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Wednesday, 26 February 2003
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the chair at
9.38 a.m. and read the prayer.

COMMISSION TO SWEAR MEMBERS
The SPEAKER announced receipt from the Governor of
commission authorising her to administer oath or
affirmation of allegiance to members who have not taken
and subscribed same since election.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Procedures
The SPEAKER — Order! I have a number of small
housekeeping matters that I need to raise with the house
before proceeding. In relation to government members
sitting on my left, the Liberal opposition has requested
that they leave the chamber from the end door rather
than the back door because it is concerned about the
privacy of documents on the table.
Mr Batchelor — On a point of order, Speaker, in
relation to this concern about privacy and through
which doors we are to enter, does it apply to the
Independents and the National Party as it does to the
government?
The SPEAKER — Order! Yes it does. But may I
say it is a request to the members; it is not for the Chair
to direct where members go in the chamber.
Mr Ryan — On the point of order, Speaker, I raised
with the Clerk this morning the fact that I think it would
be in everybody’s interest that members of the house,
whatever party allegiance they may have, speak from
the side of the house appropriate to them. As for the
Independents, I am sure they will exercise the
discretion they invariably have exercised.
The SPEAKER — Order! I understand that was
raised with the Government Whip this morning.
Secondly, in relation to mobile phones and pagers, I
inform honourable members that they are not allowed
to have electronic noises going on in the house. If they
cannot work out how to remove the messages from
their pagers without the pagers making a noise, I ask
that they not attempt to do so until after they have left
the chamber. A number of pagers went off during the
condolence motions last night, which was not
appropriate.
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I remind new members that they are required to
acknowledge the Chair as they pass across the entrance
at the further end of the chamber or when they leave the
chamber, but they are not required to do it when they
go out the door behind me.
An honourable member interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! Someone has already
broken the rule! I ask whoever that is to turn off their
pager or put it on vibrate or leave the chamber.
In relation to addressing the Chair, the Chair would like
to be addressed as ‘Speaker’, certainly not as ‘Madam’,
and the Deputy Speaker wishes to be addressed as
‘Deputy Speaker’. I shall not interrupt new members
initially because I know it takes a little while to get used
to the appropriate ways of addressing the Chair, but I
would be grateful if honourable members could
remember to address the Chair in those ways.
In relation to some comments I made and comments
made by other parties about the opening of Parliament
yesterday, I will make a few further comments about
the parliamentary behaviour I would like to see in the
chamber. I will make a statement before we start the
debate in Parliament today.
Part of the role of the Chair is to exercise discretion in
controlling debate and ruling on points of order. The
Chair does so with the rules of the house and the
protection of all honourable members in mind. Whilst it
is inevitable that not all honourable members will agree
with every decision the Chair makes, it is very
important for the proper running of this chamber that
such decisions are accepted without dissent other than
by moving a substantive motion.
In addition, there has been a tendency in the past for
some honourable members to attempt to use points of
order as a method of raising issues in debate. I wish to
make it clear that such an approach is unacceptable and
will not be tolerated by the Chair. Honourable members
should not use points of order to make a statement,
explanation or speech.
Finally, I am also concerned at the level of personal
abuse of other honourable members that has taken place
during debates in the past. While all honourable
members can rightly expect robust debates to occur,
offensive comments and personal reflections are out of
order. They serve only to distract from the issues under
consideration by the house and will not be accepted by
the Chair.
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ACTING PUBLIC ADVOCATE
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise that on
13 January 2003 former Speaker Adrianopoulos
administered to Frederick Wright, the Acting Public
Advocate, the oath required by schedule 3 of the
Guardianship and Administration Act 1986.

COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENTARY
ASSOCIATION
Study tours
The SPEAKER — Order! As required by the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association study tour
guidelines of September 2001, I advise that the
following honourable members have submitted study
tour reports since the previous announcement to the
house on 11 September 2002: Honourable Cameron
Boardman, MLC, part 2; Mr Carlo Carli, MP, part 2;
Honourable Ian Cover, MLC; Mrs Lorraine Elliott, MP;
Honourable Dianne Hadden, MLC; Mr Ken Jasper,
MP; Mr Craig Langdon, MP; Mr Telmo Languiller,
MP, part 1; and Mr Tony Plowman, MP. Study tour
reports submitted by Ms Mary Gillett, MP, and
Honourable Sang Nguyen, MLC, were received after
the reporting deadline.

MINISTRY
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I wish to inform the
house of the responsibilities to be undertaken by
ministers in this Parliament.
In the Legislative Assembly I will be responsible for
the roles of Premier and Minister for Multicultural
Affairs. The honourable member for Albert Park is the
Deputy Premier, the Minister for Environment, the
Minister for Water and the Minister for Victorian
Communities. He will also answer on behalf of the
Minister for Local Government, the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs, the Minister for Sport and
Recreation and the Minister for Commonwealth Games
in another place.
The honourable member for Bendigo East is the
Minister for Education Services as well as the Minister
for Employment and Youth Affairs. The honourable
member for Thomastown is the Minister for Transport
and the Minister for Major Projects.
The honourable member for Broadmeadows is the
Treasurer, the Minister for State and Regional
Development and the Minister for Innovation. He will
answer for the Minister for Finance, the Minister for
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Energy Industries, the Minister for Small Business and
the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology in another place.
The honourable member for Bendigo West is the
Minister for Agriculture, and he will answer for the
Minister for Resources in another place.
The honourable member for Northcote is the Minister
for Planning, the Minister for the Arts and the Minister
for Women’s Affairs. The honourable member for
Bundoora is the Minister for Community Services. The
honourable member for Kororoit is the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services as well as the Minister
for Corrections. The honourable member for Lyndhurst
is the Minister for Manufacturing and Export and the
Minister for Financial Services Industry.
The honourable member for Niddrie is
Attorney-General, the Minister for Industrial Relations
and the Minister for Workcover. He will answer for the
Minister for Consumer Affairs in another place.
The honourable member for Altona is the Minister for
Education and Training. The honourable member for
Dandenong is the Minister for Gaming, the Minister for
Racing, the Minister for Tourism and the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs.
The honourable member for Melbourne is the Minister
for Health. She will answer for the Minister for Aged
Care and the Minister for Housing in another place.
In the Legislative Council the Honourable John
Lenders is the Minister for Finance and the Minister for
Consumer Affairs. The Honourable Candy Broad is the
Minister for Local Government as well as the Minister
for Housing. The Honourable Gavin Jennings is the
Minister for Aged Care and the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs. The Honourable Justin Madden is the Minister
for Sport and Recreation and the Minister for
Commonwealth Games. The Honourable Theo
Theophanous is the Minister for Energy Industries and
the Minister for Resources. The Honourable Marsha
Thomson is the Minister for Small Business and the
Minister for Information and Communication
Technology.

SHADOW MINISTRY
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — I wish to
advise the house of Liberal Party portfolio
responsibilities. I am proud that my colleagues have
re-elected me leader of the parliamentary Liberal Party
and therefore Leader of the Opposition. In the
Legislative Assembly the honourable member for

NATIONAL PARTY RESPONSIBILITIES
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Warrandyte is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and
the shadow minister for industry, the shadow minister
for employment and the shadow Minister for Major
Projects.
The honourable member for Brighton is the shadow
minister for manufacturing and exports. The
honourable member for Hawthorn is the shadow
Minister for Planning. The honourable member for Box
Hill is the shadow Treasurer. The honourable member
for Kew is the shadow Attorney-General and the
shadow Minister for Industrial Relations.
The honourable member for Polwarth is the shadow
Minister for Transport. The honourable member for
South-West Coast is the shadow minister for rural and
regional development. The honourable member for
Doncaster is the shadow minister for education and the
manager of opposition business in the Legislative
Assembly. The honourable member for Benambra is
the shadow Minister for Environment and the shadow
Minister for Water. The honourable member for
Caulfield is the shadow Minister for Housing and
shadow Minister for Community Services. The
honourable member for Scoresby is the shadow
Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
In addition, the following honourable members will
serve as Liberal Party portfolio spokespersons. The
honourable member for Nepean is the spokesperson for
tertiary education and training, and is the Opposition
Whip in the Legislative Assembly. The honourable
member for Bulleen is the spokesperson for technology
and innovation. The honourable member for Bass is the
spokesperson for gaming and the honourable member
for Sandringham is the spokesperson for multicultural
affairs and Aboriginal Affairs.
I am pleased to advise that in the Legislative Council
the Honourable Philip Davis is the Leader of the
Opposition in that house, and the shadow minister for
agriculture and resources. The Honourable Andrea
Coote is the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party in the
Legislative Council and the manager of opposition
business in that house. She is also the shadow minister
for ageing and carers, and the shadow Minister for
Tourism. The Honourable David Davis is the shadow
Minister for Health. The Honourable Bill Forwood is
the shadow Minister for Energy Industries and the
shadow Minister for Workcover.
In addition, the following honourable members will
serve as Liberal Party portfolio spokespersons. The
Honourable Andrew Brideson will be spokesperson for
scrutiny of government and waste watch, and secretary
of the shadow cabinet. The Honourable Bruce Atkinson
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will be small business spokesperson. The Honourable
Ron Bowden will be the spokesperson for financial
services industry and ports. The Honourable Richard
Dalla-Riva will be the spokesperson for corrections.
The Honourable David Koch will be the spokesperson
for racing. The Honourable Wendy Lovell will be the
spokesperson for women’s affairs. The Honourable
Andrew Olexander will be the spokesperson for arts,
consumer affairs, and youth. The Honourable Gordon
Rich-Phillips will be the spokesperson for sport and
recreation and the Commonwealth Games. The
Honourable Graeme Stoney will be the spokesperson
for forestry and the Liberal Party whip in the council.
The Honourable Chris Strong will be the spokesperson
for finance and the Honourable John Vogels will be the
spokesperson for local government. Finally I advise the
house that the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips is the
secretary of the parliamentary Liberal Party.

NATIONAL PARTY RESPONSIBILITIES
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I wish
to advise the house that I have had the honour of being
re-elected as the Leader of the National Party and will
lead the party in the Legislative Assembly. I also have
responsibility for the portfolios of Attorney-General,
state and regional development, innovation, major
projects, Workcover and gaming. The honourable
member for Swan Hill has been elected as Deputy
Leader of the National Party in the Legislative
Assembly. He has responsibility for the portfolios of
agriculture, water, and technology. The honourable
member for Murray Valley has responsibility for the
portfolios of tourism, small business and retail, and
employment.
The honourable member for Rodney has responsibility
for community services, housing and the arts. The
honourable member for Lowan has responsibility for
health, aged care and Aboriginal affairs. The
honourable member for Shepparton has responsibility
for local government, planning, women’s affairs,
multicultural affairs and Victorian communities. The
honourable member for Benalla has responsibility for
police and emergency services, corrections, and
manufacturing and exports.
The Leader of the National Party in the Legislative
Council is the Honourable Peter Hall, a member for
Gippsland Province. He has responsibility for education
and training, education services, resources and
environment, and energy industries. The Deputy Leader
of the National Party in the Legislative Council is the
Honourable Damian Drum, an honourable member for
North Western Province. He has responsibility for
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youth affairs, sport, recreation and racing, consumer
affairs and the Commonwealth Games. The
Honourable Bill Baxter, an honourable member for
North Eastern Province, has responsibility for Treasury,
finance, industry and industrial relations, and the
financial services industry. The Honourable Barry
Bishop, an honourable member for North Western
Province, has responsibility for transport, roads and
ports, and commodities.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Bushfires: inquiry
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question without notice is to the Premier. Will the
government commit to an independent select
committee inquiry into the north-east and Gippsland
bushfires that comprehensively examines precautionary
readiness, bushfire response and recovery planning?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. From the outset can I
say that the firefighting effort this season has been the
best firefighting effort in Victoria’s history, and I want
to congratulate the many members of the public who
have assisted, the communities, the volunteers and the
firefighters who have been paid officers of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment. It has
been an extraordinary effort of coordination both
centrally and on the ground.
When you think that more than 1 million hectares have
been burnt, which is on the scale of the 1939 fires,
when you think of how much property has been
saved — while we regret that houses and buildings
have been burnt in the fires — and when you think that
no-one has lost their life and that no serious injuries
have been sustained, it will go down as one of the best
firefighting efforts in Victoria’s, if not Australia’s,
history.
We were prepared and ready for this fire season. We
made it clear well before the fire season that we
expected it to be one of the worst on record. We
committed more than 30 per cent extra resources to
firefighting efforts around the state, including an
additional air crane and extra resources for infra-red
surveillance and other work for the fire itself. We have
had a great effort in place.
I have said from the very start that the time to examine
the lessons from this fire will be when the fire is out.
That has been the case every time we have had a
significant fire in this state, whether it was Ash

Wednesday, 26 February 2003

Wednesday or other significant fires in the past, and
that is the time when we will appropriately examine the
lessons we have learnt. Just as we learnt lessons from
the 1939 fires and the royal commission that was set up
in 1939, just as we learnt lessons from the Ash
Wednesday fires and from the Longford gas disaster,
during which there was a coordination of emergency
services, so we will learn lessons from these Victorian
fires as well. That will be done appropriately and at the
right time — and not while volunteers and others are
still fighting the fire. It will be done when that fire has
been extinguished completely, which I hope is in the
coming weeks.
We know there has been some containment through the
good work of firefighters around the state. We hope for
a weather break which will contain these fires even
further. At that time, of course, we will commit
ourselves to learning from this episode, as we have
learnt from every episode in the past.
I reiterate that this will go down as the best and most
coordinated fire effort in this state. Territorial issues
have been put aside; it has worked well on the ground
and it has worked well centrally.
On behalf of the Parliament and the people of Victoria I
pay credit to those people who have fought fires on
behalf of the wider community. They have done a
fantastic job on behalf of all of us.

