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Senator LUDWIG—I held this up so I could combine the two statements in the interests of both making
the government’s position plain and not asking for four
minutes to speak on notice of motion No. 674 and No.
675. The government’s position is that it is our view
that it is not appropriate to single out one particular
civil partnership. Since the laws were enacted last year
in the Australian Capital Territory, there have been a
number of couples who have had their relationships
officially recognised as civil partnerships. There are
also couples in Victoria and Tasmania who are able to
access relationship recognition schemes. The Rudd
government supports the development of relationship
recognition schemes, which provide for couples which
have a mutual commitment to a shared life to have
their relationship officially recognised.
In respect of general business notice of motion No.
675, as indicated, the government does not support the
motion. Any changes to self-government in the ACT
must be based on broad consultation and consensus
across the community. The constitutional implications
for any change to self-government arrangements would
need to be carefully considered by the Commonwealth.
Any changes must strike the right balance between the
Commonwealth’s direct interests in the territory as the
national capital and home to Australia’s democratic
institutions and the territory’s legislative powers. Any
change must also strike the right balance between local
sovereignty and Australia’s nationhood.
Senator BOB BROWN (Tasmania—Leader of the
Australian Greens) (10.42 am)—I seek leave to make
short statement.
The PRESIDENT—Leave is granted for two minutes.
Senator BOB BROWN—That is a statement from
a government made up in this case of undemocratic
wowsers and sad sacks. Why on earth in 2009 can’t
this Labor government remove discrimination from
people who care to love each other and want to engage
in the same rights to publicly celebrating that connection that everybody else in the community has? It is
just Howardian hangover by Rudd Labor. It is offensive, it is hurtful and it is destructive. On top of that is
this ongoing propensity for Labor to override the will
of the elected representatives of the Australian Capital
Territory. That is trammelling on democracy itself. This
is a Rudd government showing not only its bigotry but
its disrespect for a representative assembly. It ought to
think long and hard about that. This is the Rudd government saying to the people of the ACT: ‘You are second rate. You don’t deserve the same right to determine
your affairs as people in the states do.’ I will shortly be
introducing a piece of legislation to help rectify that. It
is time the Rudd government treated the people of the
ACT—and, indeed, the Northern Territory—with the
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same respect that all Australians have and that they
deserve to have as well.
THE BRAVE NEW WORLD OF CARBON
TRADING
Order
Senator MILNE (Tasmania) (10.44 am)—I move:
That there be laid on the table, no later than 1 pm on
26 November 2009, Dr Clive Spash’s uncensored and unamended research paper, The brave new world of carbon trading.

Senator CARR (Victoria—Minister for Innovation,
Industry, Science and Research) (10.44 am)—by
leave—We will not be dividing on this matter but I do
want to publicly indicate the government’s strenuous
opposition to this proposal on the basis that it is misguided and totally misunderstands the nature of the
relationship between this parliament and the CSIRO.
Like all public research agencies, CSIRO is governed
by a charter of research freedom and autonomy. That
charter guarantees CSIRO’s right to pursue lines of
inquiry, to publish results and to participate in public
debate without political interference. It does not provide a basis for the government to micromanage the
organisation.
The CSIRO produces over 3,700 papers per year. It
is a ludicrous proposition to suggest that the minister
would individually vet those papers. The government
has no role in the discussions between CSIRO and
Dr Clive Spash about the research paper which is the
subject of this motion. This is entirely a matter for the
CSIRO to manage. As I understand it, discussions between CSIRO and Dr Spash are continuing. Peer review is central to research enterprises. CSIRO has its
own internal peer review processes. Those processes
have been established to maintain the standards of excellence that have made CSIRO an international research icon. They have been established to protect the
CSIRO brand and to ensure that Australia gets the best
possible return on its investment in research. (Time
expired).
Senator MILNE (Tasmania) (10.46 am)—by
leave—There is nobody in Australia who is not proud
of the CSIRO but there is nobody in Australia who is
also so naïve as to not realise that for 10 years under
the Howard government the CSIRO was heavily suppressed in what it could produce. The culture within
the CSIRO has led to self-censorship by management
to make sure that they know full well what their ministers are prepared to accept or not accept. What is required here is for the minister to tell the CSIRO that
the charter allows for the widest possible interpretation
so that that suppression order can be lifted.
Senator Carr—To politically intervene.
Senator MILNE—It is not intervention in individual papers; it is to tell the CSIRO that the culture has
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changed, that openness and transparency are now the
go. If that does not happen with this, then the culture of
self-censorship will continue. That is why it is essential
we get this paper absolutely tabled as it was written
and peer reviewed and not as it is going to be amended
by CSIRO management.
Question agreed to.
NORTHERN TERRITORY EMERGENCY
RESPONSE REDESIGN CONSULTATION
Order
Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) (10.48
am)—I move:
That there be laid on the table by the Minister representing the Minister for Families, Housing, Community Services
and Indigenous Affairs (Senator Evans), no later than Friday,
4 December 2009, the complete and unedited transcripts of
all four tiers of consultation meetings held under the Northern Territory Emergency Response Redesign Consultation
process and any associated documents.

