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so-called champions of small business will have to sit
there. Where were they last week when we were talking
about reducing the costs to the employers? They were
saying nothing. [ might gdd L_hat.——

The Hon. L.H. Davis interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. R.R. ROBERTS: I did not hear ‘Ihe
Chamber of Commerce and other people saying, “We
want you people to support this. We Waflt you to
duplicate your decision in the Lower House.” No, they
were all sitting back waiting to see whether they could
snatch the big prize. They did not j‘ust want [o have these
amendments; they wanted the blg prize--—government.
They are not getting it and they will _have to wait %nul
February 1994. In the words of tk'le Prime Minister, VYe
will do you blakes, and we are going to do you slowly.’ 1
support the second reading.

The Hon. CAROLYN PICKLES secured the
adjournment of the debate.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
(PUBLICATION OF REPORTS)
AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 11 November. Page 737.)

The Hon. J.C. BURDETT: I support the second
reading of the Bill. The Bill provides _that, if more than
14 days elapses from the day on which a report of a
committee-—whetber a final report or an interim
report—is adopted by the committee until the next sithing
day of the committee’s appointing House or Houses, the
committee may present the report to the _Prt_asuimg Officer
or Officers of the commitiee’s appolntng House or
Houses and the Presiding Officer or Officers may af_ter
consultation with the committee authorise the publu_:atm,n
of the report prior to its presentation to the committee's
appointing House or Houses. .

A report so published will be deemec.l to be a report @
Parliament and, therefore, will be published. The sepond
reading explanation comments that all f‘our commmittees
created under the Parliamentary Committees Act have
been more active than the committees that they replaced
because of the additional roles given to them. My own
comment is that in the case of the Social Development
Committee it is, of course, a completely new cominittee.

It was pointed out in the second reading e:xpljcmat:on
that it is not in the best interests of comwxcailng the
work of Parliament to the public that during a'long recess
a report of a committee cannot be mac‘le public, which is
the present position. It was also po_mted out tha't the
suation of its being desirable to publish a report without
waiting until Parliament sits again is most likely to arise
in the case of the Economic and Finance Coqamﬁtee,
although 1 can easily envisage situations where it could
be desirable for the other committees to have a report
published during a parliamentary recess. ' '

Tnterim reports, as well as final Teports, are 1r§cluded in
the operation of the Bill. I can envisage a situation where
it might be desirable to publish an interim report for

public comment outside a sitting time so that the

committee will be in a position to make a final report to
Parliament when it sits again. I cannot see any objection
to the Bill because its provisions are not mandatory: it 1s
entirely up to each commiltee as to whether or not it uses
them.

One downside that T can see is that the report cannot
be published without the cooperation of the Presiding
Officer or Officers. The Presiding Officer or Officers are
always going to be members of the Government Party,
the Party of the day, or persons who have come o an
understanding with the Gavemment Party, anc_i it is
possible that a Presiding Officer may not give his
authority to the publication of the report because of the
potential for the report to damage the Government.

However, I do not see how this can be ovel_'come,
because the commitlees are cominittees of the Parliament
and, if they do not report to Parliafnen't, they must surely
report to the Presiding Officers n 118}1 of Parliament.
Also, I do not see this problem as being real because,
except under extraordinary circumstances, I cannot see a
Presiding Officer ever sticking his or her neck out by
authorising publication of a report that a comumittee has

sked him or her to publish. .

! It is possible to spee other problems with fhe Bill. In
regard to the Economic and Finance Committee of the
House of Assembly, in particular, I see problems in some
of the statements that have been made by the former
Presiding Member of that committee that' have not come
to Parliament, so it has not been a question of reporting
to Parliament but of press releases being made, of
comments being made in the press and of Parliament
ving been bypassed.
haI ldf; see tha¥is a problem, and Parliamen.t will neec_i to
monitor the operation of this Bill when it comes into
effect, but 1 do not see that as a reason for voting against
the Bill, because any committee should be_able to control
its Presiding Member and, to me, it is not just the_fault of
the Presiding Member but of the commultec if these
things are allowed to happen, to go on happening and to
ain unchecked.
re[Rs I see it, a Bill such as this is likely to render that
kind of conduct less likely to happen in the fuwre,
because here is a way, presented with a procedure
authorised by the Parliament, to present the reports to the

Presiding Officer or Officers and for the l:fremdm_g,

Officer or Officers to have the right to authorise their

release or not. If this Bill is passed there will not be the

excuse, perhaps, that there has been in t.he past for a

Presiding Member of a particular commuttee to make

press Teleases, to go to the press, to_ have the media

present during meelings, and so on, which there has beent
in the past.

While 1 do think that the Parliament ought carefully to
monitor the situation when the Bill is passed, the Bill as
it stands is reasonable and sensible, and 1 cannot see any
objection to it. There is no reason why a report that 1s
ready to be released should not be released out qf sitting
time and, in particular, as 1 said before, there is every
reason why an interim report could be teleased out of
sitting time so that there can be public comment 'fmd 50
that a final report can be presented as soon as Palrhament
reconvenes. I support the second reading of the Bill. .

Bill read a second time and taken through its remaming

stages.
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DAIRY INDUSTRY BILL

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE
Transport Development): 1 move:

That this Bill be now read a second time.
In view of the lateness of the hour, I seek leave to have
the second reading explanation inserted in Hansard
without my reading it.

Leave granted.

(Minister of

Explanation of Bill

There are currently two State Acts covering the dairy industry
in South Australia. These are the Metropolitan Milk Supply Act
1946 which covers the area from Meningic to Gawler and the
Dairy Industry Act 1928 which covers the rest of the State.
There is also Commonwealth legislation that levies all milk to
sugport the lower returns received on export markets,

here is an increasingly national focus om retums from
dairying and the legislation to achieve this. There is also a move
in all States to reduce legislation in the dairy industry by giving
more Tesponsibility to the industry for its own pricing
mechanisms and quality control.

The Dairy Industry Bill 1992 follows this national perspective
and is in line with national requirements and pricing, particulary
at the farm gate. The Bill repeals the Dairy Industry Act 1928
and the Metropolitan Milk Supply Act 1946 and allows the
industry to take increased responsibility in quality control
especially at the farm level.

Some of the provisions of the Bill are as follows:

The Dairy Authority of South Australia is established
consisting of three members appointed by the Governor. There
will be an orderly transition from the current Metropolitan Milk
Board to the new Authority which will allow for industry to re-
organise is staff requirements as they become more involved
with responsibilities of quality and safety control through specific
codes of practice.

Provision is made to set prices. However, as has been outlined
in the White Paper, it is anticipated that these prices will be
progressively removed so that from 1 Janwary 1995, the only
price control will be at the farm gate. However, in line with
Commonwealth legislation, this farm gate price control may
cease by the year 2000,

Proviston is made to enswre that milk for market milk, no
matter from where sourced or sold, is paid for at the declared
farm gate price. This provision is to ensure national discipline as
agreed to by all States.

Provision is made to allow for two {one cent) increases in the
wholesale price of milk to be paid into a fund to be distrbuted
to dairy farmers outside the current Metropolitan Milk Board
area and so imcrease their farm gate price to the same as that
received by dairy farmers in the Metropolitan Milk Board area.
This provision will allow for a statewide farm gate price and not
pul at risk country milk processing plants.

Provision is made for the Minister of Primary Industries to
have reserve powers in the event of a breakdown in an industry
equalisation agreement.

Provision is made for unpasteurised milk to be sold which will
need to meet satisfactory safety and labelling standards.

Provision is made for codes of practice to be administered by
the various indusiry segments.

Provision is made for the milk testing equipment (currently the
responstbility of the Metropolitan Milk Board) to be transferred
to the dairy industry, as determined by the Minister in
consultation with the industry. The benefits from herd recording
cover all dairy farmers and provision is made for the industry to
fund the replacement and operational costs of this equipment.

Staff cwrrently employed by the Metropolitan Milk Board will
be transferred to the Authority.

1 commend the Bill to Members.

Part 1 of the Bill {clauses 1 to 3} contains preliminary matters,

Clause 1: Short title—This clause is formal.

Clause 2: Commencement—This clause provides for

commencement on a day to be fixed by proclamation.

Clause 3: Interpretation—This clause contains definitions of
words and phrases nsed in the Bill.

Part 2 of the Bill (clauses 4 to 11) deals with the Dairy

Authority of South Austrlia.

Clanse 4: Establishment of the Authority—This clause
provides that the Authority is established as a body corporate and
an instrumentality of the Crown.

Clause 5: Ministerial control—This clause provides that the
Authority is subject to control and direction by the Minister.

Clanse 6: Composition of the Authority-—This clause provides
that the Authority consists of 3 members appointed by the
Governor of whom at least 1 must be a person with wide
experience in the dairy industry.

Clause 7: Conditions of membership—This clause provides
that a member of the Authority is appointed for a term not
exceeding 3 years and is eligible for reappointment. The terms
for removal from office are set out as are the reasons why such
an office may become vacant.

Clause 8: Remuneration—This clause provides that a member
of the Authority is entitled to such remuneration, allowances and
expenses as may be determined by the Governor.

Clause 9: Disclosure of interest—This clause provides that a
member who has a direct or indirect private interest in a matter
under consideration by the Authority must disclose the nature of
the imerest to the Authority and must not take part in any
deliberations or decision of the Awuthority in relation to that
matter. Failure to comply with proposed subsection (1) carries a
penalty of a fine of $8 000 or imprisonment for 2 years.
Proposed subsection (2) provides that it is a defence to a charge
of an offence against proposed subsection (1) to prove that the
defendant was not, at the time of the alleged offence, aware of
his or her interest in the matter.

If a member discloses an interest in a contract or proposed
coniract under this proposed section and takes no pari in any
deliberations or decision of the Aunthority on the contract, the
contract is not liable to be avoided by the Authority and the
member is not liable to account for profits derived from the
contract.

Clause 10: Members’ duties of honesty, care and
diligence—This clause provides that a member of the Authority
must at all times act honestly in the performance of his or her
official functions. The penalty for an offence is divided as
follows:

» if an intention to deceive or defraud is proved— the penalty
is a $15 000 fine or imprisonment for 4 years or both;

« in any other case—the penalty is a $4 000 fine.

Subclause (2) provides that a member of the Authority must at
all times exercise a reasonable degree of care and diligence in
the performance of his or her official functions. A fine of $4 000
may be imposed for failure to comply with this duty.

Subclauses (3) and (4) provide for penalties of a §15 000 fine
or imprisonment for 4 years or both where—

« a member of the Authority makes improper use of his or her
offictal position to gain a personal advantage for himself,
herself or another or to cause detriment to the Authority, or

+ a member or former member of the Authority makes
improper use of information acquired through his or her
official position to gain directly or indirectly a personal
advantage for himself, herself or another, or to cause
detriment to the Authority.