Terrorism: preparedness
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — My question is to the
Premier, and I ask: will the Premier please advise the
house of what action the government has taken to fulfil
its pre-election commitment to strengthen the state’s
capacity to deal with terrorist threats?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Geelong for his question. There is no jurisdiction and
no place in Australia which is immune from a potential
terrorist attack; that is the regrettable circumstance we
find ourselves in, particularly post-11 September and
the Bali bombings.
There is no place in Australia which is immune from
potential terrorist attacks. We have to be prepared and
ready for those occurrences in the future if they do
occur, and we have taken two major steps to make sure
Victoria is as prepared as it can be. The first relates to
resources and making sure we have the right capacity
for our police force and emergency services to operate
if there is a potential terrorist attack here in Victoria.
The second relates to laws to give the police and the
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emergency services additional powers to deal with
those incidents if they occur here in Victoria.
In relation to the resources, as many honourable
members in this house would know, the government
announced a new $37.4 million package of
anti-terrorism measures in October last year, which will
go to increased resources for the special operations
group, to a new counter-terrorism coordination group to
be established and formed in Victoria and to a new state
crisis centre, which will also be established in this state
for the very first time.
I can announce today that in addition to that
$37.4 million package we have now completed a new
training facility at the Victoria Police Academy at Glen
Waverley. The new $8.4 million training centre, which
will be inspected today by the police minister and
myself, is a Federal Bureau of Investigation-style
simulated training facility which will train some 9000
of our police officers each year in new anti-terrorism
and counter-terrorism techniques. I am very pleased
that that construction which has been occurring over the
last 12 months has now been successfully completed
and that the facility can go into action in training our
police force to be ready and able to deal with the
potential new threats we may find ourselves facing.
Speaker, as well as the resources we have put in place,
as you know, this house will be considering over the
coming weeks a new legislative package which is
designed to give the police and the emergency services
additional powers to deal with any terrorist incident that
may occur. There are three major areas in which those
additional powers will apply: firstly, new covert search
warrants will be available to police in the future to
conduct searches without the usual arrangements being
in place but with safeguards to ensure that the courts
will check and examine those covert search warrants
once they are issued; secondly, the compulsory
reporting of chemical thefts to ensure that there is a
proper monitoring of those thefts in the future and that
action can be taken immediately; and thirdly, the
capacity to quarantine any victims of a chemical,
biological or radiological attack which might occur so
that it does not spread to the rest of the population and
can be handled appropriately and properly for those
people who might have been affected.
Clearly these new powers and resources are required
because things have changed — the world has
changed — post-11 September and post the Bali
bombings. We have to acknowledge that that change
has occurred. We cannot ignore the fact that potentially
a terrorist attack could occur here in Victoria or
anywhere in Australia. We are well prepared and well
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ready, both with the legislation that this house will be
considering over the coming weeks and, importantly,
with the new resources and the new training capacity at
the facility we will be inspecting today.

Bushfires: stock
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — My
question is to the Minister for Environment. Will the
minister direct that state game reserves and other
suitable areas of Crown land across Victoria be made
available for stock that has been left without fodder
because of the bushfires?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
thank the honourable member for his question. I will
commence by endorsing the comments made by the
Premier about the outstanding effort in fighting the
recent fires. It has been an outstanding effort, not only
directly by the firefighters at the fire front but also by
all those people involved in the fire effort, whether they
be in the incident control centres or whether they be
providing food, lodging and assistance to the many,
many people who have been part of these fires. In
particular, I note the efforts of a range of organisations
to coordinate in a way far better than they have before.
In relation to the question asked by the honourable
member, this government has established a ministerial
task force on bushfire recovery, which is currently
working with the affected communities, aimed at
ensuring we have that same level of coordination in the
recovery as we have in fighting the fires.
Already $500 000 has been made available so that
stockfeed is available. That has already been done on
the recommendation of the Victorian Farmers
Federation (VFF).
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr THWAITES — Well that was the question; the
question that was asked related to the feed. That has
already been provided.
In addition to that, the task force is working with the
VFF and others affected to ensure that stock has feed
available, and additional funds have been provided to
affected councils — another $200 000 — to improve
the situation there. Further, the various affected
agencies are working with farmers and organisations to
ensure that appropriate places are available. The truth of
the matter is that there are very limited public areas
available that are suitable for grazing. Most of those
areas that are suitable, in fact, have already been
licensed for grazing.
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So while this government is doing everything it can —
everything it can — to support those who are affected
by this fire, it is constrained by the fire itself, the fact
that many, many hectares have been burnt and the fact
that limited areas are available.

Bushfires: task force
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — My question is to
the Minister for State and Regional Development. Will
the minister outline the government’s bushfire task
force plan of action to help restore confidence and
activity in the fire-affected regions of Victoria?
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I thank the honourable member for
Seymour for his question, and I endorse the comments
which have been made today by the Premier and
Deputy Premier about the extraordinary effort of the
CFA volunteers, Red Cross, personnel of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, and all
of the affected communities who have done such a
magnificent job over the last six weeks in fighting fires
which are among the largest in Victoria’s history. As
the Premier said earlier, what is remarkable is that,
despite the huge area which has been burnt, the amount
of housing which has been lost is relatively small in
comparison to other fires, and to date no lives have
been lost. It has been a truly remarkable effort.
The government’s first priority, of course, is to make
sure that the fires are under control and put out.
Hopefully, if we get decent rain in the next few weeks
that can occur. The second priority of the government is
to make sure that it focuses properly on economic
recovery in the regions concerned so that it can work
with those communities to get them back on their feet
so that they can see jobs and investment and confidence
restored in those areas — and the Bracks government
has been getting on with the job of doing that.
The Premier appointed the ministerial task force; the
task force has visited widely. I want to say, too, that the
Premier and the then Acting Premier, the Deputy
Premier, have also visited many of the fire areas across
the state over the last six weeks. We have seen the
Premier in north-east Victoria — in Gippsland,
Myrtleford, Beechworth, Bright and Cobungra — and
the Deputy Premier in Myrtleford, Beechworth, Omeo,
Swifts Creek throughout the north-east and Gippsland.
Of course, members of the task force have been to
Bright, Beechworth, Omeo, Swifts Creek, Bairnsdale,
Cobungra, Myrtleford, Tallangatta, Mount Beauty,
Mount Hotham, and Corryong, and there will be further
visits. The reason we have made those visits is so we
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can listen to the views of local communities and local
councils and to put those views into action.
To date a series of decisions has been made by the
government to give effect to recovery in these areas. I
want to run through some of those. The Deputy Premier
mentioned the $500 000 we have provided for fodder
relief. We have also kicked off the Victorian Bushfire
Recovery Appeal Fund by giving $1 million to that.
The federal government has also contributed, and
Victorians are giving generously to that fund. The Rural
Finance Corporation has been empowered to make
concessional loans available to primary producers,
small businesses and households which have been
affected. We have provided $160 000 in hardship
grants; we have provided $900 000 for shires and
agencies and for municipal emergency control centres,
community development officers and financial
counsellors. We have set up a volunteer hotline,
because many thousands of Victorians want to work
with those communities to help with the recovery
effort. Of course we have also begun a media campaign
to get tourists back to the areas. Members of the house
would have seen the advertisements which have run
over the last week in the statewide press from the
Premier urging people to get back to visiting the
fire-affected regions. It has been a significant effort —
a significant effort.
Compare the performance of this government with
former governments, particularly in the 1990s when
Gippsland was affected by drought. The then
government lifted barely a finger to help Gippsland
through that stage; this has been a remarkable focus on
working with communities to ensure proper economic
recovery.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — The Leader of the Opposition
could tell us how many places in the bushfire area he
has visited. He seems to have more of an interest in
getting a bit of media coverage rather than in helping
the affected areas.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — Is that right? How’s Swifts
Creek?
Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
conclude his answer.
Mr BRUMBY — I am also pleased to announce
that today the government is announcing $733 000 for
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financial and personal counselling services to assist the
fire-affected communities. In every area we have been
this view has been put to us by the Victorian Farmers
Federation, local councils and the affected
communities. I am also pleased to announce that the
government, again in response to local representations
in the north-east and Gippsland, is making available
five additional doggers to tackle the wild dog problem
which has become more pronounced as a result of the
bushfires.
On Friday I will release an interim report of the
bushfire recovery task force. That will address a
number of other immediate issues. But I think it is clear
from the government’s decisions to date that it is
working with local communities; it is helping those
communities recover. It is committed to getting on with
the job and to ensuring there is restored confidence,
growth and investment in the areas which have been so
affected by fire.

Bushfires: fences
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for
Agriculture. Will the government now provide funding
to help farmers rebuild boundary fences destroyed in
recent bushfires, as it did in the Stawell fires in 2002? I
remind the minister that this is the highest priority for
farmers in the fire-affected areas.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) —
Congratulations, Speaker, on your election.
I join other honourable members of the government in
commenting on the tremendous fire effort that we have
seen in Victoria. It is a fire effort which continues, and
it is a fire effort which has involved a great many
people — a great many volunteers, a great many people
from the Department of Sustainability and Environment
and a great many people from my department.
I will just outline that the way the government has
responded to farmers has been appropriate and sensible
to date and, as the Minister for State and Regional
Development has also outlined, the government will be
providing further responses later in the week.
Some of the immediate issues that came to light were
that of dealing with stock as a result of the reduction of
feed and also dealing with stock that were burnt and
had to be destroyed. My department was there, of
course, providing the necessary advice. Officers visited
some 220 farms to help bring about sensible advice and
put in place arrangements, where necessary.
Mr Doyle interjected.
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Mr CAMERON — No wonder we love you!
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!
Mr CAMERON — This has been the approach.
The next immediate issue involves feed for those stock
left stranded as a consequence of fire. What we did with
the $500 000 donation was work with the Victorian
Farmers Federation (VFF) to help coordinate — —
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Speaker, which
relates to relevance. The question was very specific
regarding fencing and whether the government would
provide assistance to farmers to rebuild boundary
fences. I would ask you to bring the minister back to the
relevance in answering the question.
Mr CAMERON — On the point of order, Speaker,
the question related to what were the immediate
concerns — and he nominated fencing — but there
were more pressing matters and I have outlined those to
the house.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The minister was being relevant.
Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! Without the assistance of
the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr CAMERON — That operation with the VFF in
providing that emergency feed has been very
successful. The law relating to fencing is that the fence
is the owner of the property, and some property owners
are insured — —
An Honourable Member — ‘The fence is the
owner of the property’?
Mr CAMERON — Sorry, the fencing belongs to
the owner of the property.
Of course many farmers are insured, and they will
claim upon their insurance. However, there are some
farmers who are underinsured, and those views have
been presented to the recovery task force and a
response will be made as appropriate.

Bushfires: emergency services
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I have a question
for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
Will the minister inform the house of the extraordinary
response to the bushfires by emergency services
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personnel, including volunteers, and the role they have
played in protecting our communities?
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — I congratulate the honourable
member for Narracan on his question because I know
he has a very personal interest in this issue. He in fact
was one of 20 000 wildfire accredited Country Fire
Authority (CFA) volunteers out there fighting those
fires with his colleagues from elsewhere in Gippsland
and throughout the state.
On 7 and 8 January there were over 84 fires lit
throughout Victoria from lightning strikes. As a result
of those fires there were some substantial losses which
were tragic for those people involved. But I have to say
those losses have been few compared to what they
could have been were it not for the fantastic efforts of
our emergency services and the dedication and effort of
our support emergency services and support agencies
involved in the preparation and awareness of Victorian
communities in high-risk fire areas, and I think that
came through — the understanding that people had
about preparing fire plans and what they needed to do
to reduce the risk around their own properties.
The community partnerships that had been developed
between the fire agencies and the community is a real
tribute to commitment, teamwork and tireless effort. It
involved firefighters, both career and volunteer. It
involved not just those on the fire front but those who
stayed back and protected the home front throughout
Victoria. It was also those other emergency volunteer
and support agencies that contributed to that effort.
There is an enormous logistical effort in feeding,
locating and transporting people, and all of our agencies
performed fantastically.
I have to say the emergency has certainly demonstrated
the strength of our emergency management
arrangements, and I particularly want to congratulate
the Emergency Services Commissioner, Bruce Esplin,
and his team for the role they have had in coordinating
the whole operation, which has been the biggest,
longest running emergency in Victoria’s history. They
have done a fantastic job to sustain this sort of effort
over a period of 46 days, and the logistics involved in
that and making sure that we do not burn emergency
services people out has been nothing short of
spectacular.
There was an incredible degree of planning that went in
to ensure that the whole of the state had excellent fire
cover. Despite the fact we had nearly 500 kilometres
worth of fire front across north-eastern Victoria and
Gippsland, we still had excellent fire cover across the
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rest of the state and excellent emergency services cover.
In fact we maintained a surge capacity to knock down
new starts quickly. On the Australia Day weekend we
could well have had another Ash Wednesday tragedy in
this state. There were over 200 new starts in this state,
but because of the response of the emergency services
they were able to be put down very, very quickly.
We had a situation where CFA, Department of
Sustainability and Energy and Parks Victoria
firefighters worked side by side. We had the
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services Board
backfilling into CFA areas and also integrating with
CFA strike teams at the fire front. We also had the
excellent support of some 25 agencies, including the
State Emergency Service (SES), Victoria Police, Rural
Ambulance Victoria, Red Cross and St John’s.
It is also a tribute to the injection of resources that has
been put into our fire services — the extra firefighters
that have been engaged by the Department of
Sustainability and Environment and Parks Victoria, the
$120 million injection into training 20 000 wildfire
accredited CFA volunteers, into new equipment for the
CFA, and also the injection into the SES and other
agencies. They have done their agencies proud, and I
have to say that what comes out of this fire is the
recognition that public safety is everybody’s business,
and it is not just the responsibility of emergency
agencies. It was the preparation of our communities that
I think has helped protect those communities so well.
There were also strong partnerships between
government, emergency service organisations and the
community. I want to take this opportunity to thank
everybody involved — our career firefighters, the
volunteers and their families. Their families often have
to suffer a lot, not just when they are out fighting fires,
but during a lot of the training that goes on, and also the
employers — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Speaker,
we are constrained today by a half hour question time.
Already the Minister for State and Regional
Development has spent over 5 minutes or almost 20 per
cent of question time on one answer. The Minister for
Agriculture has spent 20 per cent of question time on
another answer. If the opposition is to have more than
two questions today, I would request that you ask the
minister to wind up.
The SPEAKER — Order! Both ministers spoke for
under 4 minutes, which is the required guide, but the
Minister for Emergency Services has now exceeded
that, so I ask him to conclude his answer.
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Mr HAERMEYER — I was finishing up, and it is
unfortunate that I was interrupted in actually thanking
those people involved.
As I say, I want to thank — and I will not be interrupted
in this — the career firefighters, the volunteers and their
families, and the employers who freed those people up
to go out and do that important work for our
community, who are making sacrifices to ensure the
safety of many thousands of Victorians. They deserve
our thanks, and they deserve it wholeheartedly, and
they deserve it in a bipartisan sense as well.