Senator LUDWIG (Queensland—Special Minister
of State and Cabinet Secretary) (10.48 pm)—by
leave—The government opposes this motion. The Minister for Families, Housing, Community Services and
Indigenous Affairs has released a comprehensive report
on the Northern Territory Emergency Response redesign consultations. The consultation process involved
feedback from several thousand people at more than
500 meetings and workshops covering 73 remote
Northern Territory communities and town camps between June and August 2009. The consultations were
also independently audited. The government contracted
the Cultural and Indigenous Research Centre Australia
to review the engagement and communication strategy
for the NTER design consultations and to observe a
number of the consultations. Their report considered
the openness and integrity of the consultations. This
independent report is also publicly available. Given the
scale of the consultation process, one of the largest
with Indigenous Australians in the Northern Territory,
it would be a significant use of administrative resources to provide to the Senate the materials requested. If the Senate has any specific questions about
any of the detail in the report, the government is only
too willing to respond to those questions.
Question negatived.
Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) (10.50
am)—by leave—I reject the government’s comments
on this issue. Yes, there was a large amount of consultation and yes, there was a supposedly an independent
audit, but the really truly independent review showed a
significant difference between what the government
say the community said and in fact what the community says. The independent review has in fact released
the transcripts of the meetings they have audited,
which are significantly different from what the government claim was said in those meetings. That is why
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we want the full transcripts—so that we can actually
see whether the government are selectively quoting
from that consultation process, and the evidence to date
strongly suggests they are. The government are basing
the whole of their new welfare process supposedly on
the consultation process. It is only right and fair, given
the discrepancy between what the government say the
community says and what the truly independent review
by Melbourne university said, that they release those
transcripts, on which they are basing the most fundamental change in welfare in Australia for a long time.
They are basing that change on what that community
supposedly said. That is why we want those transcripts,
and I would have thought the opposition would have
wanted those transcripts as well.
SNOWY WATER LICENCE
Senator SIEWERT (Western Australia) (10.51
am)—I move:
That the Senate:
(a) notes:
(i) the failure of the New South Wales Government to
establish the Snowy Scientific Committee in a
timely fashion prior to the first 5-year review of the
Snowy Water Licence, as required by legislation,
(ii) that a decision on whether to allow environmental
water to be released to the Snowy River from
Mowamba Weir, in addition to Jindabyne Dam,
would require at least 6 months to allow the Snowy
Scientific Committee to complete further studies as
required, and
(iii) that a decision to amend the licence to allow environmental water releases via Mowamba Weir as
well as Jindabyne Dam made after the finalisation
of the Snowy Water Licence review could result in
substantial compensation being provided to Snowy
Hydro Limited; and
(b) calls on the Commonwealth Government to insist that
the New South Wales Government delay finalisation of
the Snowy Water Licence review for at least 6 months,
to allow the Snowy Scientific Committee to review the
environmental benefits of permitting releases from
Mowamba Weir, in order to make a decision on this issue during the time of the review and thus avoid the risk
of unnecessary payment of compensation.

Question agreed to.
Senator O’BRIEN (Tasmania) (10.52 am)—by
leave—The government opposes this motion. We recognise that Senator Siewert has the support of the coalition and therefore has a majority for the motion and
we will not call a division.
VOLUNTEERS AND VOLUNTEER
SUPPORTING ORGANISATIONS
Senator BARNETT (Tasmania) (10.52 am)—I, and
also on behalf of Senator Fifield, move:
That the Senate:
(a) notes:
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