Clause 11: Proceedings—This clause sets out the procedures of
business conducted by the Authorty, including the gquorum
necessary (2 members} and voting rights (1 vote per member and
the presiding member has a casting vote if necessary). A decision
carried by a majority of the voles cast by members at a meeting
is a decision of the Authority. The Authority may conduct a
meeting via a telephone or video conference. The Authority must
cause accurate minules to be kept of its proceedings.

Part 3 of the Bill (clauses 12 to 16) deal with the functions
and powers of the Dairy Authority of South Australia.

Clause 12: Functions of the Authority—This clause provides
that the Authority’s functions are—

+» to recommend the imposition, variation er removal of price
control in respect of dairy produce under this Act;

+ to determine the conditions and the fees for licences to be
issued under this Act;

» to approve, provide, or arrange for the provision of, training

programs for implementing appropriate standards and codes

of practice for the dairy industry;
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+ {o grant, of arrange for the granting of, cedificates to
persons who successfully complete training programs
approved by the Authority;

« to monitor the extent of compliance by the dairy industry
with appropriate standards and codes of practice; and

« to camry out any other functions assigned to the Authority by
or under this Act or by the Minister.

Clause 13: Powers of the Authority—This clause provides that
the Authority has the powers necessary or incidental to the
performance of its functions and may, for example—

« enter into any form of contract or arrangement;

« employ staff or make use of the services of staff employed
in the public or private sector,

» engage consultants or other contractors;

» delegate any of its powers to any person or body of persons.

Subject to the transitional provisions, an employee of the
Authority is not a member of the Public Service, but the terms
and conditions of employment of any such employee must be as
approved by the Minister.

Clause 14: The Dairy Authority Administration Fund—This
clause provides that there is to be a fund called the Dairy
Authority Administration Fund which consist of all fees and
charges recovered under this. Act, all penalties recovered for
offences against this Act and any other money appropriated by
Parliament for the purposes of the Fund. The fund is to be
applied towards the costs of administering this Act,

Clanse 15: Accounts and audit—This clause provides that the
Authority must keep proper accounting records of its receipts and
expenditures, and must, at the conclusion of each financial year,
prepare accounts for that financial year. The Auditor-General
may audit the accounts of the Authority at any time and mus!
audit the accounts for each financial year.

Clause 16: Annual Report—This clause provides that the
Authority must, on or before 31 October in every year, forward
to the Minister a report on the administration of this Acl during
the year that ended on the preceding 30 June. The report must
include the audited accounts of the Authosity for the relevant
financial year and must be laid beforc Parliament within 12
sitting days after receipt by the Minister.

Part 4 of the Bill (clauses 17 to 27) deals with the regolation
of the dairy industry.

Clause 17: Licences—This clause provides for licences of the
following classes:

« dairy farmer’s licence;

» processor’s licence; and

» vendor’s licence.

It is an offence for a person to carry on business as a dairy
farmer, processor or vendor unless that person holds an
appropriate licence. The penalty for such an offence is a fine of
$8 000. :

Clause 18: Issue of licences—This clause provides that the
Authority may, on receiving an application for a licence, issue
the licence.

Clause 19: Licence fee—This clause provides that a person
who holds a licence must pay petiodic licence fees in accordance
with the regulations and if a periodic fee payable by the holder
of the licence is in arrears for more than 3 months, the Authority
may, by written notice given 1o the holder of the licence, cancel
the licence.

Clause 20; Conditions of licence—This clause provides that a
licence may be issued on such conditions as the Authority thinks
fit and that the Authority may, by wiilten notice o the holder of
a licence, add to the conditions of the licence or vary or revoke a
condition of the lcence. A person who holds a licence who
contravenes or fails to comply with a condition of a licence is
liable to a fine of 58 000.

Clause 21: Transfer of licence—This clause provides that a
licence may be transferred with the consent of the Authority.

Clause 22: Revocation of licence—This clause provides that
the Authority may tevoke a licence if the holder of the licence
ceases to carry on the business in respect of which the licence
was issued or the holder of the licence contravenes or fails to
comply with & condition of the licence.

Clanse 23: Price control—This clause provides that the
Minister may, on the recommendation of the Authority, publish
an order fixing a price for the sale of dairy produce of 2
specified class. An order under this section—

» may apply generally throughout the State or be limited, in
its application, to a particular part of the State;

« may apply penerully to the sale of dairy produce of the
relevant class or may be limited to sale by retail or by
wholesale or to sale by licensees of a particular class or by
reference to any other factor;

+ may, by further order, be varied or revoked.

This clause further provides that an order under this proposed
section fixing a price to be paid to processors for market milk
may be subject to a condition, staled in the order, requiring that
a specified proportion of the price paid for the milk be paid into
a fund to be established by the processors and applied by them,
as directed by the Minister, towards enabling them to pay the
farm gate price for milk to dairy farmers who would not
otherwise receive that price for such milk.

Clause 24: Non-compliance with price-fixing order—This
clause provides that a person who carries on a business involving
the sale of dairy produce must not sell dairy produce to which
the order applies for a price that differs from the price fixed in
the order. A fine of $8 000 is fixed for ron-compliance with this
provision. For the purposes of determining the price for which
dairy produce is sold, any contractual arrangement which
provides in effect far a remission of price or a premium on the
price, will be taken into consideration.

Clause 25: Guarantee of adequate farm gate price—This clause
provides that a person must not process milk in the State for the
purpose of manufacturing market milk unless the raw milk was
purchased from a dairy farmer (either within or outside the State)
at or above a price determined by the Minister on the
recommendation of the Authority as the farm gate price for milk
A fine of $60 000 is the penalty for non-compliance with this
provision.

It is further provided that a person must not sell market milk
unless the market milk was produced from raw milk purchased
from a dairy farmer (either within or outside the State) at a price
determined by the Minister on the recommendation of the
Authority as the farm gate price for milk. (Penalty: $60 000).

The Minister may, on the recommendation of the Authority, by
notice in the Gazette—

+ determine a farm gate price for milk to be used for
manufacturing market milk; or

+ vary or revoke a previous determination under this proposed
subsection.

If there is a general consensus throughont Australia on whal an
appropriate farm pate price for milk should be, the Authority’s
recommended farm gate price should reflect that consensus.

Proposed subsection (5) provides that this section does not
apply in relation to raw milk sold under a contract thal was in
existence at the commencemeni of this Act unless the Minister,
by notice published in the Gazette, otherwise determines.

Clause 26: Egualisation schemes—This clause provides that
the Minister may, on the recommendation of the Aathority,
establish a price equalisation scheme that is binding on dairy
farmers and wholesale purchasers of dairy produce of a class
stated in the scheme. Such a price equalisation scheme may
impose a surcharge on licence fees on licensees who are bound
by the scheme. The terms of any such scheme are to be
published in the Gazette and the Minister may, on the
recommendation of the Authority, by further notice, amend or
revoke the scheme.

Any scheme under this proposed section, or an amendment to
such a scheme, must be laid before both Houses of Parliament
and is subject to disallowance in the same way as a regulation.

This clause further provides that a price equalisation scheme
cannot be established if a voluntary price equalisation scheme is
currently operating binding dairy farmers and wholesale
purchasers of dairy produce throughount the State.

Clause 27: Non-compliance with scheme—This clause
provides that a person who sells or porchases dairy produce
contrary to the terms of a price equalisation scheme that is
binding on that person is guilty of an offence and liable to a fine
of $8 000.

Part 5 of the Bill (clauses 28 to 33) contains miscellaneous
provisions.

Clause 28: Advisory and consultative committees—This clause
provides that the Minisler may establish committee(s}) of
representatives of the dairy industry te obtain advice and
facilitate consultation as to any matters relating te the industry or
the administration of this Act.
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Clause 29: Powers of ins i
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| ermine whether appropriate standard
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o t's clause further provides that an inspeclor {(or a person
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y $ or threatens to use force apainst, s
person knowing that he or she is not entitl b o it s
Deher oahowing that entitled to do so, without a
L grounds that he or i
guglly on aj;]ooffence. Ebenaity 55 000, she is entitled to do so, is
ause 30: Hindering inspectors—This claus i
c ¢ provid
ggr“s::;ls nc]cl:ztfcr;?éd hjt;ld?]rl_or }{Jbstruct an inspector inplhe cx‘:;c!il;:to?'
) is Act. i
thl(s:lclause err ﬁneyof ol The penalty for an offence against
ause 31: Protection of staff—This cla i
] use provides that
::iigfrﬁsoéa g;nof)l;c; n-?:;son cngafgs: in functiongrmlaled to lﬁg
cement of this Act incurs no civil liabili
for an act or omission in the c oo
ourse of th
pugorted %ero;'{mance of those functions, © performance or
ause 32: Review of Act—This clause provi
- ides that
{vhl:;nizlt' 1:::,?2 31 I!il:: end olf 3 yefarshlfrom the (}:)ommencemzntﬁ;?
s operation of this Act the report of whi
review must be prepared i b e
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Clavse 33: Regulations—Thi i
: s clause provides |
Governor may make repulations for the purposes of this }:2: the

The schedul ; "
provisions. ¢ of the Bill contains repeal and transitional

de'llj‘:tté.l-lon. R.I. LUCAS secured the adjournment of the

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY LO
LEAVE (MISCELLANEOQUS) AMEI\I?II?MSI?IE}'IY}B(I:EL

The House of Assembly inti i i
to the Legislative Counci ’slgtr;llgl{;?rgetrﬂzf 1 had disagrecd

STAMP DUTIES (PENALTIES, RE
AND SECURITIES) AMEI‘IDM?ESSN'IE%SI%F NTS

Recei
i é':cewed from the House of Assembly and read a first

MOTOR VEHICLES (CONFID
AMENDM(ENT BILENTIALITY)

Returned from the House

ameorned of Assembly with an

STATUTES AMENDMENT (RIGHT
ToNT ( OF REPLY)

Retumed from the House

armendment. of Assembly without

ADJOURNMENT

At 11.20 pm. th . ,
18 Novembes at .15 poar 1} adjourned until Wednesday
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i sonal views on this
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i interjecting: subject. I think the ﬂgn. Anne Levy
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The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: [ am being serious—
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to that area we will seek to extend that in the course of

Commiltee consideration.

In respect of registered agents, there is a provision for
a more formal procedure for establishing a registry of
agents. There is a regulation making power which enables
standards to be set and discipline to be applied. 1 think
that is an area that does need some amplification and
what T would like from the Minister in reply is some
clarification of the difference between the registered agent
and an agent, whether agents employed by unions and
employer organisations have to be registered, and the
procedural propesals by which agents will be recognised,
the code of conduct by which they will have to comply
and the procedures for discipline and disbarment.

There is a concern among employers about the
requirement (under clause 32) which stipulates that
employers must keep certain superannuation records. The
Chamber of Commerce and Industry is of the view that
the provision is unnecessary absolutely, given that the
recording requirements under superannuation law do
require fund members to receive half yearly or annually
reports on superannuation accounts from fund managers.
Under the superannuation guarantee legislation there is a
whole series of obligations required to be met by trustees,
and seeking to add to those obligations under this
legislation is going to create an unnecessary burden on
enployers.