Bushfires: timber salvage
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — My question is to
the Minister for Environment. Given the economic and
environmental benefits of the reduction of combustible
material from the stands of alpine ash and mountain ash
that were burnt in the recent fires at Pinibar, Razorback
and the Bogong complex, will the government allow
the salvage of timber within the national park?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
congratulate the honourable member on asking a
question and on his appointment to the shadow ministry
in February, a month after the fires started!
An honourable member interjected.
Mr THWAITES — I am glad the opposition has
now discovered the environment: I congratulate it on
that. I also note that the person the opposition has
chosen as its environment spokesperson has raised the
important issue of salvage. The government will look at
the whole issue of the salvaging of timber throughout
the forests. As honourable members would know, we
still have fires on our hands, and some 2000 employees
of various government departments, including the
forestry areas, are fighting those fires. That is their first
priority. The issue of salvage, important though it is,
will be considered after the fires are out.

Bushfires: government agencies
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I direct my question to
the Minister for Environment. Will the minister advise
the house of the role the staff of key government
agencies have played in fighting the bushfires that have
ravaged large parts of Victoria?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
thank the honourable member for her question and
congratulate her on her re-election to this house.
We are all aware of the extent of the fires that have
covered the state in recent months. Victoria is one of
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the three most fire-prone areas on the planet. On a
world scale the fires in north-east Victoria and
Gippsland were some of the largest in recent times. But
as the Premier and Minister for State and Regional
Development have also indicated, the fires have been
some of the most successfully fought in this state’s
history and, indeed, in the world.
Just as my colleague the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services paid appropriate tribute to the
work of Country Fire Authority (CFA) volunteers and
all those others, including contractors who worked on
the fires, I pay particular tribute to the employees of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, the
Department of Primary Industries and Parks Victoria.
More than 2000 staff from those agencies have been
fighting those fires or working on the fire effort day in
and day out for many weeks. Many of those staff are
performing duties that are not part of their normal jobs
but are particular fire duties for which they have
become trained and qualified.
If we have learnt one lesson from previous fires, it is
the need for coordination and training, and that is what
we have seen in the recent fire effort. Having visited the
various incident control centres around the state, I have
been enormously impressed by the coordination and
cooperation between the various agencies and the CFA.
They work at the same desks; they have a completely
seamless level of control and an integrated fire
management strategy. That is the reason why the loss of
property has been minimal, with no loss of life at all.
The other critical factor is the extra resources that have
been put into the various agencies. Extra firefighters
were put on earlier this year in the Department of
Sustainability and Environment and the Department of
Primary Industries, because the government predicted
that this would be a bad fire season. I recall the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services advising the house
last year of the dangers we approached with the coming
season, only to be met by a comment from the Leader
of the Opposition that it was dull. The government
believed it had to be prepared, and that is why
additional staff were put on and additional resources
have been put in place.
In conclusion I record my thanks as the minister
responsible for the work of the more than 2000 people
in government agencies who have been doing such an
outstanding job throughout the period of the fires.
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PETITIONS
The Clerk — I have received the following petitions
for presentation to Parliament:

Housing: loan schemes
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the following residents of the state of
Victoria sheweth state government-sponsored home loan
schemes under the flawed new lending instrument called
capital indexed loans sold since 1984–85 under the
subheadings CAPIL, deferred interest scheme (DIS), indexed
repayment loan (IRL), home opportunity loan scheme
(HOLS), shared home opportunity scheme (SHOS), are not
fit for the purpose for which they were intended.
We the undersigned believe these loans are unconscionable
and illegal and have severely disadvantaged the low-income
bracket Victorians the loans were meant to assist.
Your petitioners therefore pray that:
1.

the existing loans be recalculated from day one in a way
as to give borrowers the loans they were promised:
‘affordable home loans specially structured to suit your
purse’;

2.

the home ownership be achieved within 25 to 30 years
from date of approval;

3.

the payments to be set at an affordable level (i.e.,
20–25 per cent of income for the duration of the term for
all the loan types);

4.

past borrowers who have left the schemes be
compensated for losses that have been incurred by them
being in these faulty structured loans;

5.

any further government home ownership schemes be
offered in a way as to be easily understood by
prospective loan recipients;

6.

the interest rate will be at an affordable rate (i.e., flat rate
of 3 per cent per annum or less for the length of the term
of the loan) geared to income;

7.

capital indexed loans be made illegal in this state to
protect prospective loan recipients.

We ever pray that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in
all godliness and honesty (1 Tim. 2:2).
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr DOYLE (Malvern) (10 signatures), Mr SMITH
(Bass) (8 signatures), Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine)
(10 signatures), Mr HARKNESS (Frankston)
(20 signatures), Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn)
(10 signatures), Mr SEITZ (Keilor) (10 signatures),
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) (10 signatures), Ms MUNT
(Mordialloc) (9 signatures), Mr COOPER
(Mornington) (10 signatures), Mr DIXON (Nepean)
(10 signatures), Mr WELLS (Scoresby)
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(10 signatures) and Mr HARDMAN (Seymour)
(10 signatures)

Nillumbik: land sale
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the Eltham Gateway Action Group
and the undersigned citizens of the state of Victoria sheweth
that they deplore the recent decision by the Nillumbik Shire
Council to sell land at 813–825 Main Road, Eltham (corner of
Bridge Street and Main Road), which is likely to result in
another unsightly or inappropriate development.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Minister for Local
Government will intervene to ensure that this strategic site
remains in public ownership.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr HERBERT (Eltham) (454 signatures)

Frankston: performance
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the people of Frankston sheweth their
concern over the performance of Frankston City Council.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the community of
Frankston has no confidence in the performance of Frankston
City Council, and we the undersigned request that Parliament
refer The Frankston Project (Revised) to an independent
panel, in order that it be the subject of full community
scrutiny and comment.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr HARKNESS (Frankston) (434 signatures)

Gembrook–Launching Place Road: safety
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth that the citizens of Cardinia shire and the
Shire of Yarra Ranges are petitioning to have the unsealed
section of Gembrook–Launching Place Road (Cardinia shire)
sealed. We believe the narrow, corrugated nature of this
section is substandard and dangerous, and we are anxious to
see it conform to the standard of the rest of the main road
urban network.
We urge the Minister for Transport to respond to our request.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) (591 signatures)

Police: Kyabram
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
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The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria shows their great concern for the increase in
vandalism and behavioural offences in Kyabram and
surrounding areas and notes that there are only six police
officers to cover the cluster stations of Tongala, Stanhope and
Rushworth.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government will give
urgent attention to encouraging the police department to
appoint police officers to the Kyabram police cluster.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) (951 signatures)
Laid on table.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Scoresby be considered next day on motion of
Mr WELLS (Scoresby).
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Australian Centre for the Moving Image — Report for the
period 1 January 2002 to 30 June 2002
Bairnsdale Regional Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)
Barwon Health — Report for the year 2001–02
Bayside Health — Report for the year 2001–02
Beechworth Health Service — Report for the year 2001–02
Bendigo Health Care Group — Report for the year 2001–02
Beaufort and Skipton Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02
Building Commission — Report for the year 2001–02
Central Gippsland Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02
Cobram District Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02

GARDINER FOUNDATION
Annual report
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — By
leave, I move:
That there be presented to this house the report for the year
2001–02 of the Gardiner Foundation.

Motion agreed to.

Colac Area Health — Report for the year 2001–02
Coliban Region Water Authority — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)
Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria — Report for the
year 2001–02 — Ordered to be printed
Dental Health Services Victoria — Report for the year
2001–02
Djerriwarrh Health Services — Report for the year 2001–02
(two papers)

Laid on table.

Domestic Building (HIH) Indemnity Fund — Report for the
period 8 June 2001 to 30 June 2002

PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Right of reply
Mr LONEY (Lara) presented report on right of reply of
Professor John Power and Ms Ann Morrow, together
with an appendix.

Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 —
Documents pursuant to s 12H — Poisons Code:
Amendment No. 2 to the Standard for the Uniform
Scheduling of Drugs and Poisons No. 17
Notice regarding the amendment, commencement and
availability of the Poisons Code
East Grampians Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02

Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

East Wimmera Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:

Eastern Health — Report for the year 2001–02 (two papers)
EcoRecycle Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02

Adult Parole Board of Victoria — Report for the year
2001–02

Edenhope and District Memorial Hospital — Report for the
year 2001–02

Alpine Health — Report for the year 2001–02 (three papers)

Environment Protection Authority — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)

Architects Registration Board of Victoria — Report for the
year 2001–02 (two papers)

Echuca Regional Health — Report for the year 2001–02

Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre — Report for the
year 2001–02 (two papers)
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Financial Management Act 1994:
Reports from the Minister for Agriculture that he had
received the 2001–02 annual reports of the:
Murray Valley Wine Grape Industry Development
Committee
Northern Victoria Fresh Tomato Industry
Development Committee
Reports from the Minister for Environment that he had
received the 2001–02 annual reports of the:
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McIvor Health and Community Services
Nathalia District Hospital
Numurkah District Health Service
O’Connell Family Centre
Omeo District Hospital
Osteopaths Registration Board of Victoria
Physiotherapists Registration Board of Victoria
Podiatrists Registration Board of Victoria

Barwon Regional Waste Management Group

South Gippsland Hospital

Calder Regional Waste Management Group

Timboon and District Healthcare Service

Central Murray Regional Waste Management
Group

Yea and District Memorial Hospital

Desert Fringe Regional Waste Management Group
Gippsland Regional Waste Management Group
Goulburn Regional Waste Management Group
Grampians Regional Waste Management Group
Highlands Regional Waste Management Group
Mildura Regional Waste Management Group
Mornington Peninsula Regional Waste
Management Group

Report from the Premier that he had received the
2001–02 annual report of VITS Language Link
Reports from the Minister for Water that he had not received
the 2001–02 annual reports, together with an explanation for
the delay in tabling of the:
Central Highlands Region Water Authority
First Mildura Irrigation Trust
Goulburn Valley Region Water Authority
Financial Management Act 1994:

North East Victorian Regional Waste Management
Group

Budget Sector — Quarterly Financial Report No. 1 for
the period ended 30 September 2002

Northern Regional Waste Management Group

Budget Update for the year 2002–03

South Western Regional Waste Management
Group
Western Regional Waste Management Group
Reports from the Minister for Health that she had
received the 2001–02 annual reports of the:
Alexandra and District Ambulance Service
Alexandra District Hospital

Gippsland Southern Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02
Geelong Performing Arts Centre Trust — Report for the year
2001–02
Goulburn Valley Health — Report for the year 2001–02 (two
papers)

Boort District Hospital

Heritage Council — Report for the year 2001–02 (two
papers)

Casterton Memorial Hospital

Hepburn Health Service — Report for the year 2001–02

Chiropractors Registration Board of Victoria
Cohuna District Hospital

Infertility Treatment Authority — Report for the year
2001–02

Coleraine District Health Services

Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984:

Dunmunkle Health Services
Food Safety Council of Victoria
Health Purchasing Victoria
Hesse Rural Health Service
Heywood Rural Hospital
Inglewood and Districts Health Service

Notices under s 32(3)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule
Nos 95, 98
Notice under s 32(4)(a)(iii) in relation to Statutory Rule
No. 48
Intellectually Disabled Persons’ Services Act 1986 — Report
of the Community Visitors for the year 2001–02

Lorne Community Hospital

Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act 1995 — Report of
Determinations Nos 1 and 2 of 2002

Maldon Hospital

Kerang and District Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02

Manangatang and District Hospital

Kilmore and District Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02
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Kooweerup Regional Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)

Murray Valley Citrus Marketing Board — Report for the year
2001–02

Kyabram and District Health Services — Report for the year
2001–02

National Gallery of Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02

Kyneton District Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02

Natural Resources and Environment, Department of —
Report for the year 2001–02
Northern Health — Report for the year 2001–02

Latrobe Regional Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02
(two papers)

Nurses Board of Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02

Least Waste — Report for the year 2001–02

Orbost Regional Health — Report for the year 2001–02

Legal Practice Act 1996 — Practitioner Remuneration Order
pursuant to s 113

Otway Health and Community Services — Report for the
year 2001–02

Library Board of Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02

Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 — Response of the
Attorney-General on the action taken with respect to the
recommendations made by the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee’s Final Report on Privacy Code of
Conduct for Members of the Victorian Parliament

Mallee Track Health and Community Service — Report for
the year 2001–02
Mansfield District Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02
Maryborough District Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)
Melbourne City Link Act 1995 — Leases pursuant to s 60(a):

Peninsula Health — Report for the year 2001–02 (four
papers)
Peter MacCallum Cancer Institute — Report for the year
2001–02

Statement of Variation No. 1/2002 — Detailed Tolling
Strategy

Pharmacy Board of Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02

Company Lease:

Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:

