibly serious issue 
because it affects not only farming families 
but farming communities. There are flow-on 
effects right throughout rural and regional 
communities, and knock-on effects when 
there are no farm incomes to flow on to the 
agricultural sector—to local agribusinesses, 
the local fuel station, the local newsagent, 
local supermarkets, local clothes shops, the 
local chemist and the local butcher. They are 
all people in the community with families 
who deserve to know that the government in 
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this place is the doing the best they possibly 
can for them. 

Having had a change in government, we 
are now starting to see the government’s ap-
proach to those rural and regional communi-
ties, and I must say that I have been abso-
lutely appalled to see that approach because 
that approach has been to put in place meas-
ures that cut spending to rural and regional 
Australia. I know that Labor, with their new-
found fiscal responsibility and this wonderful 
attitude they now have to this fiscal respon-
sibility, think it is important to cut spending, 
but they have started with the bush, with ru-
ral and regional Australia. They have started 
with the very people who are least able to 
cope with the funding cuts. I reiterate: one 
shower of rain does not change the effects of 
seven years of drought. Actually I did notice 
that it was the Minister for Finance and De-
regulation, not the Minister for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry, who put forward 
these cuts, which I find quite surprising, 
really. As hard as I have searched I cannot 
see where the agriculture minister has (a) had 
anything to do with this—so maybe he has 
been completely sidelined—or (b) made any 
comment on nearly $500 million worth of 
cuts to regional Australia; he is the agricul-
ture minister. A lot has been made about him 
coming from Beverly Hills in Sydney. I do 
not particularly care; I just want an agricul-
ture minister to do a good job. 

Senator Abetz—Who cares? 

Senator NASH—Thank you, Senator 
Abetz, I will take that interjection—who ca-
res? Minister Burke keeps running around 
the countryside saying, ‘I’m a city boy and I 
know they’ll know better than me.’ He hides 
behind the fact that he is a city boy but 
thinks he is still going to do a good job. 
Maybe he will, but we certainly have not 
seen any sign of it yet. Travelling around the 
countryside from one state to another does 

not mean you are doing a good job as a min-
ister. The proof of the pudding is in the eat-
ing but, so far, all we have seen from the 
agriculture minister is a bunch of cuts to ru-
ral and regional people. 

The most interesting thing is that these 
communities are some of the poorest in the 
country—some of the lowest socioeconomic 
communities in this country. But what has 
the razor gang done? The razor gang has tar-
geted rural and regional communities, which 
I think is appalling. It is not fair and it is not 
right. What we have seen is nearly $100 mil-
lion cut in drought assistance. What govern-
ment minister would think of cutting assis-
tance to regional communities at the end of 
seven years of drought? Apparently, from 
what I have been able to glean from what 
Minister Burke has said, it is because we 
have had some showers of rain—it is all 
more optimistic—and the forecast is good. 
He has not gone into the lounge rooms of 
those people who have not had a decent in-
come for years and years, but the forecast is 
good so therefore ‘we’ll cut the program’. If 
that does not show how out of touch Labor 
are with regional communities I do not know 
what will. These are working families that 
are trying to put food on the table, make ends 
meet, get through this drought and find some 
light at the end of the tunnel. They are hope-
ful that they will make it through and be able 
to stay on their farms and keep producing 
food and fibre for this nation. 

But what do Labor do? They cut funding 
to regional drought programs. I do not know 
about anybody else in this chamber but, to 
me, that is stupid. Around this country I am 
sure people would be asking, ‘Why on earth 
are the government doing this?’ There are a 
range of other things in this trillion-dollar 
economy that they could perhaps have 
started with rather than rural and regional 
Australia. They should be ashamed that they 
have taken nearly half a billion dollars away 
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from rural and regional communities at this 
time—hopefully we are potentially coming 
to the end of the worst drought in Australia’s 
history—and it shows a lack of empathy and 
understanding. I suggest that the minister do 
a lot more travelling around, because, from 
what we are looking at now, so far he proba-
bly has not helped at all. But then again 
maybe it was out of his hands; maybe it was 
the finance minister. Maybe the agriculture 
minister had absolutely nothing to do with it. 

Senator Abetz—Like Senator Wong. 