Looking at the provision in the Bill, it will be a
nightmare for those employers who are reguired to
comply with that provision. The South Australian
Employers Federation has the same view, because again
they see the burden that it will create for employers, but
with no necessary advantage to employees. Employees’
interests are protected under Federal legislation, and they
do have a right to information that is required to be
provided under the Federal legislation.

Insofar as family leave is concemed, this is an
extension to those general provisions which presently
have been incorporated in awards. I will be asking some
questions about that in the Committee stage, particularly
about the relationship between those provisions and
section 25a, which allows the Industrial Commission to
make some generally applying provision across the State,
and also I understand there is some inconsistency with
the recent Federal test case decision, and I would like to
know why the Government has decided to follow a New
South Wales provision for family leave rather than the
Federal test case provision.

The only other matter concerns the question of
conscientious objection. My colleague the Hon. Rob
Lucas will deal with that in more detail, suffice it to say
that there had been representations made to us in several
areas where we believe there is some merit in seeking to
clarify the rights given to conscientious objectors, for
example, in the area of victimisation. Section 144
provides that an employer may not victimise, but makes
it makes no reference to an association, and that certainly
ought to be included. There is also a provision for access
to premises where there are conscientious objectors and
where in fact there are no members of a particular
employee association and we will be seeking to address
that issue,

Other areas will be subject to amendment and will seek
to reinforce the conscientious objection provisions of the

LCs4

legislation in the areas I have indicated and those matters
will be addressed further by my colleague the Hon. Mr
Lucas. It is on the basis that 1 have indicated that we will
support the second reading of the Bill. We will seek to
move amendments. If not successful, at the third reading

stage, we are likely to oppose the third reading of the
Bill.

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW  secured the
adjournment of the debate.

DAIRY INDUSTRY BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
{Continved from 17 November. Page 835.)

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: I support the second reading,
as does the Opposition. The Dairy Industry Bill is to
regulate the dairy industry, fo establish the Dairy
Authority of South Australia, to repeal the Dairy Industry
Act 1928 and the Metropolitan Milk Supply Act 1946
and for other purposes. Currently two State Acts cover
the dairy industry in South Australia and I have
mentioned them already: the Metropolitan Milk Supply
Act, which covers the area of the State from Meningie to
Gawler, and the Dairy Industry Act covering the rest of
the State, We also have Commonwealth legislation that
levies all milk to support lower returns received on
export markets. There is an increasing national focus on
returns from dairying and legislation to achieve it. There
is a move in all States to reduce legislation in the dairy
industry and this Bill is in line with national requirements
and pricing, particularly at the farm gate.

The Victorian Parliament is debating its dairy
Iegislation at the same time as we are debating ours—in
fact, it may have already completed its debate. The
purpose of this Bill is to reduce legislation in the dairy
industry and give more responsibility to the industry for
its own pricing mechanism and quality conirol. Provision
is made to allow for two lc increases in the wholesale
price of milk, to be paid into a trust fund to be
distributed to dairy farmers outside the current
Metropolitan Milk Board area, increasing their farm gate
price to the same as that received by dairy farmers in the
metropolitan  area. This provision will allow for a
State-wide farm gaie price and not put at risk country
milk processing plants. It is anticipated that these prices
will be progressively removed so that from 1 Jammary
1995 the only price control will be at the farm gate,
However, in line with Commonwealth legislation farm
gate price control may cease by the year 2000.

Provision is made to ensure that milk for market milk,
no matter from where it is sourced or soid, is paid for at
the declared farm gate price. This provision is to ensure
national discipline as agreed to by all States. Provisicn is
also made for the Minister of Primary Industries to have
reserve powers, should there be a breakdown in the
equalisation agreement, a code of practice to be
administered, milk testing equipment to be transferred to
the dairy industry and staff currently employed by the
Metropelitan Milk Board to transfer to the authority. The
benefit from herd recording will cover all dairy farmers
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and provision is made for the industry to fund the
replacement and operatianal costs of the equipment.

The last time that I can recall debating a dairy Bill was
when we considered amendments 10 the Metopolitan Milk
Supply Act of 1987. Debate then was about giving the
Minister power to declare a maximum only price for milk
if the industry was threatened by a discounting war using
interstate milk. One supermarket chain was in fact trying
to do that at the time. The whole national debate on
industry protection has come a jong way since 1987.
Indeed, the debate so far with regard to protection of the
dairy industry has been on the agenda since the second
world war, The dairy industry is a classic example of the
problems confronting Australian industry, be it primary or
secondary, with a relatively small home population and
production in excess of home market needs. This surpius
needs to be sold on an overseas market in competition
with other domestic suppliers and other countries’
surpluses.

The Australian dairy industry has for many years been
subject to artificial plans and Government intrusion. It
has to be said that in line with other industries the dairy
industry has not been backward in seeking Govemment
protection. T make the point that the first dairy subsidy

lan—
’ The Hon. M.J. Elliott: As distinct from support?

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: I will reiterate what | said: the
dairy industry, like others, has not been backward in
seeking protection and support.

The Hon. M.J. Elliott interjecting:

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: It may well be and T will
come to that later, I started by going through what was
fairly obvious—that two Acts on the domestic market are
being taken away by this legislation and onc gave
protection to the metropolitan area. It is like the old
Samcor Act, which protected meat in the metropolitan
area. No abattoir in the South-East was allowed to bring
meat into the metropolitan area. It was an absolute
nonsense. Previously 1 gave an example in this Chamber
of Premier Dunstan saying to the principals of Tatiara
Meat in Bordertown, one of the best exporting abattoirs
in the world, when it was to set up, that they should go
to Victoria and set up as it would then have access to the
South Australian metropolitan area. They said that they

were butchers in Bordertown and did not want to go to
Victoria. Luckily they persisted and the metropolitan
protected area for meat disappeared some years ago. At
last milk is catching up with it. That is what I am talking
about with tegard to protection on the domestic market.
Other arguments relate to the overseas market and 1 will
come to those.

The first dairy subsidy plan was made during the
second world war and 47 years later we are staring at the
Kerin plan as it changes to the Crean plan. The
Government intervened during the war to subsidise
dairying from general Tevenue rather than allowing an
increase in dairy product to force up the cost of living,
which the Government was desperately rying to hold
down. In 1962 the Federal Parliament was debating the
MecCarthy dairy rteporl, which advised the then
Government not to continue the butter bounty but to use
the bounty money te encourage dairy farmers to leave the
industry. Even before the EEC was born, it was clear that
there was no long-term future for our butter exports.

When the EEC became a reality it wantonly subsidised
its own products (and still does, with France at the
forefront not only on butter products but in plenty of
other areas) to such an extent that it obliterated the world
dairy market.

My friend and former member for Wakefield, the Hon.
Bert Kelly, a well-known crusader in this debate over
many years, had this to say in 1962:

1t was fundamentally foolish to encourage, by paying the

bounty, the production of increased quantities of butter which we
knew we could have increased difficulty in seling, so we should
do what the McCarthy Compmittee advised.
It in 1962 we had subsidised our milk prices down, as
oceurred in New Zealand at the time, instead of up, as
we were doing in Australia, we would probably have
consumed all the dairy products that we produced and we
would have had to import butter. That is not so silly now
when we look at it. This lesson has at jast sunk into the
minds of our masters who designed the various dairy
plans. Quite simply, our market milk policies keep milk
prices up. They disregard section 92 of the constitution
and so limit the demand for milk, comfortable as it is for
a few but damm silly for the greal majority of people in
this country, consumers and producers as well.

In 1984 the TAC summed up the market milk situation
as follows:

Currenily about 30 per cent of milk produced is market milk

and this provides some 30 per cent of returns to dairy farmers.
The supply and distribution of milk is extensively regulated by
State Government legislation. The effect of this regulation has
been to maintain high and stable prices for market milk. The
commission has estimated that in 1081-82 this involved an
income transfer of between $70 million and $100 million or 4.5¢
and 6.5c a litre of milk.
That is what ! was saying to the Hon. Mr Elliott earlier.
In 1081-82 there was a transfer helping the dairy industry
to the extent of between $70 million and $100 million in
those days, which was 4.5 to 6.5¢ a litre of milk. The
IAC continues:

This estimate is supported by data on the prices paid by

farmers for the rights to supply the fluid milk market, The
commission could find no justification for a transfer of this
magnitade in terms of ensuring  satisfactory hygiene and
compositional standards or in high costs of producing adequatc
supplies of market milk. The commission also questions the need
for Governments to ensure stable consumer prices all the year
round.
That almost echoes what some of us were saying with
regard to the egg legislation: that there is this phobia
about people having to have fresh eggs every day of the
year in the quantitics that they demand rather than what
nature will produce. It is probably the same for the fruit
industry and many other industries which are seasonal,
but there is the ability, through better management
techniques, to try to gel a constant supply throughout the
year.

I suggest that this $70 million to $100 million transfer
meant unduly high prices in 1984. One more important
peint that has been building since the mid-1940s and not
often understood is that a subsidised dairy product has
the effect of flowing to an excess in the price of land.
For all sorts of reasons that is counfer productive, It is
particularly counter productive when we are trying 10
encourage young people to come on to the land, if the
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price has been inflated because of a flow-on of artificial
measures. There is no doubt in my mind, aleng with
many others, that this has happened between the
mid-1940s and the present time. In and around 1987 the
Hon.. Kym Mayes was Minister of Agriculture and the
Parliament was subject to a number of attempts to
deregulate a variety of rural products. The Government
was more inteat then on testing the Opposition’s resolve
to  support the Opposition’s general policy on
fieregulanon than a genuine belief that deregulation in
itself ‘was a good thing. History shows that the
Opposmpn, and indeed the Democrats, were not very
cooperative in relation to some of the Government’s
attempts to deregulate rural industries. Our consistent
concern was more about the way that the deregulation
was proposed. We were also consistent in our insistence
that, if rural industries were to be deregulated, many
other areas should be deregulated, including the labour
market.

‘As [ said earlier, much has happened since 1987, It is
fan‘ to say that the debate on pretection and deregulation
1r}c1udmg the labour market, has been won. Of course’
dlfferences will remain about degree and timing. As ari
aside, I am getting more than a little tired of hearing the
A]_BC deing the bidding for the Federal Government on a
daily basis. Today, for instance, we saw the results of a
tecent survey on car tariffs where a clear majority
supported or at least understood tariff reduction. I was
gl?.d to he,.ar that those who were interviewed on the ABC
this moming, despite the ABC’s thinking it might go the
other way, rejecied its line. It is about time that that
so-called re§ponsible bedy started to put a few broad and
balanced views to the people of Australia rather than
taking the Government’s line every time.

The Hon. T.G. Roberis interjecting.

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: It is pretty clear if you listen
to w{lat they say on a daily basis. It was evident this
moIning, *Whacko, there is something in the paper about
tariffs, so we will just bang it on the ABC again.” What
do we find? At half past eight this moming we had
another discussion about tariffs.
po'lll"he Hon. T.G. Roberts: They said it was a confusing

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: The poll was fairly clear to
me. It was clearly a majority of those who understood
lh?l tariffs were damaging. The man from Mitsubishi
said, ‘Yes, it means a saving of $2 000 per car.’