Tullamarine Freeway Upgrade and Western Link
Section 1

Alpine Resorts Planning Scheme — No. C8

Southern Link Section 1

Ballarat Planning Scheme — Nos C50, C53 Part 1, C56,
C59, C61, C63

Southern Link Section 5

Bass Coast Planning Scheme — No. C24

Trust Concurrent Lease:

Baw Baw Planning Scheme — No. C21

Tullamarine Freeway Upgrade and Western Link
Section 1

Bayside Planning Scheme — C30

Southern Link Section 1

Campaspe Planning Scheme — Nos C25, C26

Southern Link Section 5

Cardinia Planning Scheme — Nos C36, C38, C45

Trust Lease:

Brimbank Planning Scheme — Nos C40, C46, C47

Central Goldfields Planning Scheme — Nos C3, C4

Southern Link Section 1

Darebin Planning Scheme — No. C16

Southern Link Section 5

East Gippsland Planning Scheme — Nos C12, C13,
C17, C20

Melbourne Health — Report for the year 2001–02
Mental Health Act 1986 — Report of the Community
Visitors for the year 2001–02
Melbourne Market Authority — Report for the year 2001–02
Mercy Public Hospitals Inc — Report for the year 2001–02
(two papers)
Moyne Health Services — Report for the year 2001–02

Frankston Planning Scheme — Nos C12 Part 1, C12
Part 2
Glen Eira Planning Scheme — Nos C27 Part 1, C27
Part 2
Glenelg Planning Scheme — No. C5 Part 1
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Nos C45, C47
Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme — No. C29 Part 1

Mt Alexander Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02

Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — Nos C25, C37,
C57

Museums Board of Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02

Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme — No. C20, C24
Horsham Planning Scheme — Nos C10, C12, C15
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Hume Planning Scheme — Nos C4, C13, C28, C29,
C36
Kingston Planning Scheme — No. C29
Knox Planning Scheme — Nos C3, C4, C26, C34
Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme — No. C17
Manningham Planning Scheme — No. C20
Maribyrnong Planning Scheme — No. C6, C29, C33,
C34
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Queen Elizabeth Centre — Report for the year 2001–02
Robinvale District Health Services — Report for the year
2001–02
Rochester and Elmore District Health Service — Report for
the year 2001–02
Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital — Report for the year
2001–02

Maroondah Planning Scheme — No. C14

Seymour District Memorial Hospital — Report for the year
2001–02

Melbourne Planning Scheme — Nos C20, C25, C68,
C73

South Eastern Regional Waste Management Group — Report
for the year 2001–02

Mildura Planning Scheme — Nos C7, C13, C15
Mitchell Planning Scheme — No. C25
Monash Planning Scheme — Nos C12, C22, C23
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme — No. C28
Moreland Planning Scheme — No. C6
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme — Nos C23,
C32, C35, C53, C54

Southern Health — Report for the year 2001–02
South West Healthcare — Report for the year 2001–02
St Vincent’s Health — Report for the year 2001–02 (four
papers)
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Adoption Act 1984 — SR No. 129

Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Nos C17, C18, C23

Bail Act 1977 — SR No. 1/2003

Port of Melbourne Planning Scheme — No. L35

Building Act 1993 — SR No. 132

Port Phillip Planning Scheme — Nos C25, C38

Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987 —
SR No. 17/2003

Stonnington Planning Scheme — No. C29
Swan Hill Planning Scheme — Nos C8, C9
Victoria Planning Provisions — Nos VC15, VC17
Wangaratta Planning Scheme — Nos C9 Part 2, C14
Warrnambool Planning Scheme — Nos C12, C23
West Wimmera Planning Scheme — No. C4
Whitehorse Planning Scheme — Nos C4 Part 1, C14,
C24, C35, C36, C43 Part 1
Whittlesea Planning Scheme — Nos C29, C30 Part 1,
C43 Part 1, C46

Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Act 2001 —
SR No. 122
Country Fire Authority Act 1958 — SR No. 111
County Court Act 1958 — SR Nos 125, 126, 127
Crimes Act 1958 — SR Nos 128, 2/2003
Dangerous Goods Act 1985 — SR No. 16/2003
Environment Protection Act 1970 — SR Nos 131,
10/2003
Fundraising Appeals Act 1998 — SR No. 106

Wyndham Planning Scheme — Nos C4, C11 Part 1,
C36, C37, C43, C46

Gaming Machine Control Act 1991 — SR No. 109

Yarra Planning Scheme — Nos C34, C39 Part 1, C42

Land Conservation (Vehicle Control) Act 1972 —
SR No. 11/2003

Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — Nos C19, C29
Plumbing Industry Commission — Report for the year
2001–02
Portland and District Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02
Portland Coast Region Water Authority — Report for the
year 2001–02

Health Act 1958 — SR No. 4/2003

Land Tax Act 1958 — SR No. 136
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 — SR Nos 105, 123, 8,
9/2003
Members of Parliament (Register of Interest)
Act 1978 — SR No. 14
Metropolitan Fire Bridges Act 1958 — SR No. 111

Premier and Cabinet, Department of — Report for the year
2001–02

Motor Car Traders Act 1986 — SR No. 130

Public Employment Office — Report for the year 2001–02

Occupational Health and Safety Act 1985 —
SR No. 16/2003

Public Prosecutions — Report of the Director, Committee
and Office for the year 2001–02

National Parks Act 1975 — SR No. 108

Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 — SR No. 13/2003
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Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968 —
SR No. 12/2003

Victorian Health Promotion Foundation — Report for the
year 2001–02

Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 — SR No. 117

Victorian Government Purchasing Board — Report for the
year 2001–02

Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 — SR No. 134
Police Regulation Act 1958 — SR No. 6/2003
Private Agents Act 1966 — SR No. 133

Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health — Report for
the year 2001–02

Road Safety Act 1986 — SR Nos 113, 114, 115, 116,
7/2003

Victorian Multicultural Commission — Report for the year
2001–02

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — SR Nos 110, 119,
120, 3, 5, 15/2003

Victorian Relief Committee — Report for the year 2001–02

Supreme Court Act 1986 — SR Nos 118, 121, 122
Trade Measurement (Administration) Act 1995 —
SR No. 112
Trade Measurement Act 1995 — SR No. 112
Treasury Corporation of Victoria Act 1992 —
SR No. 135
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998 —
SR No. 124
Wildlife Act 1975 — SR No. 107
Stawell Regional Health — Report for the year 2001–02
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Ministers’ exception certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126,
127, 130, 5, 7, 15/2003
Ministers’ exemption certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 96, 98, 105, 106, 107, 108, 112, 113, 114, 115,
116, 133, 4, 12, 13, 14, 17/2003

Wangaratta District Base Hospital — Report for the year
2001–02
Water Act 1989 — Water Supply Protection Area Declaration
Orders 2002 for:
Olinda Creek Catchment
Steels, Dixons and Paul Creek Catchment
Stringybark Creek Catchment
Upper Loddon
Yarram
West Gippsland Healthcare Group — Report for the year
2001–02
West Wimmera Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02
Western District Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02
Western Health — Report for the year 2001–02

Swan Hill District Hospital — Report for the year 2001–02

Wimmera Health Care Group — Report for the year 2001–02

Tallangatta Health Service — Report for the year 2001–02

Wodonga Regional Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02 (three papers)

Terang and Mortlake Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02
Tourism Victoria — Report for the year 2001–02
Upper Murray Health and Community Services — Report for
the year 2001–02 (two papers)
Urban and Regional Land Corporation — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)
Victoria Grants Commission — Report for the year ended
31 August 2002
Victoria Law Foundation — Report for the year 2001–02
Victoria Police — Report of the Office of the Chief
Commissioner for the year 2001–02 (two papers)
Victorian Arts Centre Trust — Report for the year 2001–02
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal — Report for the
year 2001–02
Victorian Funds Management Corporation — Report for the
year 2001–02

Women’s and Children’s Health Service — Report for the
year 2001–02
Wonthaggi and District Hospital — Report for the year
2001–02
Yarram and District Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02 (two papers)
Yarrawonga District Health Service — Report for the year
2001–02

INTERPRETATION OF LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — In accordance with the
usual practice and in order to preserve the privileges of
the house, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Interpretation
of Legislation Act 1984.

TERRORISM (COMMUNITY PROTECTION) BILL
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Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
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COMMISSIONER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY BILL
Introduction and first reading

TERRORISM (COMMUNITY
PROTECTION) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRACKS (Premier), by leave, introduced a bill to
provide for the prevention of and response to terrorist
acts, to amend the Freedom of Information Act 1982 and
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998
and for other purposes.
Read first time.

CONSTITUTION (PARLIAMENTARY
REFORM) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRACKS (Premier), by leave, introduced a bill to
reform the Parliament of Victoria, to amend the
Constitution Act 1975 and the Electoral Act 2002, to
consequentially amend certain acts and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — By leave, I move:
That I have leave to introduce a bill to amend the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 and for other purposes.

Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! An explanation of the
bill, please, for the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) (By leave) — It amends the
Parliamentary Committees Act to allow for several new
parliamentary committees on education and training
and rural and interface council areas. This will provide
for those areas which obviously and importantly need
to be addressed by all-party parliamentary committees.
They amount to the substantive matters associated with
this act.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — By
leave, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to provide for a
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability, to facilitate a
periodical report on the state of the environment of Victoria
and annual reporting on the implementation of environmental
management systems, to consequentially amend the Public
Sector Management and Employment Act 1998, and for other
purposes.

Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I request the
minister to provide the house with a brief explanation
of the bill.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) (By
leave) — This bill provides for a Commissioner for
Environmental Sustainability and will facilitate reports
on the state of the environment and the auditing of
environmental practices through government agencies.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

FIREARMS (TRAFFICKING AND
HANDGUN CONTROL) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — By leave, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Firearms Act
1996, the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 and for other purposes.

Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — Will the minister give a
brief outline of what this bill entails?
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) (By leave) — The bill will
facilitate amendments to firearms regulations,
particularly the hand-gun provisions that were agreed to
at the recent meeting of the Council of Australian
Governments.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

PAY-ROLL TAX (MATERNITY AND ADOPTION LEAVE EXEMPTION) BILL
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PAY-ROLL TAX (MATERNITY AND
ADOPTION LEAVE EXEMPTION) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer), by leave, introduced a bill to
amend the Payroll Tax Act 1971 to grant an exemption
from payroll tax in respect of paid maternity leave and
paid adoption leave and for other purposes.
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industrial relations, to empower the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal to make orders applying federal
award conditions as common rules in Victoria and for
this purpose to amend the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998 and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

RETAIL LEASES BILL

HEALTH LEGISLATION (RESEARCH
INVOLVING HUMAN EMBRYOS AND
PROHIBITION OF HUMAN CLONING)
BILL

Introduction and first reading

Introduction and first reading

Read first time.

Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer), by leave, introduced a bill to
provide a new regulatory scheme for retail leases, to
amend and repeal the Retail Tenancies Reform Act 1998,
to amend the Retail Tenancies Act 1986 and make minor
amendments to certain other acts and for other purposes.
Read first time.

SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSIONER BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer), by leave, introduced a bill to
establish the office of Small Business Commissioner and
to amend the Liquor Control Reform Act 1998 and the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1988
and for other purposes.
Read first time.

OUTWORKERS (IMPROVED
PROTECTION) BILL
Introduction and first reading

Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) — By leave, I
move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Infertility
Treatment Act 1995 so as to make fresh provision for the
regulation of certain activities involving the use of human
embryos and for the prohibition of human cloning and certain
other practices associated with reproductive technology, to
make consequential amendments to the Gene Technology
Act 2001 and certain other acts and for other purposes.

Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — Could I
ask the minister for a brief explanation of that bill, in
particular why it is brought in as a single bill and not
split into two bills?
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) (By leave) — This
bill is a consequential piece of legislation following
agreement at the Council of Australian Governments
meeting. That was then followed by legislation brought
into the commonwealth Parliament to prohibit the act of
cloning and also to allow excess embryos that had been
formed under human reproductive technology prior to
5 April 2002 to be used for scientific purposes and for
the creation of stem cell lines.

Mr HULLS (Minister for Industrial Relations), by leave,
introduced a bill to improve the protection of outworkers
in the clothing industry, to establish an Ethical Clothing
Trades Council of Victoria and for other purposes.

It is the determination of the government that it will
proceed to introduce this legislation as a single act,
because it really is consequential legislation that
amends acts of parliament here in Victoria.

Read first time.

Motion agreed to.

FEDERAL AWARDS (UNIFORM SYSTEM)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Minister for Industrial Relations), by leave,
introduced a bill to amend the Commonwealth Powers
(Industrial Relations) Act 1996 to refer to the Parliament
of the commonwealth a further matter relating to

Read first time.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Parliamentary documents
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, move:
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That:

1.

(1) this house authorises the publication in written or
electronic form of any report, paper, votes or
proceedings within the meaning of section 73 of the
Constitution Act 1975 by such persons, officers or
servants as may be nominated in writing from time to
time by the Speaker;

2.

(1) Government business to take precedence over all
other business except:
(a) for motions of want of confidence in the
government; and
(b) as provided for in sessional orders 3, 4, 8, 9,
12, 14 and 17.
(2) Unless a matter concerning the privileges of the
house arises, the order of business will be:
Tuesdays
Question time
Formal business
Statements by members (sessional order 8)
Government business
General business

Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — I would
like an assurance from the minister that, while this is an
appropriate and modern reform for the house, if
something were to be put on the web adequate notice
would be given to members so that, for instance, it
would not be put up there without members knowing
that it was published in that form.

Wednesdays
Formal business
Statements by members (sessional order 8)
Matter of public importance (sessional order 9) or
grievance debate (sessional order 4)
Statements on parliamentary committee reports
(sessional order 17)
Government business
Question time (at 2.00 p.m.)
Government business continued
General business

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) (By
leave) — This provides for the publication of material
in the standard way. The material that is published in
hard copy as a result of proceedings in the house is now
able to be also published in an electronic way.