Senator NASH—Like Senator Wong—
they had absolutely nothing to do with it be-
cause they have no input and they are not 
taken seriously. We have only to look at a 
couple of other programs that have been cut, 
including a $10 million cut from drought 
research. Senator Wong is continually going 
on about climate change and the importance 
of dealing with that—and it is important—so 
why on earth would you cut funding to 
drought research? We know that this is one 
of the driest continents in the world, and we 
know that we are going to be facing drier 
times, but what do the Labor government 
do? They cut funding to drought research. 

We are continually hearing Labor saying 
how important skills are and that they are the 
only ones who can fix it, but they have 
slashed nearly $50 million from the appren-
ticeships incentives for agriculture and horti-
culture program. I might be missing some-
thing here but these are skills that Labor are 
continually talking about yet we see the 
slashing of an apprenticeships program. It 
has become a clear Orwellian case—they 
think that, if they keep saying things, the 
people out there in the Australian community 
will believe them. Well, our job here is to 
make sure that they realise the truth of what 
is going on here. 

There are other things like ending the ex-
tension that was proposed to the living away 

from home allowance for Australian school 
based apprentices. These are working fami-
lies. These measures were put in place to 
help them, but Labor are cutting the funding 
to them. They are working families in rural 
and regional Australia who were hoping 
against hope that their worst fears would not 
be realised—that Labor might not be like the 
Labor of old but actually be prepared to do 
an empathetic job. But, no, we are not so 
lucky. People need to realise what Labor are 
going to do—what they are starting to do to 
rural and regional Australia—and be aware 
that it is not fair, not right and not on. 

Senate adjourned at 7.52 pm 
DOCUMENTS 

Tabling 
The following government documents 

were tabled: 
Audio-Visual Copyright Society Limited 
(Screenrights)—Report for 2006-07. 

Australian Broadcasting Corporation 
(ABC)—Equity and diversity—Report for 
1 September 2006 to 31 August 2007. 

Australian Government Solicitor (AGS)—
Statement of corporate intent 2007-08. 

Australian Law Reform Commission—
Report No. 107—Privilege in perspective: 
Client legal privilege in federal investiga-
tions, January 2008. 

Copyright Agency Limited—Report for 
2006-07. 

Crimes Act 1914—Authorisations for the 
acquisition and use of assumed identities—
Report for 2006-07—Australian Commis-
sion for Law Enforcement Integrity. 

Gene Technology Regulator—Quarterly 
report for the period 1 July to 
30 September 2007. 

IIF Investments Pty Limited, IIF (CM) In-
vestments Pty Limited, IIF BioVentures 
Pty Limited, IIF Foundation Pty Limited 
and IIF Neo Pty Limited—Reports for 
2006-07. 
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Medibank Private Limited—Statement of 
corporate intent 2008-10. 

Migration Act 1958—Section 486O—
Assessment of appropriateness of detention 
arrangements—Personal identifiers 221/07 
to 346/07— 

Commonwealth Ombudsman’s reports. 

Commonwealth Ombudsman’s re-
ports—Government response. 

National Blood Authority—Report for 
2006-07. 

National Security Information (Criminal 
and Civil Proceedings) Act 2004—
Non-disclosure and witness exclusion cer-
tificates—Reports for 2004-05, 2005-06 
and 2006-07. 

Surveillance Devices Act 2004—Report for 
2006-07 on the operation of the Act. 

Telecommunications (Interception and Ac-
cess) Act 1979—Report for 2006-07 on the 
operation of the Act. 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 
The following answers to questions were circulated: 

   

Tasmania: Wedge-Tailed Eagle 
(Question No. 10) 

Senator Bob Brown asked the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment, 
Heritage and the Arts, upon notice, on 12 February, 2008: 
Is the Minister aware of the study by Forestry Tasmania and the University of Melbourne which as-
sessed the increased risk of extinction of the giant Tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle if logging goes ahead 
as planned in north-east Tasmania; if so: (a) what is the risk posed to the eagle; and (b) what action is 
the Minister taking to reverse that risk. 

Senator Wong—The Minister for the Environment, Heritage and the Arts has provided the 
following answer to the honourable senator’s question: 
I am aware of the study by Forestry Tasmania and the University of Melbourne. I understand that this 
study formed part of the evidence in the Brown v Forestry Tasmania 2006 court case. 

The 1997 Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) and the 2005 Supplementary Agreement pro-
vide the long term policy framework for biodiversity conservation and sustainable forestry. Under the 
RFA Tasmania is responsible for forestry operations. The 10 year independent review of the RFA is 
currently underway and this provides an opportunity to consider progress in meeting the RFA commit-
ments, including in relation to forest management practices and biodiversity conservation. 