The Hon. T.G. Roberts: The breakdown between
Western Australia and South Australia—

.The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: I am talking about what I saw
with regard to South . Australia which brought this
program on this morning. As [ said, it was an aside.

With tpe Milk Supply Act in 1987 we supported the
derfagul‘atmn moves, and it is pleasing to see this
legislation taking the process further and we can expect
to see the removal of the levy on the wholesale price of
rm.]k t.)y 1995 and the total abolition of the farm gate
price in every State by the year 2000. 1 am comfortable
in believing that the measures contained in this Bill are

not confrontationist; they are not some smart alec attempt
to score points for the sake of scoring points. The
position arrived at in this Bill is one of common sense
and an acknowledgment of reality. This may be one small
example of reality, but if we fail to move in the direction

of f.hlS Bill and, indeed any other deregulation measure
we will be setting the State back and impeding the
development of proactive and vital enterprises.

No longer can we afford to create convenient comfort
zones where some of our community live off the efforts
pf others. There are many players in the dairy
industry—producers, transporters, manufacturers, retailers
wholesalers, vendors, standards administrators, consumers’
and probably others. There will inevitably be winners and
losers, but with the time scale indicated in this legislation
all sector_s_should have the time to adjust and make long
term decisions. The Bill is the result of a long gestation
period, and 1 am satisfied that all sections have had
an}ple opporiunity to consult and be consulted.

I pay a tribute, as did my colleague the
Mxmstqr (Dale Baker) to tlfe Nﬁnifter of lig?gg;
Indusmes. (Terry Groom) for the way that he has gone
about achieving one of the first pieces of legislation since
he was made a Minister. His approach as a Minister is
refreshing and a great improvement on the experiences of
thfe _Igte 1980s. I do net include the current Premier in my
criticism when he was Minister of Agriculture umtil
Tecently,

There are three basic uses of milk. In South Australia
about 143 million litres of milk is produced annually for
the_ fresh milk market. There are at present about 900
dairy . f.arms in  South Australia. Approximately
411 miliion litres of milk is produced in South Australia
If we extract from that the 136 million litres which arF:
usec! for fresh milk, it can be seen that a substantial
portion of the milk is used for manufacturing purposes o

produce cheese and butter. Some 250 million litres is
used for cheese and buiter and 24 million litres is used
for flavoured milk, a total of about 275 million litres.

'I'he}—e are two parts in this regulated market. First
there is the fresh milk market, which provides milk for
consumption across the State. The same thing occurs in
al! States. The dairy farmer is paid 44.6¢ a litre for that
milk. For producing the milk used for manufacturing
cheese, butter and other products, the farmer receives
ab_out 20c a litre. Given the protected local market, which
will continue to be protected with the farm gate pr’ice and
the export market, the dairy farmer gets an average price.

It is interesting to note that Australia exports about

$11 million worth of dairy products, We are one of the
most efficient dairy nations in the world, and that is a
tribute to the dairy farmers of South Australia and indeed
Aus'tralia. Omne class in the manufacturing milk market is
particularly important from the producer’s point of view
and 1 refer to the flavoured milk market, which has beer;
dev_eloped by some major companies in Ausiralia and
w}.uch has become a large portion of the non-aleoholic
drink market in this country. It is a very good product. I
guess some of the younger members of our families, our
wives and others have a very keen preference for ox;e or
another of the brands of iced coffee, iced chocolate or
custard.

The' Hon. T.G. Roberts: You wouldn’t get a
marketing manager’s job out of that one.

'The' Hon. J.C. IRWIN: In fact, I am not even game to
drink it now, much as 1 like it. That is why T am the size
I am: because of the guantity of milk I have consumed
throughout my life. I am irying not to drink any more; I
am trying to wean myself. One of the reasons this mari:'et
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has been developed is that the processors around
Australia have been buying that milk at manufacturing
price—approximately 20c a litre—and that has given
them the margin to advertise the product and has allowed
them to sell the product at a price that makes flavoured
milk competitive in the soft drink market, That is very
important in the overall scheme of the milk industry in
Australia, particularly in South Australia, because both
major producers in the State are very active in the
flavoured milk market and their brand names are well
known.

Beginning with the Kerin plan at least 10 years ago,
atternpts have been made to rationalise the dairy industry
Australia-wide, and T welcome these atiempts. Nationally
we are looking at a farm gate price which the producer
will be guaranteed for his fresh milk, and there will be a
negotiated price for the manufacturing milk. That will not
vary much sround the major dairying States in Australia.
What we are trying to achieve in Australia is a comunon
farm gate price so that milk can move freely across
borders. At present in South Australia there are three
distinct areas, and milk cannot move amongst these. The
aim around Australia is that fresh milk and manufacturing
milk can move; flavoured milk, which will become a
bigger part of our daily diet in the future, will be bought
at a price that makes it competitive.

At the end of the day, with all that deregulation going
on, if it is done in a commonsense way, the dairy farmer
in Australia, and most decidedly in South Australia and
Victoria, will receive an average farm gate price that not
only makes their industry viable on the local market but
{hat also makes us very competitive in the export market,
1 have no doubt that, when one looks, as 1 have looked,
at the various production areas around South Australia as
they are divided up in the South-East, the Jervois Flats,
the Riverland, the Mid North and other areas within the
State and some of their production costs and returns per
hectare and per cow, one sees that that may change
dramatically in the years between now and 1995,
although it may not be dramatic at that stage.

However, by the year 2000 there may well be a
different mix because different calculations will be made
and, with the reality of the year 2000 in mind,
calculations will be made on where is the best and most
efficient place in South Australia to produce milk,
bearing in mind that, as with the domestic international
problem, the problem is the same in a smaller area of the
State where there is a domestic market, say, the
South-East. However, they then have a surplus which
needs to go to the higher population areas. The same
applies, no doubt, with the Riverland and the Mid North,
where they have a domestic area of daily milk market,
and the rest of it needs to be sent somewhere else.

I had a 50 cow dairy at one stage with a ridiculous
situation of Friesian dairy cows producing cream for the
local cream factory, with milk coming out of my ears. I
also had pigs which 1 was fattening and breeding with
this excess milk. So, I declare an old interest in having
something to do with the dairy industry in a very small
way years ago. 1 had a share farmer working for me; he
was a most diligent person who, with his wife, got up at
5 a.m. and who finished their work at 7 p.m. seven days
a week. At the end of two or three years, I said to them,
‘Do you want to go on? I calculate that your average

hourly work is bringing you 20¢ an hour. Although you
love the animals and you are doing a fantastic job and 1
will support you as long as I can, do you really want to
go working at 20c an hour for that amount of work?’
They decided not to, so I wound up my exercise in the
dairy industry.

1 would say that there would be a lot of other people
making that decision over the next few years after very
carefully deing their costings and working out how this
new system will work. 1 do mot think it will involve
dramatic moves, but I am sure that there will be moves 1o
areas where dairying can be most efficiently done, and
that will be where most of the milk will be produced.

Under the Bill, instead of having three distinct areas in
South Australia, it will take the boundaries of those areas
right away from the boundaries of the State, That cannot
be done overnight, because some people will be
disadvantaged. I acknowledge the Hon. Ron Roberts’
interest in this area and his concern because of the
pressure of the Golden North processing plant at Port
Pirie. We cannot take away or alter the market share of
the major producers or manufacturers overnight, because
that would cause disruption to the market.

1 have always said that, when deregulation is occurring
or tariff barriers are coming down, it should not be done
overnight; it should be a slow, predictable process. This
looks to have that same mould of 1995 and the year
2000. So, it is proposed that we will have what is called
an equalisation scheme and that it will take two years
until 1 Tannary 1995 until that scheme finds a level that
will allow the Government of the day to deregulate the
wholesale price of milk. After 1 January 1995 there will
be a farm gate price from market milk set by the
Minister. There will be a negotiated manufacturing price,
but there will be no controlled wholesale price for milk;
in fact, nationally, the aim is that by the year 2000 the
farm gate price for market milk will be taken away and
the industry will then be completely deregulated. As 1
have said before, that is sensible.

Not only am I very much in favour of deregulation, but
also it must be done in an orderly fashion, and that is a
sensible proposition for dairy [armers and their
representatives to work towards with the Federal and
State Governments, for that target of the year 2000,

In this State, this Bill will enable farmers throughout
South Australia to receive a common farm gate price for
the fresh milk supplied before the wholesale price is
deregulated. To fund that, the wholesale price of mitk
will tise in two lots of 1¢ a litre; that is funded. That is
reasonable because at present we have the fowest
wholesale price of milk of any State in Australia. That
has been controlled. We have had total controls on
wholesale and retail prices in South Australia to one
degree or another, and those controls have got us out of
kilter with the rest of Australia. This Ic rise each year
will bring us more in line with what is happening in the
other States.

It is interesting that the authority as set up under the
Bill will determine the farm gate price, which is 44.6c a
litte at present. It will determine that price, taking into
consideration what the farm gate price is in Victoria, so
that manages to level out what is being paid in both
States and gives the industry a much better basis on
which to organise itself. It also, most importantly, allows
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a freer ﬂ?w of milk between the States because, if the
market price is the same, there may be producers in the
South-East who choose to send their milk to Melbourne
Warrpambool or wherever. That is important. ’

With all this in place, one further thing must happen;

there must be an agreement in the interim peried leading
up to 1 January 1995 between the two major processors
in _South Australia. In this respect, I refer to Farmers
Union Eoods and the Dairy Vale Cooperative. These two
companies and the South Australian Dairy Farmers
Ass'ocxatmn have been trying to negotiate an agreement
Y-’hlc'h this measure will allow them to go on with in the
interim period. As market shares are involved, much
behind-the-scene negotiations have been taking place
about what should go into the Bill which will finally
become the Act. That has caused a tremendous amount of
work for the Minister, his staff and the South Australian
Dairy Farmers Association.
) I pay a tribute to the Minister and his staff for the way
in which the Opposition has been able to cooperate to
ensure that we get the Bill into a form that is acceptable
to all parties. The agreement between the two companies
and the South Australian Dairy Farmers Association has
not yet been signed, as I understand i, but it is important
that I place it ont the parliamentary record again, in this
Council at least, so that we know the sort of agreement
towards which we are working.

There are still a couple of miner sticking points, but
they should be resolved before too long. I will read, into
Hansard the tentative agreement, because this is cne of
the many matters that the Bill is about. The tentative
agreemnent states:

Industry recommendations to the South Australian Minister of

Agriculture following Cabin islati
s g et approval for new legislative

'1..The increase in the processor margin in I i
Minister's decision goes intopa separate ind%.lstry po];fc Wil the

2. The separate indusiry pool is to be used to provide
processors with the funds to pay the full farm gate price to
farmers by no later than 1 Janvary 1994.