Thursdays (and Fridays)
Formal business
Statements by members (sessional order 8)
Government business
Question time (at 2.00 p.m.)
Government business continued
General business

Motion agreed to.

Proclamations of acts

Motion agreed to.

Sessional orders
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, I move:
That the following sessional orders be adopted, to come into
operation with effect from the next sitting day —

Order of business
So much of standing orders are suspended so as to
allow:

By way of explanation, under section 73 of the
Constitution Act court proceedings relating to the
publication of reports and papers must be stayed when
the publication of such documents can be shown to be
by order of the house. The motion we are debating now
provides the necessary authorisation for publication in
relation to the present Parliament. A resolution in
equivalent terms was made by the house on 13 May
1998, and accordingly this facilitates the continuing
publication of these reports and attaches a privilege to
them.

That this house authorises and requires the Clerk to lay on the
table copies of proclamations of the Governor in Council
fixing dates for the coming into operation of acts published in
the Government Gazette from time to time.

Days and times of meeting
Unless otherwise ordered, the house will meet each
Tuesday at 2.00 p.m., and each Wednesday and
Thursday at 9.30 am.

(2) this resolution shall continue in force unless and until
amended or rescinded by the house in this or a
subsequent Parliament.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, I move:
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3.

Question time
So much of standing order no. 124 as allows members to
ask oral questions without notice at the time of giving
notices of motion is suspended to allow the following
procedure:
(1) Members are able to ask oral questions without
notice at 2.00 p.m. each sitting day (question time)
except on a Tuesday when precedence is given to
condolences under sessional order 12, with
question time following immediately afterwards.
(2) Question time will last for 30 minutes or until
10 questions have been answered, whichever is the
longer — provided that these sessional orders do
not allow more than one question time each sitting
day.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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(3) At 2.00 p.m. on each sitting day (other than a
Tuesday), unless a division is taking place:

(2) If a division is taking place at 10.00 p.m., it will be
completed and the result announced. If the division
is on a closure motion, and the motion is agreed to,
the question or questions then required to be put to
close the issue before the house will also be dealt
with. Business is then interrupted following the
procedure in paragraph (1).

(a) the Speaker will interrupt the business before
the house; or
(b) if the house is in committee, the Chairman
will report progress and the Speaker will then
interrupt business —

(3) After the interruption:

and the bells are then rung for 1 minute.

(a) before a motion for the adjournment is
proposed by the Speaker, a minister may
move that the sitting be continued. That
motion must be put immediately without
amendment or debate. If it is agreed to, the
house or committee will resume debate at the
point at which it had been interrupted; or

(4) If a division is taking place at 2.00 p.m., it will be
completed without interruption and the result
announced. If the division is on a closure motion,
and the motion is agreed to, the question or
questions then required to be put to close the issue
before the house will also be dealt with. Business is
then interrupted following the procedure in
paragraph (3).

(b) if a motion is not moved, the Speaker will
immediately propose the question ‘That the
house now adjourns’. The question may be
debated in accordance with the rules and
practices of the house and paragraph (5). At
the end of the debate, the Speaker will
adjourn the house, without putting any
question, until the next sitting day.

(5) Any business under discussion and not completed
at 2.00 p.m. will be resumed immediately at the
end of question time. Any member speaking at the
time of the interruption may then continue his or
her speech.
(6) All questions will be direct, succinct and seek
factual information.

(4) Where the house adjourns under subparagraph
(3)(b), any business under discussion and any other
business not concluded at the time of the
adjournment will be listed on the notice paper for
the next sitting day. Any member speaking at the
time of the interruption may, when debate resumes,
continue his or her speech.

(7) All answers to questions will be direct, factual and
succinct.
4.

Grievances
Standing order no. 59 is suspended to allow the
following procedure:

(5) Debate on the motion ‘That the house now
adjourns’ will last for a maximum of 30 minutes or
until 10 members have spoken, whichever is the
shorter. Subject to such overall time period, the
time limit for each member speaking in the debate
is 3 minutes. Immediately afterwards a period of
30 minutes in total will be provided for ministers to
respond.

(1) A debate on the question ‘That grievances be
noted’ will take place on the first sitting
Wednesday of each autumn and spring sitting
period and every subsequent third sitting
Wednesday.
(2) The debate will be the first order of the day after
statements by members and will last for 2 hours, or
until eight members have spoken, whichever is the
shorter.
(3) Subject to paragraph (2), any member may speak
in the debate for a maximum of 15 minutes.
5.

Adjournment of the house
Despite the right of a minister to move a motion for the
adjournment of the house under standing order no. 25:
(1) At 10.00 p.m. each sitting day, unless a division is
taking place:
(a) the Speaker will interrupt the business before
the house; or
(b) if the house is in committee, the Chairman
will report progress and the Speaker will then
interrupt business.
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6.

Government business program
So much of standing orders are suspended to allow the
programming of government business and the following
procedures:
Agreement of program and later amendment
(1) Before the house meets in any week:
(a) the Leader of the House, the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of
the Third Party, or their nominees, may meet
as a business committee to try to agree how
the house will deal with government business
that week;
(b) after each meeting has finished, the outcome
may be made public by any member of the
business committee.
(2) On the first day of the sitting week:
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(a) before government business is called on, the
Leader of the House, or his or her nominee,
may move, without leave, a motion setting
times and dates (the completion time) by
which consideration of specified items of
government business and/or government bills
must be completed in that sitting week;
(b) the debate will last for 30 minutes or until six
members have spoken, whichever is the
shorter;
(c) subject to subparagraph (b), the time limit for
each member speaking in the debate is
5 minutes.
(3) After a special meeting of the business committee:
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(b) if a division is taking place:
(i)

it will be completed without interruption
and the result announced;

(ii) if it is on a closure motion in relation to a
non-specified bill or item of business,
and the motion is agreed to, the question
or questions then required to be put to
close the issue before the house will also
be dealt with;
(iii) the Chair or Chairman then interrupts
business.
Where a specified item of business of bill is being
debated at the interruption

(a) the Leader of the House, or his or her
nominee, at a change of business and without
leave, may move a motion to amend the
resolution agreed under paragraph (2);

(6) In the case of a specified item of business being
considered at the interruption, the Chair will
immediately put the question on any amendment
and/or motion already proposed from the Chair, in
order to conclude proceedings on the item.

(b) the debate will last for 30 minutes or until six
members have spoken, whichever is the
shorter;

(7) In the case of a specified bill being considered in
committee at the interruption:

(c) subject to subparagraph (b), the time limit for
each member speaking in the debate is
5 minutes;
(d) any change to the program comes into
operation 1 hour after the motion is agreed to.
Circulation of amendments
(4) The following provisions apply to the circulation of
amendments:
(a) amendments may be circulated under
sessional order 15; and
(b) during consideration of amendments made or
suggested by the Legislative Council:
(i)

a member may announce and circulate
amendments to be proposed to the
Council amendments, without leave but
not when another member is speaking;

(ii) the announcement and request to
circulate may not be debated.
(c) Amendments circulated under subparagraphs
(a) or (b) may only be considered at the
completion time in accordance with this
sessional order if they have been circulated
not less than 2 hours earlier.
Interruption at completion time
(5) At the completion time, if there are specified bills
or items of business to be completed:
(a) unless a division is taking place, the Chair or
Chairman will interrupt the business before
the house or committee;

(a) the Chairman will immediately put the
question or questions:
(i)

on any amendment or motion proposed
from the Chair;

(ii) to dispose of any amendments, new
clauses and new schedules required by
the government which have been
circulated under paragraph (4) — no
other amendments, new clauses or new
schedules will be proposed; and
(iii) to dispose of the bill in committee.
(b) the Chairman will report to the house without
a question being put;
(c) in the house, the Chair will, subject to
paragraph (16), combine any remaining
questions necessary for the bill to be passed
and communication with the Legislative
Council to be agreed.
(8) In the case of a specified bill being considered by
the house at the interruption:
(a) the Chair will immediately put the question
on any amendment or motion already
proposed from the Chair;
(b) the committee stage of the bill is dispensed
with;
(c) after resolution of any question or questions
required by subparagraph (a) the Chair will
immediately, subject to paragraph (16),
combine any remaining questions necessary:
(i)

to dispose of any amendments, new
clauses and new schedules required by
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the government which have been
circulated under paragraph (4) — no
other amendments, new clauses or new
schedules will be proposed;
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(ii) to dispose of amendments made or
suggested by the Legislative Council;
(iii) for the bill to be passed and
communication with the Legislative
Council to be agreed.

(ii) to dispose of amendments made or
suggested by the Legislative Council;
and

Where questions cannot be combined

(iii) for the bill to be passed and
communication with the Legislative
Council to be agreed.

(16) The Chair will not put combined questions under
paragraphs (7), (8) or (15) in the following
circumstances:
(a) where the second and third readings of a bill
must be passed with an absolute majority of
the whole number of the members of the
Legislative Assembly, the questions for the
second and third readings, as appropriate,
must be put separately;

Where non-specified business is being debated at the
interruption
(9) Paragraphs (10) to (12) apply if, at the interruption,
the house is considering a non-specified item of
business or bill, and there are specified bills or
items of business to be concluded.

(b) where amendments made or suggested by the
Legislative Council are being considered, the
Chair will put separate questions for each
amendment — provided that if no member
objects, any, or all, of the questions may be
combined, except where the amendments
must be passed with an absolute majority of
the whole number of the members of the
Legislative Assembly.

(10) Where a bill is being considered in committee at
the time of the interruption, the Chairman, subject
to paragraph (5), will immediately report progress
without a question being put.
(11) Following the interruption, or after progress has
been reported under paragraph (10), the house will
immediately consider the specified items of
business or bills following the procedure under
paragraphs (13) to (16).

Points of order and motions
(17) The Chair will not accept any points of order once
the completion time has arrived until all the
required questions under paragraphs (6), (7), (8),
(14), (15) or (16) have been dealt with.

(12) Any business under discussion and not completed
at the time of the interruption will be resumed
immediately after all specified items of business
and bills have been dealt with. Any member
speaking at the time of the interruption may then
continue his or her speech.

(18) Standing and/or sessional orders relating to closure
of debate (except for the use of the closure on
dilatory motions) or guillotine shall not apply to
any proceedings in respect of a specified item of
business or bill.

Procedure for remaining items of specified items of
business or bills
(13) The Chair will direct the Clerk to call on each
relevant order of the day in turn.
(14) In the case of any remaining specified items of
business, the Chair will put a combined question (if
required) in order to conclude the proceedings.
(15) In relation to any remaining specified bills:
(a) the committee stage is dispensed with for bills
before the house;
(b) the remaining committee stages are dispensed
with for bills being considered in committee;
and

7.

Right of reply
(1) Where a person (the applicant) has been referred to
in the house by name, or in such a way as to be
readily identified, he or she can send a written
submission (the submission) to the Speaker asking
for an appropriate response to be incorporated into
the parliamentary record.
(2) The submission must include a claim that, as a
result of the reference:
(a) the applicant has been adversely affected:
(i)

(c) for all bills the Chair will, subject to
paragraph (16), combine any remaining
questions necessary:
(i)

to dispose of any amendments, new
clauses and new schedules required by
the government which have been
circulated under paragraph (4) — no
other amendments, new clauses or new
schedules will be proposed;

in reputation; or

(ii) in relation to dealings or associations
with others; or
(b) the applicant has been injured in connection
with his or her occupation, trade, office or
financial credit; or
(c) the applicant’s privacy has been unreasonably
invaded.
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Privileges Committee (the committee) if the
Speaker is satisfied that:
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(11) The committee will not make any other
recommendations.
(12) A document presented to the house under
paragraphs (8) or (10):

(a) the subject of the submission is not so
obviously trivial, or the submission so
frivolous, vexatious or offensive in character,
as to make it inappropriate that it be
considered by the committee; and

(a) in the case of a response by an applicant, will
be succinct and strictly relevant to the
questions in issue and will not contain
anything offensive in character; and

(b) that it is practicable for the committee to
consider the submission under this sessional
order.

(b) will not contain any matter, the publication of
which would have the effect of unreasonably:

(4) When a submission is referred, the secretary of the
committee will contact the applicant to draw his or
her attention to the committee’s guidelines for
preparing a brief draft statement in a correct form
for incorporation.

(i)

(5) The committee may decide not to consider a
submission referred to it if:

(iii) adding to or aggravating any such
adverse effect, injury or invasion of
privacy.

(ii) invading a person’s privacy, in the
manner referred to in paragraph (2); or

(a) it considers that the subject of the submission
is not sufficiently serious; or

(13) The committee may agree to guidelines and
procedures relating to its consideration of
submissions, providing they are consistent with this
sessional order.

(b) it considers that the submission is frivolous,
vexatious or offensive in character; or
(c) the submission was received more than six
months after the relevant comments were
made in the house and the applicant has not
shown exceptional circumstances to explain
the delay —

8.

(7) The committee will meet privately when
considering a submission.
(8) The committee will not publicly release a
submission, or its proceedings in relation to a
submission, but may present to the house minutes
of its proceedings and all or part of a submission.
(9) In considering a submission and reporting to the
house, the committee will not consider or judge the
truth of:
(a) any statements made in the house; or
(b) the submission.
(10) In its report to the house, the committee may make
either of the following recommendations:
(a) that no further action should be taken by the
house in relation to the submission; or
(b) that a response by the applicant, set out in the
report and agreed to by the applicant and the
committee, should be published by the house
or incorporated in Hansard.

Statements by members
(1) After formal business each sitting day members
may make statements on any topic of concern
during a maximum period of 30 minutes.
(2) Subject to paragraph (1), the time limit for each
member making a statement is 90 seconds, the call
being allocated between members according to
party/individual representation in the house.

and will report any such decision to the house.
(6) If the committee decides to consider a submission,
it may hold discussions with the applicant and any
member who referred to the applicant in the house.

adversely affecting or injuring a person;
or

9.