I also understand that the Tasmanian Forest Practices Authority is currently conducting a review of its 
Forest Practices Code, which regulates the on ground operations of forestry activities. It is expected that 
management prescriptions for threatened species will be considered as part of this review. 

Tasmania: Wood Supply Agreement 
(Question No. 12) 

Senator Bob Brown asked the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry, upon notice, on 12 February, 2008: 
In regard to the wood supply agreement signed by Forestry Tasmania and Gunns Limited in November 
2007: 

(1) What was the role of the Commonwealth Government in the signing of the agreement and was it 
consulted? 

(2) Does the Government accept the 20-year arrangement, which is valid until 2027; if so, is it consis-
tent with the Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement, due to expire in 2017?  

Senator Sherry—The Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry has provided the 
following answer to the honourable senator’s question: 
(1) The Government played no role in the signing of the wood supply agreement between Forestry 

Tasmania and Gunns and was not consulted. The Tasmanian Government has the Constitutional 
power to determine wood supply arrangements from public forests in Tasmania. 

(2) The Government recognises the need for a long-term wood supply agreement for an investment of 
this magnitude. The 20-year arrangement is consistent with the Tasmanian Regional Forest Agree-
ment, as the Agreement does not limit Forestry Tasmania from entering commercial contracts, 
which extend beyond the current life of the Regional Forest Agreement. 
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Sustainable Cities Program 
(Question No. 101) 

Senator Allison asked the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment and Wa-
ter Resources, upon notice, on 10 January 2008:  
With reference to the Sustainable Cities program, negotiated by the Australian Democrats with the 
Howard Government as part of the Measures for a Better Environment package in the 2003-04 Budget: 

(1) In regard to the National Travel Behaviour Change Project: (a) has the project been completed; if 
so, can a report be provided on its effectiveness, by state; (b) is the project still anticipated to cause 
a reduction of 1.23 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions between 2008 and 2012; 
if not, why not; and (c) what was/will be the final cost of the project. 

(2) In regard to the project to install cycling facilities at public transport nodes: (a) how many secure 
bike lockers have been provided and where are these lockers situated; (b) did the project meet the 
stated objective of encouraging greater use of bicycles for trips to and from public transport nodes; 
if so, by how many trips; and (c) what was the final cost of the project. 

(3) In regard to the development of national standards for fine particles and air toxics: (a) has the Na-
tional Environment Protection Council (NEPC) established an advisory reporting standard for fine 
particles (PM2.5) under the National Environment Protection (Ambient Air Quality) Measure 
(AAQ NEPM); if so, can a copy be provided of the reporting standard; (b) has a review been con-
ducted of this standard; (c) has a decision been made on the establishment of a full mandatory 
standard; if so, what was the decision; if not, why not; (d) was an Ambient Air Toxics (AAT) 
NEPM established to cover benzene, formaldehyde, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, toluene and 
xylenes; if not, why not; (e) was an issues paper and a discussion paper prepared in relation to the 
amending the AAT NEPM to include goals and standards for twelve other air toxics (1,3 butadiene, 
acetaldehyde, arsenic and compounds, cadmium and compounds, methyl ethyl ketone, methyl iso-
butyl ketone, nickel and compounds, styrene, tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene, polychlori-
nated biphenyls and polychlorinated dioxins and furans); if so, when will the AAT NEPM be 
amended to include goals and standards for air toxics that the NEPC considers appropriate; if not, 
why not; and (f) what research has been conducted into the links between pollutants and health ef-
fects, in order to inform the process of amending the AAT NEPM. 

(4) In regard to the national fuel quality standards for petrol and diesel: (a) what progress has been 
made towards a fuel quality standard for: (i) fuel grade ethanol and ethanol/petrol blends, (ii) 
diesohol, (iii) low density diesel, and (iv) Fischer-Tropsch diesel; (b) what equipment was acquired 
and deployed for mobile fuel testing to enhance the enforcement of fuel standards; (c) has a report 
been prepared on compliance with fuel standards; and (d) can details be provided of all breaches of 
fuel standards since 2003. 

Senator Wong—The Minister for the Environment, Heritage and the Arts has provided the 
following answer to the honourable senator’s question: 
1 (a) NO – The project has not been completed. 