3. Any surplus funds remaining in the separate industry pool
are used to make additional payments to farmers in the Barossa
Mid-North and the Rivedand (if it is necessary) to ensure the)}
ari n% wogsc gff than their current position.

- Any further surplus funds remaining in the scparate ind
pool will be distributed equally amongstgall fannerf in thcmSl‘;Isgy

5. In order to distribute funds as per 2 above, the calculali(;n
for each processor will be based on the difference between the
farm gate price and 3449¢/L from 1 January 1993 and the
difference between the farm gate prce and 33.13¢/l (that is
9.47¢/L.) from 1 July 1993 until 30 June 1994. From 1 July 1994
to 30 June 1995 the rebate will be the difference between the
farm gate price and 35.68¢/L (that is, 8.92¢/L). The maximum
rebate a processor can receive at any point in time will be
10.11c/L (that is, the difference between the farm gate price and
34.49¢/. at 1 Januvary 1993). The maximum volumes on which
rebgtes'am to be made are the market milk volumes for cach
tegion in the 1991-92 year (ended 30 June).

6. Dalry‘V?]e and Farmers Union Foods will be reasonable in
their negotiations over equity in equalisation.

H:‘:v:;’lgf ag{le;rrlngentmwiﬁ operate initially until 1 January 1995.
s e previous i i

neig;oigqale any extension. P year, industry sectors il

. 8. Neither Dairy Vale nor Farmers Union Foods wi

Ezgihty to make up for any unforeseen shortfalls in thlé g?;;cvas‘g

It is proposed that that will be signed by Dairy Vale, for
and on behalf of Dairy Vale and Farmers Union F;mds
and the South Australian Dairy Farmers Asscciation. I
know that negotiations are continuing at the moment and

there could be some variation to paragraph 7, which is

one of the main matters to be enacted. '

'I:he Bill comes to us with amendments already
achieved in another place, and I have on file a number of
arr}endments. Two of them refer to an audit of money
paid upder section 23, and to division one, which refers
to a licence applying only to milk of bovine animals.
Both are identical to amendments on file from the
Demoqrats and similar to amendments moved by the
Opposition in another place,

I have on file two other amendments that we can
debate more fully in the Committee stage, One refers to
the authority to be constituted by this Bill. There will be
three members of the authority and three deputies.
NoFWlthstanding that the authority can appoint deputies, T
believe it is not satisfactory for the authority to i)e
con_stltuted of three members, with the Chair having a
deliberative as well as a casting vote and being able to
make decisions with only two members present.

In othe_r words, the quorum for the authority is two

and certainly that is consistent with the calculation f();
quorums generally where it is half the membership plus
one. In this case, hall the membership plus one gives a
quorum of two, but we suggest that that is not right. Tt
gives much power to the Chair.
‘ T:he Victorian legislation provides for six members, and
it 1is ‘the Opposition’s preference to have a small
authority, rather than a large authority seeking to
Tepresent every possible combination of representatives.

While we are trying to stay with and support the
Government's intention of three members, we do not
want to move particularly to any other number that would
thfan give a higher quoram but not quite so much power
with the deliberative and casting vote of the Chair. In that
context I note that the Consumers Association of South
Australia has contacted me. It would like to be
represented to put the point of view of consumers
because consumers will virtually be paying up to 2c for
some years as part of the farm gate price arrangement.

If only‘two members of the authority are in attendance
at a meeting and the vote is one all, the Chair can resolve
tl?e meeting with a casting vote. It is our view that that
gives too much power to the Chair. I refer to Division 3
clause 11 (7), which provides as follows: '

A proposed resolution of the authorily—

{a) of which notice is given to all members of the authority
in accordance with procedures determined by the
authority;

That does not spell out, and we are not told until the
authority decides after it is constituted, how long
beforeh'and any notice of a meeting will be given and if
the notice will go out to the deputies so that they are
warned about the date of the meeting. I raise this point if
the matter of the casting vote cannot be changed.

There is often a need for meetings to be called in a
hurry, bl;t I am always extremely wary of that provision
because it can be misused and misinterpreted, and we can
have trouble if a meeting is called at such notice. Let us
say that none of the deputies and a member could attend
an important meeting which was called at short notice, so
that cnly two members were present. There may’ be
excuses why some people cannot attend such a meeting
that was called at short notice.
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As to subclause (7) (b), a decision of the authority can
be made if all members of the authority—that is
three—'express their concurrence in writing'. A telephone
or video conference between members of the authority is
also possible in clause 11 (b).

I accept both those provisions, but 1 claim that there
are telephone hook-ups, writing, or video conferencing
which T hope are all exhausted before the authority is
ever required to have a meeting with only two members
present. The effect of my amendment to clause 11 would
be that, if one member of the autherity is absent and his
or her deputy is not at the meeting, then the Chair in the
event of a 1:1 vote will not have a casting vole and
another meeting will have to be called to decide the
issue,

This is a small compromise to make if the authority is
to remain comprised of three members. Local government
has this arrangement where, if the numbers are equal, the
Chair, as opposed to & council with a mayor, does not
have that power and the matter is not resolved until a

subsequent meeting. There we are talking between 12 and
14 people who potentially can be at the meeting. My
fourth amendment is to clause 21 which deals with
iransfer of a licence:

A Jicence may be transferred with the consent of the authority.
My amendment is in line with the provisions of the Dairy
Tndustry Act of 1928, which we are repealing. We have

been given no advice that that original provision did not
work in that old Act. If the Bill now before us is about

deregulation then there is no reason why, as clause 21

provides, a licence may be transferred with the consent of
the authority. If clavse 21 prevails as it stands, it smells
more of regulation and the authority being given &
responsibility and power Io investigate and sit in
judgment on prospective new licence holders seeking to
take over an existing licence. In the other place the

Minister of Primary Industries said:

I am not prepared to accept the amendment at his stage. I
have nol discussed the ramifications of it with the industry. 1 do
not think it will take all that long to do so. It is a matter that will
be resolved definitely one way or the other before it goes to the

Upper House.

The Minister said that he erred on the side of safety
when rejecting our amendments in the Assembly. I am
not aware of any subsequent advice from the Minister
regarding this amendment and I am not aware of
discussion with the industry. 1 hope that either the
Government will produce its own amendment or accept
ours in Committee. We ask the Minister at the table fo
give some explanation of what process the Minister of

Primary Industries has been through in relation to further The advice from that
at he would that one of the processors will receive quite a hefty

consultation, which he very clearly said th

undertake. He said he was erring on the side of safety amount

just to have some more consultation,

I have had some late advice regarding clause 23, which
is about price control. Clause 23 comes to s amended by
the Minister of Primary Industries. To put this matter into
context, 1 shall quote from the debate in the House o
Assembly. This concerns the amendment moved by the
Minister of Primary Industries, the Hon. Mr Groom. In

debate, Mr D.S. Baker said:

This is probably the second most controversial clause in the
Bill and it is really about price control. Although the amendment
tidies up the whole section much better, I am not sure that it

goes far enough, because this whole section is about the centrol
of the wholesale price, because the wholesale price, in effect,
ceases on 1 January 1993. Both major processors of milk have
some concem as to what will happen after 1 January 1995.

One of them has given me some amendments that they wish
to have inserted. They vary in relation to what the Minister has
put forward today, and I seek an assurance from the Minister that
ongoing discussions will take place to ensure that the intent of
what we are trying to do in the interim period is covered with
the major Processors and, of course, the dairyfarmers, and that
there will be discussions until the end of 1994 to ensure that
none of the three major parties involved in the legislation is
going o be disadvantaged afler we carry on with the next step of
deregulation which is the deregulation of the wholesale price of
milk on 1 January 1995..But the main point 1 want to make is
that, as we get to 1 January 1995, I seek an assurance from the
Minister that if there is a disagreement as we approach that date
he will continue these discussions to see whether we can iron
them out before the major processors are pul on to the
deregulated market, to see whether we can be assured thal none
of them is at a disadvantage as we go to the next step.

The Hon. Mr Groom replied:

If T am Minister on 1 January 1995, T will certainly carry oul
the assurances that I am about to give the honourable
member—and 1 expect to be, do not make any mistake about
that. T do have the power to direct, and will do so if appropriate
circumstances arise.

Before the members in the other place voted on that, the
Minister said:

However, I think it should go through in this form at at this
time. 1 have ample power to direct and give the assurance that if
the need arises on 1 January 1995 that will take place.

1 have not received any advice that the Minister in the
other place will do anything to clanse 23 following
discussions with the interested parties and 1 have had
absolutely no feedback on the matter, and there is no
amendment from the Minister. There may be some advice
from the Minister in this place when we conclude the
second reading debate. I now quote from advice from

Baker O'Loughlin, which is acting for Farmers Union

Foods, and it states in a letter to me:

The problem is that the Government has stated that it will
cease to fix prices [except for the farmgate price] after 1 Janvary
1995. Tt appears to me that once the Minister ceases to fix prices,
under section 23 (1) he can no longer exercise any power under
section 23 (2) (a} to require a proportion of the price received
from the vendors for marketed milk to be paid into the industry
fund. If no order is in operation under section 23(1), then each
processor will get to keep the 2¢ per litre previously paid into

that fund.
firm goes on to spell out the fact

from the windfall gain of $420 000 from that
arrangement, if the Minister cannot do other things. [
seek from the Minister in this place an assurance
regarding the Bill as amended that has come to us here
that Crown Law will back the advice that Mr Groom

f pave, more or less off the cuff, in the other House in his

statement that he does have the power to direct on or
after 1 January 1995. 1 would prefer to have that
assurance before we deal with the Bill in Committee. If
that is not available before then, at least we will have it
on the tecord in Commitiee. We want to know what the
present position is, with the Minister having had some
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days to consult and thi in i
daye to consull an nk about what was put in in

FJ_nally, the Opposition and the Democrats have

rece:vgd'advice from the South Australian Dairyfarmers
Assoc1at19n about clause 28, which is about advisory and
cm}sultauve committees. The South Australian
Da;ryf'anners Association advice to me is that the history
of legislative review in relation to the dairy industry over
the past few years would suggest that there would be a
great benefit to the indusiry and the Government in
havu?g a consultative mechanism in place, and that is
certainly envisaged by the Act. They have suggested a
structure for a consultative committee consisting of 10
people, made up of four farmers, three processors, cne
vendor, one retailer and one union representativem;nd I
zenture to suggest that there is a place there for a
aﬁltlhs(‘)l:int;]:‘ It would be funded by the budget of the
' I.am not sure what the statutory requirem
linking to statutory control and overvile-:yw \:guld infrgtli'e 0;
am not sure whether it can be done as it is now, whelh'er
the aythonty can set up a consultative committee and
fund it, or whether it needs to come back to us, and its
mle. would be, as suggested by SADA, to act as ,a forum
fm_‘ 1‘ndustry development and regulation and to advise the
Minister on policy development, and also provide a
forum for regular industry consultation and to establish a
code of practice.