Matters of public importance
standing order nos 26 and 27 are suspended to allow the
following procedure:
(1) Except on grievance days under sessional order 4,
precedence will be given to matters of public
importance immediately after statements by
members each sitting Wednesday.
(2) A member may propose to the Speaker a definite
matter of public importance to be submitted to the
house for discussion. In considering which
proposals to accept the Speaker will:
(a) alternate between those made by
non-government members and those by
government members;
(b) accept proposals from non-government
members on a pro-rata basis according to the
non-government representation in the house,
the Speaker having full discretion in making
and putting into effect the apportionment.
(2) A member proposing a matter must give the
Speaker a written statement of the proposal by
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4.00 p.m. on the day before the day of the
discussion.
(3) If more than one member proposes a matter for
discussion on the same day, the Speaker will
decide which one to consider under paragraph (4).
(4) The Speaker will decide whether the proposal is in
order and, by 5.30 p.m. on the day before
discussion, will give details of the proposal which
has been accepted to the leader of each party and
the Independents.
(5) Only one matter will be discussed on any one
sitting day.
(6) On the day of the discussion the Speaker will read
the proposal to the house and will then call the
member making the proposal to speak.
(7) The discussion will be no longer than 2 hours, the
first government and non-government speakers
may speak for a maximum of 15 minutes and any
other member for a maximum of 10 minutes. The
call is to alternate between government and
non-government speakers.
(8) At any time during the discussion, a motion may be
moved by any member ‘That the business of the
day be called on’. The motion will be put
immediately and decided without amendment or
debate and, if agreed to, statements on
parliamentary committee reports under sessional
order 17 will be called on immediately. No other
question seeking to end the discussion can be
proposed.
10. Disorderly conduct of members
So much of standing order no. 117 is suspended to allow
the following procedure where the Speaker or Deputy
Speaker considers the conduct of a member to be
disorderly:
(1) The Speaker or Deputy Speaker may order the
member to withdraw from the house for up to
11/2 hours. That order is not open to debate or
dissent.
(2) The member, whilst suspended, may still return to
the chamber to vote in a division.
(3) If a member is ordered to withdraw under
paragraph (1) and the house adjourns before the
end of the suspension period, the member, subject
to paragraph (2), will not return to the chamber on
the next sitting day until the remaining time has
expired. Time is calculated from the end of the
ringing of the bells.
(4) If a member does not immediately withdraw from
the house when ordered to do so under paragraph
(1), the Speaker or Deputy Speaker may name the
member under standing order no. 117.
(5) Where the Deputy Speaker names the member, he
or she will immediately report the matter to the
Speaker.
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(6) The Speaker, after naming the member or receiving
a report under paragraph (5), will immediately put
the question, on a motion being made, ‘That such
member be suspended from the service of this
house’.

11. Time limit of speeches
(1) Standing order no. 103 is amended by omitting
‘No such reply shall exceed 20 minutes in the case
of a substantive motion or in any other case
15 minutes’. and inserting ‘A reply will be for a
maximum of 15 minutes’.
(2) Standing order no. 104 is suspended and a member
may speak for the specified period in the following
debates:
Appropriation bills — second reading
Mover ........................................................... unlimited
Lead speaker in response from opposition .. unlimited
Lead speaker in response from third party .. 1 hour
Any other member ....................................... 15 minutes
Government bills (excluding appropriation bills) —
second reading
Mover ........................................................... unlimited
Lead speaker in response from opposition .. 30 minutes*
Lead speaker in response from third party .. 20 minutes*
Any other member ....................................... 10 minutes
*Plus, where the minister speaks for more than
30 minutes, an additional time equivalent to the
minister’s time in excess of 30 minutes.
Private members’ bills — second reading
Mover ........................................................... 30 minutes
Lead speakers in response from
government and/or opposition, each............ 30 minutes
Lead speaker in response from third party .. 20 minutes
Any other member ....................................... 10 minutes
All bills — committee of the whole
Mover ........................................................... unlimited (in
time and how often a mover may speak to a question)
Any other member ....................................... twice on
each question, 5 minutes each time
Motions other than procedural motions
Mover ........................................................... 30 minutes
Lead speakers in response from
government and/or opposition, each............ 30 minutes
Lead speaker in response from third party .. 20 minutes
Any other member ....................................... 10 minutes
Procedural motions
These time limits apply to procedural motions, dilatory
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motions1 and debate on the question that remaining
business be postponed.
All members ................................................. 5 minutes
(subject to the overall time period) (maximum of
6 speakers or 30 minutes total debating time,
whichever is the shorter)
No-confidence motions
Mover ........................................................... unlimited
Lead speaker in response from opposition .. unlimited
Lead speaker in response from third party... 1 hour
Any other member........................................ 15 minutes
Address-in-reply
Mover and seconder, each............................ 20 minutes
Any other member........................................ 15 minutes
12. Condolences
Precedence on a Tuesday will be given to:
(1) A condolence motion in the event of the death of:
(a) a sitting member or a member from the
preceding Parliament;
(b) a past or present Governor, Premier, Presiding
Officer, Leader of the Opposition, leader of a
recognised political party, Leader of the
Government or Opposition in the Legislative
Council; or
(c) a person who had previous distinguished
ministerial service or other distinguished
service in Victoria.
(2) An announcement by the Speaker in relation to the
deaths of former members not referred to in
paragraph (1). After the announcement the Speaker
will ask members to rise in their places as a mark
of respect to the memory of the deceased. The
Speaker will then send a message of sympathy
from the house to the relatives of the deceased —
provided that, if condolences under both
paragraphs (1) and (2) are due to be expressed on
the same sitting day, the announcement/s under
paragraph (2) will be made first.
13. Reading of petitions
So much of standing order no. 248B is suspended so as
to allow:
(1) A member to read the terms of a petition and the
number of signatories during statements by
members under sessional order 8.

1

For example, motions such as ‘That the Chairman do leave the
Chair’, ‘That the debate be now adjourned’ and ‘That the
question be now put’.
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(2) Prior notice of not less than one day must be given
to the Clerk and the Clerk’s confirmation received
that the petition complies with standing orders.
(3) After reading the details under paragraph (1) the
member must give the petition to the Clerk and
cannot later move that the petition be taken into
consideration under standing order no. 248C.

14. General business
Despite the provisions of these sessional orders, any
general business notice/s of motion and/or order/s of the
day may, at the discretion of the government, be called
on in total or partial substitution of a discussion of a
matter of public of importance under sessional order 9.
15. Circulation of amendments
Amendments to be proposed in the committee of the
whole to a bill may be circulated as follows:
(1) During the debate on the question ‘That this bill be
now read a second time’ a member, without leave
but not when another member is speaking, may
announce amendments to that bill and ask that they
are circulated.
(2) The announcement and request to circulate may
not be debated.
(3) Following circulation, the member may discuss the
principles of the amendments during the second
reading debate.
16. Introduction and first reading of bills
So much of standing order no. 48 is suspended so as to
allow a minister to introduce a bill under standing order
no. 128 without having given notice on a previous sitting
day.
17. Statements on parliamentary committee reports
(1) On a sitting Wednesday, immediately after the
grievance debate or matter of public importance, as
the case may be, members may make statements
on any parliamentary committee reports tabled in
the house during the current Parliament.
(2) The overall time period for such statements is
30 minutes or until six members have spoken,
whichever is the shorter.
(3) Subject to paragraph (2), the time limit for each
member making a statement is 5 minutes.
18. Ministerial statements
A minister may make a statement at a change in
government business and without leave on the following
basis:
(1) The minister must give not less than 2 hours notice
to the leaders of the opposition and the third party
or their nominees, and the Independent members.
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(2) The minister must hold discussions with the
leaders, or their nominees, at the time of giving
notice about the number of members to speak in
reply. Following those discussions the minister
must determine the number and advise the Speaker.
The Speaker will announce the decision prior to
calling the minister to make the statement.
(3) The minister may speak for no more than
20 minutes. In responding the lead speaker for the
opposition may speak for a maximum of
20 minutes. Subject to the determination made
under paragraph (2), any other member may speak
for a maximum of 10 minutes.
19. Divisions
(1) Standing order no. 177 is amended by omitting
‘and turn a 2-minute sandglass, kept on the table
for that purpose, and the doors shall not be closed
until after the lapse of 2 minutes, as indicated by
such sandglass’ and inserting ‘for 3 minutes as
indicated by the timer, during which the doors are
kept open’.
(2) Standing order no. 178 is amended by substituting
‘3 minutes’ for ‘2 minutes’.
(3) Despite paragraphs (1) and (2), where successive
divisions occur, the Chair may direct the bells to be
rung for 1 minute only.
(4) Standing order no. 179 is amended by substituting
‘two or more tellers’ for ‘two tellers’.