(b) Some milestone reports suggest that travel behaviour change outcomes may be lower than an-
ticipated. However, an accurate picture of outcomes and reasons for any decrease will not be 
known until all projects and corresponding reports have been completed. 

Though the project is expected to exceed the requirement to deliver travel behaviour change to 
185,178 households, it has been suggested by project operators that the methodology agreed 
for calculating abatement may have been flawed from the start and that this may affect abate-
ment outcomes originally anticipated. 
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(c) The final cost of the project will be $21,382,387. Of this, the Commonwealth Government’s 
contribution will be $6,487,000. 

   

2 (a) Approximately 2,000 secure parking spaces consisting mainly of lockers, but also bicycle 
cages, have been added to public transport networks in Sydney, Melbourne, Bendigo, Bris-
bane, Adelaide, Perth, Fremantle and Darwin. 

(b) YES - Project reports indicate that trips to and from public transport nodes increased but can-
not be quantified until all facilities are completed and usage is assessed from occupancy levels 
or surveys. 

(c) The Commonwealth Government contributed $1,839,848 to the cost of projects to install cy-
cling facilities. 

   

3 (a) YES - A copy of the fine particle Advisory Reporting Standard is available from the Depart-
ment of the Senate table office. 

(b) YES - A review of the Ambient Air Quality National Environment Protection Measure (AAQ 
NEPM), which includes the fine particle Advisory Reporting Standard, commenced in 2005 
and is scheduled for completion in late 2008. 

(c) NO – A decision on a mandatory standard for fine particles will be dependent on the outcome 
of the AAQ NEPM review. 

(d) YES 

(e) NO - An issues and a discussion paper is normally part of the NEPM review process. Amend-
ments to the Air Toxics NEPM (AT NEPM) to include additional air toxics, including the 12 
identified, will be considered as part of the AT NEPM review, scheduled to commence in 
2008. 

(f) The Department’s Clean Air Research Program, scheduled for completion in 2008, includes 
five projects on air toxics, which will inform air toxics management strategies, including pos-
sible amendments to the AT NEPM. 

   

 (4) (a) (i) Proposed amendments to the Fuel Standard (Petrol) Determination 2001 to give effect to 
the fuel grade ethanol standard have been drafted and administrative processes are underway 
to bring amendments before Parliament. The petrol determination currently limits ethanol lev-
els in petrol to 10%. 

 (ii) A proposal for the management of diesohol through the Section 13 approvals process is 
currently being finalised. 

 (iii) Low density diesel is currently managed through the Section 13 approvals process under 
the Act. Expert opinion indicates that there is no compelling case at this stage for lowering the 
density parameter in the diesel determination. 

 (iv) There is no intention at this stage to develop a fuel standard for Fischer-Tropsch diesel. 

(b) The Department purchased and staffed two mobile fuel testing trucks. Both vehicles carry a 
near infrared liquid analyser to screen fuels at the point of sale for compliance with fuel qual-
ity standards. 

(c) Yes, a report on the operation of the Fuel Quality Standards Act 2000 is published each year in 
the Department's Legislation Annual Report. 
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(d) Details of breaches are as below: 
   

Number of Samples 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 
Compliant 809 (93%)  985 (92%) 2250 (97%) 
Alleged Fuel Quality Breach 33 72 55 
Alleged Ethanol Labelling 
Breach 

27 12 16 

TOTAL 869 1069 2321 
   

South East Petroleum Pty Ltd was convicted of three breaches of the Fuel Quality Standards 
Act 2000 on 25 July 2007 and fined $150,000 in Dandenong Magistrates Court. 

   

Sustainable Cities Program 
(Question No. 102) 

Senator Allison asked the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment, Heri-
tage and the Arts, upon notice, on 12 February 2008: 
With reference to the Sustainable Cities program, negotiated by the Australian Democrats with the 
Howard Government as part of the Measures for a Better Environment package in the 2003-04 Budget: 

(1) In regard to the development of national standards for industrial residues: (a) have the timeframes 
for milestones in the Chemicals Action Plan for the Environment been met; if not, which mile-
stones have not been met and why; (b) when will standards be developed; and (c) why are stan-
dards not referred to in the plan. 