CIHI:ISG 28 provides: ‘The Minister may establish a
committee or committees.” The Opposition and SADA
want an assurance from the Minister that a consultative
committee ‘will be’ set up and not ‘maybe’ set up. I have
no doubt that with the cooperation that has been evident
be_tween SADA and the Minister a consultative committee
will be set up. The Minister referred to that in another
place and said that it would be silly for any Minister not
to have a consultative committee. I am looking for an
assurance that a consultative committee will be set up. [
support .the fact that the Bill does not seek to i:e
prescriptive in this instance, but [ urge the Minister to
encourage the seiting up of the informal consultative
committee and I am confident that he will.

It_ is heartening io observe the progress, albeit slow, in
sorting out various pretective measures under GAT'I: i
have already made a brief passing reference to that and- to
the French attitude. When I put down this thought
yesterday it was just through that there had been a
breakthrough in GATT negotiationts and it is now clearer
what has happened. I paid credit previously to the Federal
Government and then Minister Blewett who was heading
up the GATT negotiating round for the Government. I am
happy to pay credit to the Federal Government for its
determination in this area. I am sure, as some of us have
seen for a long time, that it is convinced that this is one
of the best avenues for lifting productivity and incomes
particularly for farmers and this efficient farminé
industry. We have the problem of only a small domestic
market 'and have to get rid of an enormous excess
production. People in GATT countries must see the light
that they cannot afford to go on subsidising their rural

products te a point where they over-produce so that they
need to dump in the markets we supply or in our
domestic market. Once they win that philosophical battle
the work done by the Federal Government as far as Lhe;

G'ATT and other rounds of negotiations are concerned
will be an advantage to the Australian farmers that will
ﬂow_on through to the whole community.

It is pleasing to see, since the American elections, that
some .small progress has been made in this area ’ The
dairy 1r}du31ry in Australia has and always will h'ave a
production surplus that must be sold overseas. An
s_urplus sold at a reduced value to that obtained on ou¥
limited domestic market is a calculation that all dairy
farmers must and do contemplate. I recall the time when
there. was a discussion about dwarf wheat and the fact
that it would not be terribly good in quality but would
have an enormous potential for huge tonnages in given
areas. It would be quite on the cards for Australian
farmers and' those in my area and the South-East to say
that they will grow so much hard wheat, so much fair
?veéage quality vyheat and z whole lot of feed wheat or
igequ a;l;;e.y and pick up in quantity what they do not have

The avenue has always been open to producers to look
at lovfrer prices and decide whether they want to go with
thf: higher price for the domestic market and shandy it
with the lower prices for the surpluses. It is a challenge
lo the 'Australian producer and manufacturers to find
innovative ways to lift domestic consumption of milk, to
prloduqe new products which can compete overseas‘ as
wine is now doing. No reason exists why we cannot
tailor some sort of agricultural products to the Asian
market, find out what the Asian market wants and
produc.e it here, either in a niche market or in something
that might grow to more than that, and excite domestic
users of dairy products to buy our goods in preference to
imported products. That is simply import replacement. I
do not say that we can or should keep out other produ;:ts
gioéhatt is n'}cliiculous. If we expect people to buy our

uct we have to let i i
e ete itk t in their product, but we should

In the debate on Eastern Standard Time I said that we
should be proudly going out, not worrying about times
but rather saying that these are the products we can do
best a1‘1d can do it better than elsewhere in South
Auslraha. It is an exciting time for the dairy industry, as
it can lf)ok at import replacement. For those who h1ave
tried King Island cheese (and there are many other
examples such as Jervois cheese or cheeses from other
States), we know that it is as good as anything in the
world. We see a bit of social oneupmanship in eatin
French cheeses or cheeses with fancy wrappers frong1
other countries, but we must excite people to the fact that
our cheeses are as good as any in the world, as are our
dairy produc.:l.s. As well as being efficiently produced
they are exciting products for us to pursne. Without doubi
deregula_uon produces the best climate in which to do
these things properly as there are no barriers and no
comfortlable safety nets when deregulation comes in
totally in the year 2000. The market will be free and
those who do not follow innovative and best principles
will go to the wall. That is the best climate in which
people can try new products, find out what people in
other places in the world want and produce it for them

The Hon. T.G. Roberts: And stop dumping. ‘

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: Yes. We camnot keep out
other products and must make sure that we carnot dump
We need proper dumping legislation that is fast acting. I
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know that the Hon. Mr Elliott would ta_ke up that point
with regard to oranges and fruit juice imports, as
previously addressed. I know rural producing and
marketing better than secondary Hroducuon a_nd I am
aware of the part that nature plays in the equatmn.ll am
well aware of the cyclical nature of product popularity. If
you have a good product you cannot afford to stop there,
but you must prepare for market change and a new
generation of product. Those people who have a long ht_‘e
as far as their contribution in the marketplace is
concerned are those who are not only plodders but those
who innovate and when that innovation takes on they are
then looking for the next innovation. They do not succeed
in all of them, but the market is prepared for changgs and
we must be prepared to change with a new generation of
products, o )

While my latest information is that production costs, at
least at the farm gate, are declining slightly due to a
number of factors including genetic improvemt_znt and
farm efficiency, production costs are still too high and
return en capital is too low. In 1991-92 the average herd
size increased by five cows to 109 cows and the average
per cow production increased. That was on thg sample
used by the department on an annual survey basis. When
I say that the herd size increased to 109 cows, [ did not
mean over the whole State but rather amongst the

eyed group.

SUII:; 3t/.ltla.tg;rofip, which would be representative of the
industry, they had a per cow incrf:ase. Milk was up 57
litres per cow or 12 per cent; kilograms o.f butter fat
increased by 25.5 or 12 per cent; and kilograms of
protein increased by 21 or 14 per cent. I_am unable to
give an analysis of the total State or regional trends. I
will watch them with interest as 1995 and the year 2000
approach. There has also to be an imprf)\.fement' across the
whole spectrum of manufacturing, retailing, shipping and
wharf costs. There must be those improvements {o help
with the efficiency of the industry. .

The Coalition’s Fightback package, if implemented,
will offer dramatic cost savings to primary producers.
Farmers will pay 26c a litre less for all petrol u_sed on
and off the farm for business purposes and %9c a litre for
personal vehicle use. The price of diesel will fall_ by the
same level. These fuel price reductions will contribute to
lower freight costs. Charges will be reduced further by
the complete removal of sales tax on all transport
equipment, for example, trucks, spare parts and tyres. 'l-"he
cuts will also apply to Avgas, meaning a further.savmg
for those who want to use aerial top dressing of
superphosphate. 1 do not imagine many dairies do that,
but no doubt some would. There will be the corpplete
removal of the wholesale sales tax on all farm inputs
which at present are calculated by the Federal Tfeasury to
cost farmers $288 million. There will be quxcker‘e‘md
more efficient anti-dumping and coun_tervalhng
procedures to ensure fair trade, They will be quicker than
they are now by seme months. _ o

The present unfair assets test, which d}scrlmmates
against rural Australian retirees, will be abolished and 2
fairer income test will apply, Tax treatment of
depreciation will be reviewed to give all businesses a
greater incentive to invest in the latest lechno!ogy ax}d
match the best international practice. Those things will

help when they are able to be initiated by a Coalition
Government. _

An independent industry consultant estimates that farm
business incomes on identified properties could tise by
between 7 per cent and 22 per cent at least with the
introduction of the GST, the abolition of wholesale'Sfiles
tax, fuel excise, payroll tax and tariffs set to I}egllglble
levels. A dry land dairy producer will have an increased
income of an estimated 7 per cent. '

I look forward to observing how the measures eutlm.ed
in this Bill will be implemented. I hope that the dairy
industry, consumers and the Australian econony 'wﬂl
benefit from the changes that we are discussing to:‘nght.
Obviously this is the same type of legislation as w1ii_be
enacted in every State. I certainly look forward to seeing
how the work that we are deing tonight will be effected
as 1995 approaches and then the year 2000.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: [ support the legislation
and promise the Council a much shorter speech than the
previous contribution. The Democrats. support  this
legislation. I note that the dairy industry is ;?robably one
of the most efficient agricultural industries in Australia,
particularly its operations in South A'ustralia. We have
seen massive improvements in efficiency, particularly
during the 1980s. I neglected to bring the figures with
me, but conservatively it is about 5 per cent per year fqr
cach of the years during the 1980s, and 1 suspect that it
was slightly more than that, ]

It is worth noting that that has been done wnthn_)ut any
subsidy. We have milk and milk products which are
among the cheapest in the world. They have been
achieved within a rtegulated environment: Wq need_ to
note the point that one of our most effi_cwnt industries,
which is still rapidly improving in efticiency, has been
achieved within a regulated environment. _

Stability of supply by way of lfcensu}g .and 2
guaranteed price have been instrumental in achieving this.
There is no doubt that the system has served_ us well,
although, as with all repulation, it is appropriate from
time to time to reassess the regulation. The Democrats
are on record in this place as being opposed to
deregulation for its own sake, which is what we get from
time to time. We support appropriate regulation. If it can
be demonstrated that particular regulations have become
out of date and are not serving any useful purpose, then
certainly they should go. However, most regulations were
brought in for a purpose and sometimes we are a little
too eager and the baby goes out with the b.ath water.

Rationalisation has occurred in the industry in an
orderly fashion. It has been occurring according to plans
both at Federal and State level, the Kerin plan being one
of the more prominent among them. I do not behe\_'e thgt
total deregulation achieves this. Total deregulation is
having no plan at all. The Japanese economy, as an
example, grew because the economy’s growth was
planned. That is something that the proponents of
deregulation consistently choose to ignore. )

It is worth noting that farmers in Aus.traha an‘d
internationally, generally speaking, are underpaid for their
produce. There is an unrealistic expectation as to hm.av
much primary producers should be able to produce th.eu'
product for. There are a number of reasons for that which
I will not explore now, but I put on record that most
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farmers are not paid adequately for what they are
producing. There are some wealthy cockies, but the great
bulk of primary producers are not wealthy. They
sometimes have assets which are appreciating rapidly,
particularly the land, but they do not have an income
streamn which most people in the city would consider to
be adequate.

Particular commodity groups have difficulties. Dairying

is very much like other commodity groups to which I
have been close in horticulture. There is a problem in
many of these commodities in that there are very few
buyers in the market and there are many sellers. In the
dairy industry in South Australia there are essentially two
buyers in the market: a primary producer-owned
cooperative and one privately owned company, with a
small amount of milk being bought out of the South-East
by another company interstate, Kraft. With few buyers
and many sellers the whole concept of the free market
does not work. Anybody who thinks that a free market
will work in that situation is off in fairyland somewhere.