This is a procedural motion that is required to be moved
at the commencement of a parliamentary session to
provide sessional orders that will facilitate orderly and
efficient debate in this chamber during the life of this
Parliament.
In essence it takes the sessional orders that were in
place in the last Parliament, identifies those areas where
there were anomalies or procedural difficulties and
acknowledges the new composition of this chamber to
provide what we believe are sessional orders that will
increase opportunities for individual members —
whether they are Independents or from the government
or non-government side — to speak. The motion is
about increased participation and about protecting the
opportunities of individual members to make
worthwhile contributions in this chamber. We have
identified those parts of the old sessional and standing
orders, and their interaction, that prevented or made it
difficult for honourable members to properly
contribute.
The sessional orders also acknowledge one of the
informal relationships that applied during the last
session, where parties across the chamber tried to
provide opportunities for additional speakers by
reducing the amount of time they spoke. The new
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sessional orders reflect those smooth operational
procedures which were in place but which were often
thwarted and undone by selfish individuals who used
up more than their fair share of available time. We are
setting in place a mechanism to protect the rights of
individual members of Parliament and to provide
further opportunities.
During the course of this debate I suspect we will hear
interjections from those members of Parliament who
are in the selfish category — members who want to use
more parliamentary time for themselves — but we will
deal with that later.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — They are identifying
themselves, and the only one who is not is the
honourable member for Doncaster. It is a pity he is not
in the chamber, because if he were he would be already
taking points of order given that he is one of those
honourable members who consumes more than his
limited amount of parliamentary debate. It is a pity that
the honourable member is not here, because he would
be demonstrating his desire to have more than his fair
share, as he has demonstrated so many times in the
past.
The sessional orders will achieve that by doing a
number of different and separate things through a
number of interrelated measures. We firstly intend to
double the time available for 90-second members
statements. Members statements were an initiative of
the government to provide opportunities for members
of the chamber to raise matters on their own initiative.
They are a very popular and well-sought-after part of
the parliamentary timetable, because on so many
occasions it is difficult for backbench members of
Parliament to contribute. This will expand the range of
opportunities for individual members to do that.
During members statements honourable members can
look after their electorates and acknowledge people
who have contributed to society. They can use the time
to bring the government to account, or they can refer to
the work they have been doing as members of
Parliament. It is a part of the parliamentary timetable
that is not constricted, constrained or limited by the
rules that sometimes apply during other times of
parliamentary debate. Members statements are a very
popular initiative.
The government is introducing a new initiative to
provide time in the parliamentary timetable for debate
on parliamentary committee reports. On many
occasions in the past members of parliamentary
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committees have often complained that they have not
had the time or the opportunity to amplify the work
they have carried out during a parliamentary inquiry
that culminates in the presentation of a report to the
chamber. We propose that once the work of the
parliamentary committees has produced reports that are
tabled, an opportunity will be provided for those reports
to be debated on a regular basis. It is envisaged that this
will take place on a Wednesday. In another part of the
proposals the time for matters of public importance and
grievances has been reduced to accommodate this
additional and new feature of the parliamentary
timetable.
This new parliamentary feature will operate in the
following way: half an hour will be provided and
individual members can make a 5-minute contribution.
So they will be given very wide coverage to talk about
parliamentary committee reports, and in some ways it
gives them access to the chamber in a more traditional
way. Rather than just tabling a report and that being the
end of it until the government gives its formal response,
they will be able to make a contribution, as they should.
Mr Plowman — What about minority reports?
Mr BATCHELOR — The interjection by the
honourable member for Benambra asked whether — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of
the House knows interjections are disorderly, as does
the honourable member for Benambra. To respond to
them is also disorderly.
Mr BATCHELOR — Thank you, Deputy Speaker.
Another feature of the new changes we propose — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — I do not take up disorderly
interjections, so I shall not respond to your interjection,
either.
An Honourable Member — You are telling me
that you are not going to respond to me?
Mr BATCHELOR — That is right. Not only will
we be providing more time for individual members to
speak, but one of the other changes we are proposing is
to impose some discipline to better predict when things
will take place in the chamber. People often want to
come into the Parliament and listen. You can see the
public gallery is not full today.
An honourable member interjected.
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Mr BATCHELOR — You ought to stand up! By
introducing the interaction of certain mechanisms to
ensure predictable length of debates we will be in a
much better position to be able to know when certain
bills are going to come on for debate, and people will
be given much greater opportunity to come in and
observe what is happening in the chamber. You cannot
do that at the moment; it is very difficult because of the
unpredictable length of second-reading debates during
an ordinary parliamentary week.
One of the mechanisms we will be using to provide that
predictability will be to limit the lead speaker’s time.
For many years lead speakers across the political
spectrum have often spoken for far too long. They took
up the precious time of the Parliament, but more
importantly they took up the debating time of their
fellow parliamentarians.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — I hope you do, it will be a
very successful, strong debating point. Some
honourable members during the last parliamentary
session consumed more than their fair share of the
debate. What was the effect of that? It prevented other
honourable members from their own side and the other
side from contributing. We tried to overcome that as a
Parliament with informal arrangements, and often they
were successful, but often they were not. There are
some monumental examples of honourable members
speaking for far too long during the last parliamentary
session. It is interesting that many of the honourable
members who are guilty of that offensive parliamentary
greed are recidivists, but there is absolutely no need for
it. In effect they are showing they believe their views
and contributions are more important than those of
anybody else. It is the height of arrogance. The
opposition and the National Party will articulate this
line today — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — They are acknowledging it
already. They will articulate the line that their views are
more important than those of anybody else. They are
more equal than everybody else! They should take the
debating time and opportunity of everybody else! We
do not think that is the appropriate way to go.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — That’s right, they are
building the case. I said before that no one side of
politics, neither the government nor the opposition, is
virtuous on this; they have both been guilty in the past.
That is why we are putting this into the sessional
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orders. We are codifying ways of undermining that
parliamentary greed, because when an honourable
member speaks for 1, 2 or 3 hours, as occurred during
the last parliamentary session, it prevents other people
from making a contribution. There is no need to ramble
on for 1, 2 or 3 hours, because if a number of points
need to be made, they can be made by subsequent
speakers, and that often happens.
What we are proposing in terms of debating legislation
is to limit the excesses to half an hour. That is a
reasonable amount of time, and I am sure during the
normal passage of legislation all points can be made in
half an hour. If you cannot say it in half and hour, or
even 15 minutes, you should give up. If you cannot say
it in half an hour, get somebody else to say it. Share
your knowledge, share your information. I know this is
an alien concept, particularly among the members of
the Liberal Party where there is no sharing and no
caring, but we suggest that that is one way they could
adequately deal with it.
Certainly we on the Labor side, on the government side,
are prepared to have people other than ministers and
parliamentary secretaries — we want to engage our
back bench in parliamentary debate and we also want to
engage those on the back bench of the Liberal and
National parties.
Just look at some of the marathon speeches. The
honourable member for Box Hill, who is in the
chamber at the moment, was one of the worst
offenders. There were occasions — like last May,
where he went on for 3 hours and 33 minutes — where
he bored everybody witless. On another occasion, on
the Building (Single Dwellings) Bill, he managed to go
for 1 hour and 7 minutes on single dwellings. On
numerous occasions he has droned on and on. What is
interesting to note — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — Yes, let us talk about the
content. Who can remember one point that he made in
any of them?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — Who can remember?
Nobody. Let us go back to when they were made. Were
they ever reported? Was anybody interested in them?
No way — there was no coverage whatsoever, as far as
I can remember. So hours upon hours, days upon days,
have been needlessly wasted in this chamber by people
who think that what they have to say is more important
than everybody else. That is the height of arrogance; it
is the height of pomposity, so the government is putting
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in place sessional orders that will limit the pompous
debate that will take place.
How will it work? It is expected that with legislation
the minister, in giving the second-reading speech, will
not exceed 30 minutes. If on rare occasions that is
necessary because of the technical and formal
requirements of the second-reading speeches, that
additional amount of time will be made available to the
opposition lead speaker and the lead speaker for the
third party. They will get that same amount of
additional time.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — I hear the Leader of the
Opposition say, ‘What a generous change that is’. We
appreciate his support of that particular element. Of
course he himself is not unknown to have spoken a bit
long in the chamber, but I am sure he would understand
and acknowledge that there is no point to be made in
going on and on ad nauseam.
The government is also making some other changes in
relation to formalising the code for ministerial
statements. In sessional orders in the past there has
never been a process of, in a formal way, dealing with
ministerial statements, and we thought it was
appropriate for ministerial statements to be codified to
enable them to proceed in an identifiable way. In
preparing these sessional orders we also sought some
advice from the clerks on whether there were any
matters of a minor technical nature that would assist in
the facilitation of that, and we have tried to
accommodate those.
The thrust of these sessional orders is that they come
from the government, they are there to set out and
achieve those objectives, and they are a set of
interrelated measures that will help make the passage of
legislation more predictable and help give individual
members more time to speak. I point out that the
sessional orders that have been tabled in Parliament
today, by leave — and I thank the Parliament for that
assistance — have been previously made available to
the parties and to the Independents on Monday of this
week. That is in stark contrast to the way that proposed
changes and new sessional orders were made available
to the opposition when the Liberals were in
government, when they were just made available on the
day that they were tabled in Parliament.
The government has done that in order to make sure
that people had the opportunity to understand the
reasoning for them, to rise above the cheap shots that
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have been fired today and try to understand the logic
behind these.
One can assume that, later on today, given the
interjections that have taken place, both the Liberal and
National parties will prefer to stay with the status quo
rather than see these important improvements and
changes take place. So later on today — if that is the
case; I am pre-empting the debate in some respects, but
that has been the attitude across the table — it will be a
choice between those who want a parliamentary
procedure which is based on pomposity and which
provides for rambling and incoherent, verbose and
boring speeches, and one which is driven by a debate
and legislative process which is erudite, succinct,
precise and factual. That is essentially what these
sessional orders are all about, and I ask the house to
give them its full support.
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — Deputy
Speaker, I also congratulate you on your elevation to
your office; in fact, part of our discussion today will
centre on some quite profound changes which have
taken place with your office — changes which have not
been seen in this Parliament before.
It is difficult to know with what emotions one
approaches these sessional orders. You could
understand anger, you could understand a kind of
sorrow, and I guess, if you were the type to give up
easily, you could come to a resignation. Or you could
respond to them as most parliamentarians here have, on
the Labor as well as the other side of the house, as the
media has and as the public of Victoria has — that is,
with absolute contempt.
It is interesting that when you can do whatever you like
it is instructive to see what you will actually do. We do
not resile from the fact that, yes, you have had a very
great election win, and certainly to the victor go the
spoils. We do not have any argument with that and we
accept it. But that in a parliamentary democracy does
not mean that the winner takes all; it is not the same
thing. Yet that is what you have done with these
sessional orders.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr DOYLE — Sorry, what the government has
done, quite right — thank you for your correction —
with these sessional orders. It is not me who has called
the government a pack of hypocrites; it is now media
commentary around Victoria. That is the judgment of
the government: a pack of hypocrites.
An honourable member interjected.
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Mr DOYLE — I would be careful of interjecting if
I had not made my first speech yet, but I am happy to
quote to you:
But never forget who did it, why and what a pack of
hypocrites they really are.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOYLE — I enjoyed Jon Faine this morning.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! In the spirit of
this debate I remind all members that interjections that
demand a response only serve to increase the length of
contributions.
Mr DOYLE — Thank you, Deputy Speaker, for
that wise ruling. I am not quite sure what point you
were making, to be honest, but thank you for that wise
ruling.
After listening to the defence, the apologia from the
Leader of the House, do you know what I find we on
this side of the house are actually guilty of? We are
guilty of wanting to speak in the Parliament of Victoria.
Is it not an appalling travesty that there may well be
some pieces of legislation that are so important that all
the issues cannot be traversed in a single coherent
contribution in the 30 minutes that will now be allowed.
I cannot think of a state Parliament around Australia
that has these sorts of draconian sessional orders. The
closest I can come to is Western Australia —
remember, they are all Labor states; they are all your
comrades. Only in Western Australia have they limited,
for instance, the lead speaker’s right — and even that is
twice what you have allowed. The government is one
out even among the Labor states. Even among its own,
there is nothing like this being done in any Parliament
around Australia.
We had a couple of those Labor buzz words, one being
‘fair’. ‘We need a fair share of time’. But who decides
what is fair? Not the opposition speaking on behalf of
its constituents and perhaps offering a different point of
view. No. Who decides what is fair is in fact the group
that sponsors the legislation which is under discussion,
so I am sure what members of that group think is fair is
minimalist discussion, because after all, ‘We have
already decided on it in caucus’. What possible role
could the Parliament of Victoria have to play in the
juggernaut of the Labor government?
It does have a role to play. If we resile from that, we
might as well not sit because that is where we are
headed. I heard throughout his speech, ‘Who decides
what is fair?’. The Leader of the House actually told us
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the answer to that when talking about the sessional
orders, because I took down a phrase of his about why
it is we should accept them. Do you know what he
said? This is the whole rationale for these sessional
orders. ‘They come from the government’. As I have
said, yes, to the victor go the spoils, but apparently what
we will see from a Labor government is a complete
disregard for the traditions of this place and indeed the
purposes of this place.
Even if you boil it down to its most simple, how could
you possibly argue that it is more democratic — a
favourite phrase of the Premier’s — that it is possible to
have a piece of legislation pass through both houses of
the Victorian Parliament and not be debated, because
that is possible with a government business program in
both houses.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr DOYLE — And the minister was the one who
criticised it. There has never been a government
business program in the upper house, and the minister
knows it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOYLE — There has never been a business
program in the upper house, and there has never been
curtailment of debate in the upper house.
‘Participation’ was another buzz word used by the
Leader of the House. What he means is, of course,
‘What on earth are we going to do with all of the Elmer
Fudds that now fill up the back bench of the
government? How on earth are we going to keep them
occupied?’ Apparently, it is enough to keep them
occupied by giving them about 90 seconds a day, and
that should just about do them. But it is really a pretty
low high jump bar.
One of the things that the Labor Party did introduce
was the 90-second statement and, yes, I believe it has
been a success in this place, so now it is going to extend
it. Remember it is modelled on the federal Parliament.
In the federal Parliament the call goes in an alternate
fashion from side to side. But what is this government
going to do? It is not going to do that. It is going to do it
on a proportional basis. Why? Because the government
has to feed the chooks. That is why it has to do it, and
won’t that be instructive? But that is the reason behind
this. Do not pretend to us it is participation or a fair
share of time, or this wonderful new phrase which I just
loved — ‘parliamentary greed’. Do not pretend it is
anything but to do with the exigencies of a Labor
backbench it has no idea of what to do with. We see
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through that and so does the public. There is no
question about that.
I loved the other buzz word. This is going to be about
‘more’ debate. I did not realise the Leader of the House
was such a Bauhaus aficionado — Mies van der Rohe
will be proud of you — less is more — an absolutely
wonderful philosophy. I think again we can see straight
through that. It is not about more debate. What it is
about is capturing debate by the government and
directing debate.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr DOYLE — Did you say it was about preventing
people from speaking? I take up the interjection from
the Leader of the House. That is exactly what it is
about. It is about preventing people from speaking. And
is that not a lofty aim in the Parliament of Victoria —
preventing people from speaking. I would have thought
the purpose of the Parliament was to allow people to
speak, and in particular to allow the opposition side of
the house to speak because how else are those alternate
points of view to be put before the public of Victoria?
That is what this place is all about. But no, we have
heard it from the mouth of the Leader of the House
himself. It is about preventing debate. So however the
government may spin it, we understand pretty clearly
what it is that the government is trying to do.
I will not cover in great detail all of the changes. There
are some, I might say, which baffle me. We did two
condolence motions last night. The sessional orders for
condolences now provide a condolence motion is only
in the case, for instance, of a person who has previous
distinguished ministerial service or other distinguished
service in Victoria. Who decides who is a distinguished
minister? Who decides what is distinguished service? I
do not think we will be hearing many of those
condolence motions in future given the ministerial
abilities we have today, and given — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOYLE — It perhaps does, but we will not get
into those personalities.
Let me tackle briefly some of the changes, but in
particular to focus on the areas of concern. The matter
of public importance (MPI) debate, for the benefit of
new members, is a very important part of debate in this
place, but in 1999 it was changed from the model that
exists in parliaments all around Australia, and
especially the federal Parliament — that is, that the MPI
in the federal Parliament is essentially considered
opposition business. But not in this government. For the
first time the MPI debate was made to alternate
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between government and opposition. That is for the
first time, and now — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DOYLE — I would just be a bit careful about
that. The government is simply saying that it disregards
the entirety of it — its own included. So apparently the
MPI debate is of no importance to members on the
other side. That is an interesting assumption to underpin
any further debate on these sessional orders.
The adjournment of the house is a very important part
of parliamentary debate. The adjournment debate is a
time when members on both sides can get up and raise
issues of concern to their electorates and then get an
answer from a minister. For the first time, although we
can raise those issues, responses from ministers are
limited to 30 minutes. What guarantee do we have on
this side of the house that ministers will not come in
and respond to Labor members who have raised
adjournment matters, take up the 30 minutes, curtail
debate and provide no answers to matters raised by our
side of the house? Where is there a safeguard that
opposition and National Party and Independent
members will get the same deal as government
members? How do we stop a particular minister up on
their hind legs debating the entirety of that 30 minutes
in a personal tirade?
One of the things that was raised in a notice of motion
was a matter concerning the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services — a matter still pending under an
Ombudsman’s report. That sort of tirade in this
Parliament I must say could well entirely take up
30 minutes of debate by a particular minister answering
a Labor backbencher’s query for purely political
reasons. It may not be, and I hope it is not, but that
30 minutes could be used to shut out this side of the
house entirely from ministerial responses to the other
side. How the government treats that 30 minutes will be
interesting in the future.
I made the point about members statements. Yes, it
goes to 30 minutes each day according to a formula
reflecting respective party numbers, but everywhere
else that is done on a fifty-fifty basis. Not here. I think
that is just arrant hypocrisy.
The appropriation bill, perhaps the most important
legislation that comes into the house on a regular basis,
is something where we have no time limits for the
mover of the motion and the lead speaker for the
opposition and a reduction from 20 minutes to
15 minutes for other members. But the National Party
speaker is reduced to 1 hour. Traditionally, if I may
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say — and I have heard the honourable member and
my friend make a number of those responses — I
would suggest for an appropriation bill response from
the Leader of the National Party, 1 hour is inadequate. I
am sure he is more than capable of speaking for himself
on that. But then all other speakers are reduced from
20 minutes to 15 minutes. It is such a paltry change.
What benefit does that bring? Not all members speak
for the full 20 minutes. I can recall, as can the Leader of
the House, when we have made arrangements of
goodwill to try to fit people in so that we limit ourselves
to 10 minutes and even 5 minutes in some cases.
Mr Cameron interjected.
Mr DOYLE — I will take up the interjection of the
Minister for Agriculture. I will not mention the
honourable member for Murray Valley if we do not
deal with the former member for Morwell, because I
think we are 15-all on that one. But it seems to me to be
curtailing one of the most important debates in this
place.
Over the years the total number of hours devoted to
appropriation debate has fallen. That is something, for
instance, in the federal Parliament that honourable
members guard very jealously. The Labor Party would
be the first in Canberra to complain if that appropriation
debate fell away from a reasonable total number of
hours. I presume that is part of the parliamentary greed
that the Leader of the House was talking about.
As to the address-in-reply debate, lead speakers
currently have no time limit. The mover and seconder
will have a maximum of 20 minutes and any other
member will have 15 minutes, reduced from 20 minutes
currently. These changes I understand will not apply
until later this week, but again it seems to me when it is
the first chance for a member to come into house and
make their inaugural speech, it does seem to me that if
they do not wish to use the entirety of that time, that is
fine. In fact, I can well remember on the first day of
sitting in 1992 I made my inaugural speech and I did
not use all of that time.
But some honourable members may wish to, and that is
their right. You do not get many chances to come into
this place and have a completely open slate, and it is a
great shame to take that away. It may mean a lengthy
debate, the opposition understands that, but this is a
retrograde step. I will come back to the time limits for
other government bills at the end of my speech.
Discussion of bills in committee is of concern to the
opposition. As Chairman of Committees, Deputy
Speaker, you would know that often the real debates in
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this chamber take place during the committee stage
when there is the interplay of ideas; not set-piece
speeches but real debates. To take time away from the
lead speaker and reduce the maximum number of
contributions including the first is a retrograde step.
I have a couple of other small issues to raise, including
debate on parliamentary committees, which the Leader
of the House discussed. I have an open mind on the
reform: it may well be reasonable, although I have
some concerns because time spent on grievance debates
and matters of public importance is being reduced to do
it. That may or may not be a good thing; I have an open
mind. However, my concern is this: the parliamentary
committees have not yet been set up, so when are we
going to have a parliamentary committee report in this
house? Unless honourable members are allowed to
debate parliamentary committee reports from previous
parliaments, presumably that time is simply to be given
over to government business for up to a year until a
parliamentary committee report is before the house.
In a spirit of hoping to improve that debate, why not
include annual reports? From time to time annual
reports are tabled in this Parliament which are worthy
of debate but which also just travel into the ether. Why
not include annual reports or any papers tabled in the
Parliament as the subject of debate during that half an
hour? If the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology
annual report were to be tabled in the next couple of
days it would make for very interesting and worthy
debate in this chamber. Why restrict the debate to
parliamentary committees, particularly since we have a
hiatus now between the start of this Parliament and
when parliamentary committees report? My
understanding is that the default position is for that half
an hour to simply revert to government business:
government business gets an extra half an hour, and the
opposition does not get a debate up. I suggest that if the
government wanted to include annual reports or any
other tabled papers, the opposition would support such
a change to sessional orders.
With due deference to the Chair, his office is part of a
major change in sessional orders. It has never before
been the case that the Deputy Speaker can require an
honourable member to leave the chamber for a period
of up to 11/2 hours. That will be allowed when these
sessional orders pass, as they undoubtedly will. Perhaps
of more note is the fact that for the first time the Deputy
Speaker can also name an honourable member.
Assuredly the Deputy Speaker must then notify the
Speaker, who will come back into the house and put the
motion without debate. But effectively it gives the
Deputy Speaker the chance, or the responsibility — I
did not mean to be cynical — of both asking
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honourable members to vacate the chamber and naming
honourable members.
I would like to know why the government thinks that is
necessary. Does it think this is going to be a more
disorderly chamber than ever before? It may well be a
good reform, but it is a profound and fundamental
change to the way we operate and so far we have no
explanation from the government as to why it has done
it. There may be good reasons, and I would like to hear
them, yet apparently I am expected to vote on this
without them. I assure the government that I will be
voting against it. The opposition will lose that vote, as I
am sure it will lose many votes in this chamber and the
other one in the ensuing four years.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DOYLE — We may be able to talk a few of
them across, you never know! I thought George was a
bit closer yesterday, but never mind. I will get a move
on, I beg your pardon.
Let me turn to the main issue I wish to address, because
I am sure other speakers will canvass points I have
touched on only briefly. The changes to time limits in
debates on government bills is reprehensible: there is no
other word for it. By saying that the lead speaker on the
opposition side may only have half an hour and the
National Party lead speaker may only have 20 minutes
when both are currently unlimited is an affront to
democracy. I will digress for a moment. I understand
what the Leader of the House was saying. We have all
sat in this chamber and heard speeches that we hoped
would be a little shorter; we have heard tedious
speeches from both sides of the house. But in the best
debates I have heard some of the finest speeches were
made by lead speakers with unlimited time because on
major pieces of legislation it may take some time to
develop and prove a case.
The Leader of the House is quite right about some of
my contributions; I think the longest speech I made in
this Parliament was during the debate on heroin
injecting rooms. On that occasion I think I spoke for a
little over 2 hours, and to me it was a heartfelt and
passionate speech. It was the result of maybe a year of
soul searching and hard work. The honourable member
for Footscray and I undertook a study tour where we
looked at what was going on around the world. Perhaps
I could have done the subject justice in only 11/2 hours,
but I do not think so. I have looked back at that speech,
and I do not think I would change too many of the
words or points that I wanted to make. It was a matter
of great passion in this house and in the other place.
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I think back to 1992 and being on the government
benches, listening to huge debates, not just between
1992 and 1996 but also between 1996 and 1999 — on
the Auditor-General, Workcover and employee
relations. During that time, despite all the accusations
the other side might make, the then opposition, the now
government, enjoyed the benefits of the very time limits
it now seeks to take away. That is the height of
hypocrisy. Then the present government was the
fiercest champion of unlimited time, but now when it
has the chance it takes it away. What else can that be
called but hypocrisy?
In particular this goes to the heart of whether or not this
is about parliamentary democracy. Most other things I
can probably live with. I do not like them, they are
retrograde steps, but it is the government’s right to
make those changes. But when it says it gets the right to
determine, frame and discuss the legislation and bring it
into this house and then to constrain the debate on the
legislation, then it has gone a step too far. That is not
government, it is dictatorship. It is arrogance.
I mean this in the sense of reminding honourable
members on the other side and in its very real sense. Let
me read an extract from Hansard of 18 February 1998,
not that long in the distant past:
How does one describe a Parliament where the government is
able to make laws but will not allow members of that
Parliament, whether they are for or against a measure, to
speak? How does one describe a Parliament where laws are
made when only one member of the opposition is allowed to
speak and, on many occasions, its own members’
contributions are curtailed?
How does one describe a Parliament in which on many
occasions when there are lengthy speakers’ lists on both sides
of the house the government, through the manipulative abuse
of standing orders, prevents people from carrying out their
primary responsibilities as individual members representing
their electorates? Members here are elected as individuals, not
on block votes. We are required under the implied
relationships we have with our electorates to carry out that
responsibility. I know the Acting Premier does not want us to
carry out those responsibilities. He is interjecting against our
trying to carry out our responsibilities.