(2) In regard to the national response to priority chemical pollutants: (a) what progress has been made 
on a national program to address persistent chemicals in the environment, including endocrine dis-
rupters, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and brominated flame retardants; (b) what progress has 
been made on: (i) research into the Australian context, (ii) technical and management guidance 
documents, (iii) national action plans on emissions, and (iv) national environment protection meas-
ures on priority chemical pollutants; and (c) was a globally harmonised system for the classifica-
tion and labelling of chemicals implemented by 2006, as agreed; if not, why not. 

(3) What progress has been made on extending the National Pollutant Inventory in keeping with the 
recommendations of the independent review conducted by Professor Ian Rae, including pollutant 
transfers. 

(4) In regard to national information on the state of the environment in cities: what progress has been 
made towards providing additional quantitative indicators and data for the chapter on human set-
tlement in the state of the environment reports, including urban metabolism models for cities and a 
better understanding of the origin, destination and spatial dynamics of waste flows. 

Senator Wong—The Minister for the Environment, Heritage and the Arts has provided the 
following answer to the honourable senator’s question: 
(1) (a)  The majority of the Chemicals Action Plan’s milestones are being met as per the original speci-

fied timeframes, with two minor exceptions: 

•  Action D (vii) relates to cooperation with the National Industrial Chemicals Notification 
and Assessment Scheme (NICNAS) in relation to the Australian Inventory of Chemical 
Substances and the development of educational material. Progression of this work is on 
hold, pending the outcomes of the reform by the NICNAS of its information resources; and 

•  Action F (i) relates to the development of a household education program resource package. 
Drafts of this package have been circulated to and commented on by members of the EPHC 
Chemicals Working Group, and the package is being refined to address those comments. 
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 (b) The EPHC published the “Guidance for Assessing the Beneficial Reuse of Industrial Residues 
to Land Management Applications – A National Approach” in September 2006. This guidance 
paper, and information regarding its development, is available from the EPHC’s website at 
www.ephc.gov.au. 

  In addition, the CSIRO has been commissioned to undertake a second-stage study to contrib-
ute to Section B of the national approach guidance, “Criteria for assessing proposals to re-use 
and recycle industrial residues to land”. This project will confirm the list of those chemicals 
that should not be permitted in fertilisers, produce a list of substances or materials that pose a 
low potential risk if present in fertiliser and guideline limits for them, and produce a list of 
substances or materials that pose a high potential risk if present in fertiliser and may require 
further risk assessment to determine guideline limits and/or loadings for them. The study is 
scheduled for completion and consideration by the EPHC in late 2008 or early 2009. 

 (c) The development of national standards for industrial residues is not included in the Chemicals 
Action Plan as the Plan is primarily directed towards issues of chemical assessment and man-
agement associated with the decisions of the NICNAS, and to a lesser extent, the Australian 
Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA). It implements the National Frame-
work for Chemicals Environmental Management – NChEM. 

  The EPHC’s work on industrial residues is being progressed through EPHC’s Waste Working 
Group. 

(2) (a)  The Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA) undertakes the 
environmental risk assessment of industrial, agricultural and veterinary chemicals for the relevant 
national chemicals regulators, the NICNAS and the APVMA. 

  Specific considerations for endocrine disruptors have been included in the Environmental Risk 
Assessment Guidance Manuals recently completed by the DEWHA. As agreed in the Chemi-
cals Action Plan for the Environment, these manuals were released for public scrutiny and 
comment in late 2007. The DEWHA is currently developing a summary of issues raised in 
submissions for further consideration by the EPHC’s Chemicals Working Group. 

  With regard to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, the Air Toxics National Environment Pro-
tection Measure (AT NEPM) was established in 2004. The AT NEPM sets ambient air bench-
marks, and monitoring and reporting protocols for a number of priority air toxics, including 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. 

  With regard to brominated flame retardants (BFRs), the DEWHA published three studies in 
2006 which examined levels of polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs) in Australia. These 
studies measured levels in aquatic sediments, indoor environments and human blood. The re-
sults have informed the assessments of several brominated flame retardants currently being 
undertaken by the NICNAS as part of its Priority Existing Chemicals Assessment program. 
The DEWHA is undertaking the environmental risk assessments of these BFRs for the 
NICNAS. The NICNAS has taken regulatory action for two BFRs, permanently prohibiting 
import or production of octa brominated diphenyl ether and placing an interim ban on penta 
brominated diphenyl ether pending completion of the assessments. 