Unfortunately, some of the big proponents of
deregulation, particularly out of the agricultural sector,
tend to be broad acre farmers who are not in the position
of many seliers and few buyers. The one exception is
probably the wheat producer who operates the major
buyer. We will not see any wheat producers wanting the
Wheat Board to go. Deregulation of the wheat market
domestically has damaged prices and deregulation of
external marketing would also be damaging to wheat
growers, because a couple of cartels will quickly move in
and dominate the markets and then the wheat growers
will learn what total deregulation of marketing means. As
I said, the totally deregulated market is fairyland stuff,
The broad acre farmers do not yet appreciate those
difficulties, although wheat farmers should if they think
carefully about their own situation,

Very large producers of some of these commeodity
groups also do not feel the same pressures. A very large
producer of citrus, a very large grower of grapes or a
very large producer of milk will not be under the same
pressure as the average and smaller size producers. It is a
matter not of being a more efficient producer but of the
sheer size which one has and which gives one a power in
the market that the others do not have. Once again, I
think that they do not really live in the real world; they
are on one edge of it

I regret what I heard coming from the Hon. Mr Fwin
which seemed to suggest that he thought that at the end
of the day total deregulation of milk prices at the farm
gate level by the year 2000 would be a good thing. I beg
to differ. Time will tell, and T can assure him that
producers of other commodity groups which are
deregulated but which are in a similar position do not
share his sentiments,

I said earlier that there was a need for change. I think
the metropolitan milk zone quite clearly had done its
time. With the introduction of refrigerated trucks, which
can move milk around, and so on, there is no basis for
maintaining the metropolitan milk zone. I think that there
is also an increasing trend for dairy farmers wanting to
move out of what was the metropolitan milk zone in
order to take advantage of irrigated pastures along the
Murray River and down into the South-East, where they

have green pasture for a significant amount of the year
and where some irrigation potential also exists.

However, the metropolitan milk zone was a positive
disincentive for producers to move where perhaps they
could work more efficiently. It served a purpose at the
time, but that time has well and truly passed.

The Hon. Peter Dunn: The milk price wasn’t a
subsidy, was it? It was twice the price of manufacturing
milk.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: No, I do not believe it
was. What it was doing was guaranteeing supply
throughout the year, no more and no less. That was its
principal purpose. It was aimed at producing milk,
Without it milk would have varied in price and quality
significantly throughout the year. Now we have a very
homogenous product which is available at a very good
price the year round. As I said before, as much as we
might want to knock the regulation, the fact is that under
a tegulated environment we have damn cheap
milk-—cheap by world standards.

The Hon. Peter Dunn: You ought to go to New
Zealand.

The Hon, M.J. ELLIOTT: New Zealand is the only
country in the world which, without subsidy, produces
cheaper milk but, bearing in mind all the natural
advantages that they have in the pastures there, the
difference is only marginal,

I do not believe that the regulated environment in
South Australia and in Australia over recent years (as
distinct from earlier times) has coddled the farmers. They
have not had it easy; they have been forced to increase
the size of their herds, and figures were quoted again
here today in this respect. So, the regulation did net make
it easier for farmers; it stopped it from being impossible,
a situation which the totally deregulated market would
preduce for them. _

Personally, I would like to see the maintenance of the
farm gate price in the longer term, but I think we
probably cannot do it at State level. It would need to
happen at a national level. I would also argue that,

having set that farm gate price, we would set it at a level
which would not encourage the inefficient to continue
operating. It is a question of finding what is the
appropriate level. I am sure that, if we set it at a level
that discouraged the inefficient and discouraged people
from operating in areas where they should not be, we
could achieve our desired goals but stil] produce a lot
more certainty in the market so that producers know at
what price they are to produce. Then they could be
offered at least some protection against the games that
the oligopolies play in the marketplace.

The Hon. Mr Irwin made mention of GATT in passing.
I think the most important thing about GATT is that there
is discouragement from the massive level of subsidies
that have been going on at an international level, Once
again, I would be most surprised if any responsible nation
did not try to remain somewhat self-sufficient in
foodstuffs, and I would be most surprised if the
Europeans did not maintain a level of assistance that

keeps  themselves significantly, if not entirely,
self-sufficient. They would remember only toc well the
experiences of World War II and the difficulties they had
then, and that is something which they have always
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remembered and of which all nations should take note to
some extent. ] )

There are just a couple of matters to wh]gh I will refer
during the secoend reading debate and to which I hope the
Minister will respond. In relation to clause 21, 1 note the
Hon. Mr Irwin raised questions about the h.'ansfer of
licences. It is an issue that has been raised with me _by
the South Australian Dairy Farmers, and I would like
some clear explanations from the Minister as to what
precisely is intended to happen there. ]

The clause as it stands gives no explanation as to h_ow
the transfer of licences is to be handled by the authority,
and I would appreciate hearing a more d_etaﬂe:d
explanation of this matter, I think the I-_Ion. Mr Irwin said
he might have an amendment in relation to that clause,
and at this stage I would be tempted to support an
amendment that perhaps takes us back to the situation
that existed under the old Act. It is a ‘matter of only
minor importance but, in relation tq price contro] and
equalisation schemes, 1 will be moving amendments.to
make clear that they relate to milk only from bovine
animals, in other words, cows. This is because it appears
to me that it is likely that there will be licensm_g of dairy
industries other than simply cows. Already it invelves a
number of primary producers, including a number
producing milk from goats and other products from
goats’ milk, and there are also a couple of primary
producers now milking sheep. ‘ N

I suggest that we would want to hcens'e those dairies to
make sure that they are being maintained at adequate
standards, but I would not expect price control
mechanisms or the equalisation schemes to apply to
those, and I will be moving amendments to make clear

that that is the case.

1 also want some clarification in relation to ciau.se 25,
which refers to the guarantee of the farr:g gate price. In
fact, that price is mentioned at several points 'through the
Bill. I want to have a very clear understanding of what

Tm gate price means.

m"sl‘fire %vereprdifﬁcullies in the Riverland when there
used to be a minimum pricing scheme for grapes: some
of the wineries started pulling a bit of a shonk. Thf:y
would pay the minimum charge but then pay quite
incredible freight rates to move the grapes aroynd. I want
to make qguite clear that the farm gate price is tl}e price
the farmer receives, and there is not some deduction that
is made by the company for freight reasons.
1 inthinkythe dairypindusuy recognises the need to take
account of location, and it does so cun.'ently through
equalisation schemes and, of course, Division HI of 'Pal_'t
IV still has an equalisation scheme. As I understand it, it
is the intention of the dairy industry to use the
equalisation scheme to take account of l_ocauon. 1 hope
that the setting of the farm gate price will be such that
some dairy company does not pull a shonk late.r on and
try charging exorbitant freight rates. 1 do not befl’leve t}}ey
can do that, but I certainly want the Minister’s advice
that that cannot occur. ]

The final matter I will raise in the second reading
debate relates to the consultative commitiee. The Hon.
Mr Irwin received a copy of a letter that the SADC sent
to me after the meetings we had, and he has e§sent1al_ly
read in the response that it sent to me, ip particular its
requirement to see a consultative committee set up. I

believe that the SADC would have liked it to be set up
under the legislation itself, )

As I understand it, it has been incrdinately difficult to
get the various sections of the industry to sit _amuqd the
table, and that is not good for an industry that is trying to
move ahead. I think their great hope was that a
consultative committee set up under statute would be one
way of ensuring that the various groups do sit around the

ble. o
“ There may be other matters that I will Taise in
Committee. The Democrats support the legislation, aI}d
we are pleased to see that the metropolitan milk zone will
go. We are pleased to see that some levels o'f regulation
will be maintained in the industry. It is at least
guaranteed that the farm gate price will remain until the
year 2000. )

The Democrats would like to see the farm gate price
continue indefinitely and there are other cornmoqny
groups for which it could be argued we sh_ould be doing
it. However, in the light of how much business we have
to get through this week, T will not extend that debate at
this time. As I have indicated, there will be sever.al
amendments of a relatively minor nature that we will
move in Committee.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE (Minister of
Transport Development): I thank honourable mer_nbers
for their contributions to the debate. A number of issues
will be raised in Cormmittee, so I will not address all tl}e
matters that have been raised by honourable members in
the course of the debate thus far, because we can deal

i me of them in the Committee stage.

WIIt-Ihosv:,ever, there are three issues with which 1 thmk I
can deal now. Two of them are matters that were 'raised
by the Hon. Mr Irwin, and the third was one of the issues
raised by the Hon. Mr Elliott. First, the Hon. Mr 'Invm
raised the question whether the Minister _of 'anar_y
Industries actually has power to direct. As he indicated, it
would be his intention to do so, should it be necessary,
with respect to matters relating to pricing, shouid Lherc? be
some disadvantage that had been caused to some sections
of the industry following deregulation.

The Hon. Mr Irwin sounght an assurance that there was
2 Crown Law opinion which would back the advice that
had been given by the Minister. As far as I know, Llj.ere
is no Crown Law opinion on the matter, but I am advised
that the Minister does have power to direct, although not
under clause 23. However, certainly under clause 5 he is
given authority to direct. The authority itself is under the
contrel and direction of the Minister, so he clearly has a
power under that provision te provide direction. -

Also, under clause 20, which deals with conditions of
licence, the Minister would have the power to set or
direct that a condition of the licence would enable the
outcome that was desired, that is, that there should be no
disadvantage. I understand that that would be done by
way of a licence fee transfer, as is currently undertaken

under the existing Metropolitan Milk Supply Act. That
power would be used, should it be necessary, and those
provisions of the legislation would provide for that.

Secondly, the Hon. Mr Irwin sought an assurance that
the Minister would establish some sort of advisory
committee, and I have been authorised by the Mimste}- (_)f
Primary Industries to give such an undertaking that it is
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his intention to establish an advisory body, He intends to

do that by way of regulation following consultation with

the industry,

The third point I would address relates to the matter
raised by the Hon. Mr Elliott about clanse 25. He wanted
information about exactly what the farm gate price might
mean. He wanted an assurance that freight and other
charges would not be deducted from the farm gate price,
s0 that the dairyfarmer would not be disadvantaged. I am
advised that these matters would be dealt with by way of
the equalisation provisions of the legislation to ensure
that a dairy farmer would not be disadvantaged by
someone atternpting to pad prices in that way.

At this stage T do not have a Tesponse to the question
about clause 21, but we can deal with that as we proceed
with the Bill, I thank all members for their contributions
and, if any further explanation is needed on any matter
that I have raised, I shall be happy to provide it as we
deal with the Bil] in Committee,

Bill read a second time.

In Committee,

Clauses 1 to 10 passed,

Clause 11—*Proceedings.’