  At the international level, several polybrominated flame retardants are expected to be nomi-
nated for listing at the next meeting of Parties to the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Or-
ganic Pollutants in 2009. The Convention commits governments to reducing, and where feasi-
ble eliminating, the production and release of POPs. Australia ratified the Convention on 20 
May 2004. 

 (b) Land and Water Australia, in cooperation with the CSIRO, in November 2007 published the 
outcomes of a joint three-year pilot project to gain a better understanding of occurrence and 
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risks of endocrine disruptors in the Australian riverine environment. The report is available 
from Land and Water Australia’s website at www.lwa.gov.au. 

  Action on brominated flame retardants is described in response to Question 2(a) above. 

  The EPHC is coordinating national scrutiny and review of procedures for environmental risk 
assessment of new and priority existing chemicals. DEWHA undertakes environmental risk 
assessments for consideration in the overall assessment of new and existing chemicals carried 
out by the NICNAS and the APVMA. The DEWHA’s environmental risk assessments are un-
dertaken consistent with the guidance manuals described in the response to Question 2(a). 

  The Ambient Air Quality National Environment Protection Measure (AAQ NEPM), which 
sets ambient air standards for the criteria, or common, air pollutants, was revised in 2003 to 
include an Advisory Reporting Standard for fine particles. The AAQ NEPM is currently un-
dergoing review, which will assess the latest information on the sources and impacts of these 
pollutants. The review is scheduled for completion in 2008. The Air Toxics NEPM (AT 
NEPM) was established in 2004 and sets ambient air benchmarks, and monitoring and report-
ing protocols for benzene, formaldehyde, toluene, xylenes and polycyclic aromatic hydrocar-
bons. A process will commence in 2008 to assess further air toxics for possible inclusion in the 
AT NEPM. 

 (c) NO - A globally harmonised system for the classification and labelling of chemicals (GHS) 
had not been fully implemented in Australia by 2006, or in some of its major trading partners. 
There are several reasons for this: 

•  Responsibility for the development of the GHS lies with the United Nations Economic and 
Social Council, and specifically with its Sub-Committee of Experts on the Globally Har-
monized System of Classification and Labelling of Chemicals (UNSCEGHS). 

•  The GHS sets out a globally harmonised system for the classification of chemical hazards 
and proposes consistent communication of those hazards through labelling and safety data 
sheets. It encompasses three categories: physical, health and environment. 

•  In Australia, work is well advanced in the development of a new regulatory framework for 
workplace hazardous chemicals. Work in other chemical sectors has been difficult to pro-
gress. This is in part because of limited international guidance. For example, UNSCEGHS 
has not completed the environmental classifications needed under GHS. While there are 
classifications for acute aquatic hazards, there are no finalised GHS classifications for ter-
restrial hazards. The DEWHA, when providing its assessments of environmental impacts 
of chemicals to the NICNAS, includes the aquatic GHS classifications. 

•  Progress also has been slowed by the variety of sectors and regulatory regimes relevant to 
GHS implementation. The GHS would potentially extend to chemical substances and mix-
tures falling under the regulatory systems for workplace chemicals, industrial chemicals, 
scheduled poisons, transport and dangerous goods, and consumer products, as well as agri-
cultural chemical end use products. As a harmonised approach across Australia is essential, 
states and territories also need to agree on the GHS before its implementation. 

•  The issue of GHS implementation is being considered as part of a Productivity Commis-
sion study being undertaken in support of the COAG ministerial taskforce which is to de-
velop measures to achieve a streamlined and harmonised system of national chemicals and 
plastics regulation. The Productivity Commission study is expected to be finalised by Sep-
tember 2008. It is likely that the work of the COAG ministerial taskforce will strongly in-
fluence the implementation of the GHS in Australia. 
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(3) A full review of the NPI was undertaken in 2005 by the environmental consultants Envirolink. Fol-
lowing this review NEPC (which is made up of Australian, State and Territory Environment Minis-
ters) agreed to prepare a variation to the NPI National Environment Protection Measure (NEPM). 

The Variation considered a number of policy inclusions (including the transfers of waste) and op-
erational issues. Professor Ian Rae was a member of the independent Technical Advisory Panel 
which formed part of the Variation process. 

At its meeting in June 2007, NEPC agreed to all aspects of the variation except the proposal to re-
move the current exemption for aquaculture facilities to report to the NPI. 

The variation to the NPI NEPM will expand the programme to fulfil its potential as a major envi-
ronmental management and cleaner production tool, whilst also fulfilling its role as an accessible 
information source for the community and other stakeholders. 