The Hon, J.C. IRWIN: I move:

Page 5, lines 18 and 19—Lecave out ‘and, if the votes are

equal, the member presiding at the meeting may exercise a
casting vote’.
This amendment deals with the casting vote of the
presiding officer of the authority, It seeks to take out of
subclause (4) the provision where, if votes are equal, the
member presiding at the meeting cannot have a casting
vote. There is to be only a deliberative vote, If the
quorum is two members out of the authority of three and
if there is a 1:1 vote, under my amendment there would
not be a decision. There is the ability of the authority to
nontinate proxies for authority members. We put it to the
Committee that if the authority cannot raise three original
members or two original members and one DIoxy, or one
original member and two proxies (whatever the
combination), the Chair of the meeting should not have 3
casting vote but only a deliberative vote,

If that does not resolve a matter at a meeting when
only two members are present, they should go away and
consider the matter at another time—the next day—or
adjourn the meeting until the matter can be resolved. I
will not go over all the ground again, but I mentioned in
the second reading debate that we considered going along
the lines of increasing the authority membership to six
members, as Victoria has done, to give more
Tepresentation, on the one hand. On the other hand, there
is the question of resolving whom those people should
Tepresent, but giving a bigger number from which to pick
4 quorum where this would not become z probiem, We
decided not to go along that line, because we are helping
the Government to deregulate. A small authority is best,
to our way of thinking, and we just want to take that
final powerful decision away from the Chair in case only
two members are at an authority meeting,

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The Government
Opposes the amendment. We do not believe it is
neécessary. We do not anticipate that the circumstances
will arise very often where there will only be two
members present. However, if that circumstance did arise
then the Govemment believes that the business of the

authority should be allowed to proceed and that there
should be the capacity for a decision to be made. T might
say that if this new authority works in a way similar to
the old Metropolitan Milk Board the need for a vote js
likely to occur very rarely, and I understand that that has
been the case since the Metropolitan Milk Board was
established in 1986. T understand it has been the
preference of the board for decisions to be made by
consensus wherever possible, and so the need for votes is
a very rare occasion indeed. We very much hope that the
Same cooperative practices will apply under this new
authority. The concemns being raised in relation to these
circumstances are perhaps academic. In any case, should
there be a need for such a vote, the Government belicves
that the power to resolve the issue should be there in the
event that not all three of the members are present to
enable the business of the authority to proceed. For that
reason we oppose the amendment.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: The Democrats support
the amendment. There may be very few occasions when
this would eventuate-—in fact it would be extremely
fare—and when one considers that not only does each
member of the authority have the capacity to have a
deputy but also, under clause 11(6) the authority has the
capacity to have telephone or video conferences. There
simply is no excuse, where there is a one all vote, in
having one person making a decision on behalf of the
whole autherity. I think the amendment, in the light of
the existence of deputies and also clause 11(6), is a very
reasonable one and the Democrats support it.

Amendment carried; clause as amended passed.

Clauses 12 to 14 passed.

Clause 15— Accounts and audit.’

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I move:

Page 7, after iine 10—Insert the following subclause.

(3) The Authority must arrange for the audit of any money
collected and paid under section 23(3) and ensure that the
farmgate price is paid under a price equalisation scheme,

I have been advised that, under the current schermes,
when audits have been carried out from time to time
quite significant discrepancies in payments have been
found. T am seeking to expand the amount of audit that is
cartied out to also include moneys collected and paid
under section 23(3), and also fo ensure that the farmgate
price is paid under a price equalisation scheme. This has
the support of the dairyfarmers.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The Government
opposes this amendment, It is not because we oppose the
sentiments that have been expressed by both the
Democrats and the Liberal Party with respect to audits
but because the Government believes that it is not
necessary to have a rigid system which encourages this
Tequirement in legislation, The power to initiate audits is
given by way of the legislation, and the Minister feels
that matters relating to audits would be better handled by
way of regulation, and I think he has already undertaken
to include this provision in regulations, For that reason he
does not wish to have it included in the legislation.
However, I note that both Parties in this place are likely
to insist that it be in the legislation, and he will have to
make a decision about that when the time comes.

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: | support the amendment.

Amendment carried; clause ag amended passed.

Clauses 16 10 19 passed.
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Clause 20— Conditions of licence.’

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: I was not going to ask any
questions on clause 20 until the Minister int her second
reading reply indicated that clause 20, and I think clause
5, would help with price control. 1 have referred in the
second reading debate to the mater of price control as it
relates to clause 23, the Minister would also have noticed
that 1 have an amendment on file to clanse 21, which
affects the transfer of a licence, and I will speak to that
later. If the Liberal Party is successful with its
amendment to clause 21 it will mean that when a
property changes hands the licence will go with it. Would
that mean that the conditions of a licence, in clause 20,
would change, if a licence moves from one property to
another? Will a different condition attach to that licence
held by the new property owner?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I am advised that if
such a fransfer took place it would not affect the
conditions that apply under the licence.

Clause passed.

Clause 21— Transfer of licence.”

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: I move:

Page 9, after line 5—Insert after the present contents of clause
21 (now to be designated as subsection (1)) the following
subsection:

(2) The authority’s consent is not required for the transfer
of a dairyfarmer’s licence where ownership or control of the
dairy farm to which the licence relates changes and, in that
case, the licence will be transferred on notification to the
authority of the name and address of the person by whom the
dairyfarming business is to be conducted.

I outlined this matter in my second reading speech. The
intention of this is to add to clause 21 the provision as
outlined above. Quite simply, the Opposition believes that
in a deregulation sense there is no reason why the old
conditions that were in the Act of 1928, which we are
repealing by this Bill, cannot be transferred here, where
the authority does not have to make any intervention
when the licence moves from one farmer fo another.
Unless the Minister can give good reasons, we cannot see
any reason for the authority needing to intervene in the
purely commercial business transfer of the farm from one
person to another.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The Government
opposes the amendment. The Minister in another place
indicated some reservations about it when the matter was
raised there, although he indicated also that he would
want 1o consult the industry about such a provision. I
understand that the industry supports the provision that
exists within the Bill and would prefer to have a system
where transfer takes place by consent. For that reason,
therefore, having had an opportunity to reconsider the
matter since it left the House of Assembly, the Minister
would prefer to stick with the provision as contained in
the Bill.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: The South Austraiian
Dairy Farmers Association did not ask me for any change
here, although it would be fair to say that it questioned
how precisely it would work. Will the Minister give a
more definitive answer as to why this option is preferred
over the way things were done under the old Act as
opposed to what is proposed under this amendment?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: As 1 understand it,
there has not been a huge amount of discussion one way

or another on this matter. I understand that the purpose of
the provision is to ensure that at the changeover of a
licence an opportunity is provided to inspect the quality
of the buildings and reassess the conditions of a licence.
Generally that idea is supported by the dairy industry.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I have not been asked by
dairy farmers to change this clause and they were aware
of the option being put up by the Hon. Mr Irwin. Where
the industry has not been insisting on a change, it is
perhaps difficult, unless I have a strong feeling myself,
that I should be insisting on a change. In that case, I will
not support the amendment.

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: No consultation has been
undertaken by the Minister up until yesterday with the
people consulting me. The Minister wished to err on the
side of safety and I admire him for that as he did not
accept the same amendment in another place. I strongly
believe that no reason exists for the inspection of
buildings or facilities on that holding that has the licence
which cannot be carried out anyway by other people
comnected with the dairying industry or the health
authorities connected with the production of milk. It is an
intrusion to have the authority sitting in judgment of the
transfer of my property to someone else to carry on with
the dairying licence. I de not want to put them in a
position of having to sit in judgment on whether the new
owner has the money or the expertise or will be a good
or bad person in the industry. The three member authority
should ot have that thrust upon it for any reason. I have
not been given any reason why it needs such power other
fhan to look at some buildings or reasons as to why it
should sit in judgment on the proper commercial
transaction between the person selling the farm and
another buying it.

[Midnight]

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: To correct the
misunderstanding that the honourable member seems to
have about what sort of meonitoring is undertaken in
accordance with this provision, I point out that mo
intention exists whatsoever for the authority to sit in
judgment on individuals as to their suitability for being
involved in the industry or to check in any way on their
financial capacity. The purpose of these provisions is to
allow for a check to be made on the suitability of
buildings, facilities and so on: that is what the licence is
for. It is licensing the property or facilities and no
intention exists to intrude on what might be considered
the private business affairs or character of individuals
involved.

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: The Minister could concede
that grounds exist for that to happen if an antagonistic
majority on the authority does not like a person who will
get a licence or become bigger by accumulating more
licences. It is possible that there could be some
antagonism towards that and therefore some more
stringent precautions. I am hoping that everything goes
well and there will be no probiem, but there could be a
problem in this area. It could follow that, with the
inspection of the buildings, draconian measures will have
to be taken by the new owner before taking over the
licence as it may come through the authority. If the
authority continues to say that the buildings or facilities
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are not good enocugh, there appears to be no

mechanism or any way of sorting out the matte:pg‘eeili
becomes a nasty incident. I hope that it does not get to
that, but the Minister must agree that it could. 1 am
happy to accept the Minister’s prior explanation that I
was grobabiy going too far in what I thought the
authority could do in so far as intervening with the

f]jillltllréf: I am happy to accept her explanation on the

Amendment negatived; clause passed.
IC\ilausv:a 22 passed.
ew clause 22a—* Application of division.’
The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I move:
Page 9, afler line 13—TInsert new clause as follows:
22.:3. This division applies only to milk of a bovine animal
or dairy produce processed from milk of a bovine animal.
I referred to this during second reading. I have no
preblems w_ith the licensing of goat and sheep farmers for
!;he produf:tmn of milk, but I see no point in their being
involved in price control and equalisation schemes. The
amendment makes quite clear that it relates only to cows.
The Ho_n. BARBARA WIESE: The Government
opposes this new clause. There was some discussion
about this matter in another place when amendments were
moved_ r.?lating to the definition, although the intention
was similar. I understand that the Minister has no
intention of applying either the pricing er equalisation
provisions to sheep and goats’ milk farmers, but there is
a‘posmblhty that sheep or goats’ milk could be mixed
w1Q1 ct_)ws’ milk and circumvent the provisions of the
leglslat%or.l. Whilst that is perhaps of minor concern, it is
a posm}nlity. For that reason, it is considered ’mora
appropriate to stick with the Bill.
The Hon, J.C. IRWIN: We support the new clause
New clause inserted. '
Clauses 23 to 25 passed,
New clause 25a—* Application of division.’
The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I move:

Page 10, after line 25—Insert new clause as follows:

fom ik of s bovin srmal T Proosed
gtlsn él::[ :lggrsr;an::nitd;:;tti;l::i to the previous one so I do
DP’II)‘:SZ . I;l?;negtﬁl;;:RA WIESE: The Government

'PI;I;; I:](;I];s él.igéell_ig\‘fIN: We support the new clause,

Remaining clauses (26 to 3 )
passed. ( 3), schedule and title

Bill read a third time and passed.

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY LONG SER
VICE
LEAVE (MISCELLANEOUS) AMENDMENT BILL

'I_'he _House of Assembly requested a conference, at
g;uc_:li it would be represented by five managers, on the
gislative Council’s amendm ich i
ot ents to which it had
Thc'e Legislative Council agreed to a conference, to be
fllgld in the conference room of the Legislative Council at
noon tomorrow, at which it would be represented by

the Hons 1. Gilfillan, R.J. Ritson, T
Stefani and G, Weatherill. ' T:G- Roberss, I

FIREARMS (MISCELLANEOUS) AMENDMENT
BILL

tinIl{ecf:ived from the House of Assembly and read a first
e.

ADJOURNMENT

At 12.45 a.m. the Council adjoumned until Wednesday

25 November at 2.15 p.m,