The changes under the variation include: 

•  reporting of transfers of NPI substances in waste to final destination 

•  inclusion of new substances to the current list 

•  lowering the threshold for mercury and compounds 

•  updating of industry training material and making major improvements to the database and 
website, and 

•  other operational matters identified in the NPI Review Report including the introduction of 
a new on-line reporting and calculation tool. 

The recent NPI NEPM variation information and supporting documentation can be found on the 
NPI website at http://www.npi.gov.au 

(4) A detailed study of material stocks and flows, including an analysis of urban metabolism models 
for cities, was developed by the CSIRO for the 2006 Australian State of the Environment Report. 
The study focuses on urban settlements of contrasting types and scales: the coastal and inland 
towns of Coffs Harbour and Shepparton and the South-East Queensland (SEQ) conurbation centred 
on the coastal city of Brisbane, and includes analysis of the generation and disposal of waste. 

The study, entitled State of the environment report on human settlements: stocks and flows indica-
tors has been published on the department’s State of the Environment Reporting website: 

http://draft.environment.gov.au/soe/2006/publications/technical/stocks/index.html 

The data from this study were used to develop and populate a composite indicator: HS-48 Material 
Flows in Human Settlements, which is reported at: 

http://draft.environment.gov.au/soe/2006/publications/drs/indicator/341/index.html 

The study was also referenced in the human settlements theme commentary at: 

http://draft.environment.gov.au/soe/2006/publications/commentaries/settlements/index.html 

It is not mentioned in the SoE 2006 Committee’s final evaluation report. 

No analysis of material and waste flows at the national or continental scale has been undertaken. 

Port Phillip Bay Channel Deepening Project 
(Question No. 105) 

Senator Allison asked the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment, Heri-
tage and the Arts, upon notice, on 12 February 2008: 
In regard to the Minister’s approval, on 20 December 2007, of the Port Phillip Bay channel deepening 
project, under section 133 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999: 

(1) What were the reasons for the decision. 
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(2) Why were these reasons not released at the time the decision was announced. 

(3) Why were no further studies called for or conducted into the impact of the action, given the 
changes in scope since the Supplementary Environment Effects Statement was prepared, to which 
the conditions contained in the decision refer. 

(4) When will the Port Phillip Bay Environmental Management Plan (EMP) be made public. 

(5) Will there be an opportunity for public comment before the approval of this plan. 

(6) (a) Why was it considered necessary to require that an amount of $500 000 or more be provided by 
the proponent and used for the management, monitoring and/or improvement of the Port Phillip 
Bay (Western Shoreline) and Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar site; and (b) what advice was relied on in 
arriving at this amount. 

(7) (a) Why was it considered necessary to require that an amount of $100 000 or more be provided by 
the proponent and used to observe and monitor migratory bird species; and (b) what advice was re-
lied on in arriving at this amount. 

(8) (a) Is it the case that, under the conditions, the Port of Melbourne Corporation must only report 
failures to comply with the EMP once annually; and (b) does this mean that greater impacts than 
those predicted in the Supplementary Environmental Effects Statement may go unreported and not 
acted on for up to 12 months; if not, what is the process for reporting such performance failures. 

(9) Why is there no requirement in the EMP to monitor the impact of toxic sediment on Port Phillip 
Bay beaches. 

(10) Will the EMP address the management of the transport and disposal of 23 million cubic meters of 
soil from the project. 

Senator Wong—The Minister for the Environment, Heritage and the Arts has provided the 
following answer to the honourable senator’s question: 
(1) My statement of reasons explains my decision. It is available on my Department’s website. 

(2) The statement of reasons was prepared in response to a request of 20 December 2007 under the 
Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Act 1977, within the statutory timeframe set out under 
that Act. 

(3) There have been no changes in scope since the preparation of the Supplementary Environment 
Effects Statement. 

(4) The Environmental Management Plan will be publicly available once it is approved. I understand 
the Port of Melbourne Corporation will post it on their website. 

(5) The public was given an opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Management Plan 
contained in the Supplementary Environment Effects Statement. 

(6) Refer my statement of reasons. 

(7) Refer my statement of reasons. 

(8) No. The EMP contains additional reporting requirements. 

(9) The requirements of the EMP under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999 relate to the protection of coastal areas in the Ramsar wetland areas. 

(10) Yes. 

 

 