My, my! Doesn’t the past come back to repeat itself?
An Honourable Member — Who said that?
Mr DOYLE — I will come to that. There is more
wisdom here:
He thinks that they are not worth protecting, and he wants to
override them. Well, let him do that, but in this Parliament he
cannot stop us from carrying out those responsibilities. We
will do it, and will continue to do it.

An Honourable Member — Who said it?
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Mr DOYLE — Doesn’t five years make a
wonderful change — but not to your basic principles,
surely?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOYLE — What basic principles? That is my
point. You do not have any! You are just flip-flop
hypocrites!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOYLE — What will you be like in five years,
I wonder! I cannot wait to see.
An Honourable Member — Who said that?
Mr DOYLE — The honourable member for
Thomastown! What a difference five years make.
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr DOYLE — I will try to shorten my next two
quotes, because I do want to finish with his words.
An Honourable Member — The same member
who moved these things!
Mr DOYLE — Unbelievable! It is the same
honourable member, the very same mover of the
motion who stood there and talked to us about
parliamentary greed, who redefined what ‘participation’
and ‘fair’ mean and who proposes changing this
parliamentary democracy in a way that no other state
has even contemplated. Let me go back to what the
honourable member for Thomastown, the Leader of the
House, said in 1998 — and I have to confess that there
is also some wisdom in this. This is what he said in
talking about changes to sessional orders, which were
far less draconian than anything proposed today:
It reminds me of examples of dictators all around the world
who set up puppet parliaments to rubber-stamp their
decisions. Because the Labor opposition will not act as a
puppet or as a rubber stamp, the government has had to put
sessional orders in place to curb debate.

What he has done today is put in place a motion that
carries these sessional orders far beyond anything that
was contemplated in 1998. What has changed? The
only thing that has changed is that he is on that side of
the house. He is a hypocrite! The final quote, which I
wish to finish on, Mr Deputy Speaker, because
although I guess it gives him some sense of uneasiness
to have his words quoted back to him, this is a
serious — —
An honourable member interjected.
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Mr DOYLE — Well it should, because there is a
message there from himself to himself — and that is
where I wish to finish. The Leader of the House said in
1998:
In this state laws have been made when members of
Parliament have not been allowed to speak in debate on the
bills; they have been shoved through at the end of the week
with a whole grab bag of other legislative vehicles to get
things through so the government can get things its way.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DOYLE — And the final sentence, which I
enjoyed the most, is the best piece of advice from the
Leader of the House to himself:
In recent times the government has understood that such
arrogant behaviour is liable to bring it undone.

One can only hope that that is the case in 2003.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — This is
absolutely the height of farce, and if it were not so
serious it would be funny. I cannot help but think of all
those pontificating statements going back to before the
election of 1999 about openness, honesty and
accountability and of all the times they were droned on
about in here after the current government was elected.
I cannot help but reflect, good heavens, on the famous
Independents charter and its content, and on all this
stuff about giving people a fair go and better
opportunities and all that sort of thing when we now
have these sessional orders before us in the manner in
which they appear! I will be interested in the
contributions made by the two Independents to this
sessional orders debate.
This makes Saul’s conversion on the way to Damascus
pale into absolute nothingness. As the Leader of the
Opposition has just pointed out — he has taken a
couple of my quotes, but I have a few others that I will
contribute — we are now hearing from the Leader of
the House about proposals which are going to have the
intended effect of absolutely gutting the capacity of the
Parliament to deal properly with the business that
comes before it. I might say that into the bargain it is
quite apparent from the material that bad enough as it is
in terms of the opposition, it patently discriminates
against the interest of the National Party and therefore
against the interests of country Victorians. The very
content of the documentation carries that message from
this government, which, again, purports to be
representing the interests of all Victorians.
The Leader of the Opposition has canvassed many of
the smaller, more minor aspects of the changes. I want
to deal with some of the issues which are particularly
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pertinent from a National Party perspective and which
we see as being critical to the changes that are going to
be wrought to the way the Parliament operates.
The first point I make is with regard to the time
limitations that are being imposed. I use this example
just to amplify what is about to happen under these
proposals. We are about to have a debate on the
constitution reform bill. By this government’s own
admission it says that this will be the most significant
change to the constitution of this state in 150 years.
That is what it says, and the spin doctors have been at
work sending this message. Once these sessional orders
are passed the National Party of Victoria in the
Legislative Assembly of this Parliament will have a
total between its membership — and there are seven
members here — of 80 minutes available to contribute
to debate on that legislation. On any basis it is an
unmitigated disgrace.
The patent fact of the matter is that when you have
legislation of this sort of magnitude or which carries
this sort of import, or if there is an equivalent or the
equal of what is proposed under the constitution reform
bill, then having country Victoria through its
representatives in the National Party being constrained
in this way is an unmitigated disgrace.
I heard some of the commentary by the Leader of the
House as he wound into the diatribe he delivered a
while ago. He talked about ‘increased opportunities’
and ‘protection of people’s rights to speak’, and said
that these sorts of changes reflect an agreement which
operated, according to his version, for the very main
part successfully in the course of the last Parliament. He
purports to bring this material in to reflect those sorts of
arrangements. I say again it is absolute rubbish.
What happened over the time of the last Parliament is
that in those instances where we, the National Party,
had unlimited time to deal with bills, I believe we
properly observed the sorts of constraints that he says
are contained within these proposed sessional orders,
and we made certain we conducted ourselves in a way
which was responsible and had regard to the issue of
enabling as many people as possible to speak.
Given the fact that there were six of us in the last
Assembly and there are now seven, because we won
the seat of Benalla from the government — and isn’t it
great to see Bill Sykes sitting here behind me — we
will have more members who are able to contribute, but
the fact of the matter is that the contribution we are
going to be able to make in terms of time, and
accordingly because of the constraints which are being
imposed upon us, will mean that we cannot reflect the
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views of country Victorians in this place as we once
did.
I point out to the house that the contributions that I
made, and speaking from a personal perspective, in the
last Parliament there were many instances where I led
the debate, but the occasions where I spent an hour or
more — and they were not many, there would have
been perhaps half a dozen, I would have thought, over
the time of that Parliament — were in relation to
legislation where we had disagreement with the
government of the day.
I pause to say that as members who have been
re-elected would know, and those who are new here
will come to see, for the very main part the legislation
that goes through this house goes through by agreement
of the parties. I must say there are not many instances
where we are head to head and where there is
disagreement in relation to the positions we
respectively have, but it means, therefore, that in the
interests of democracy that the Leader of the House
claims to represent, when those instances arise it is so
important that the minority parties in particular are able
to put their point of view in a way that does not have
the constraint that the proposed sessional orders
contain.
I think back to the debate that occurred over the
Constitution (Parliamentary Reform) Bill in the last
Parliament. I thought the contributions that were made
all round were very constructive. People put their points
of view and we agreed to disagree, but I believe that in
making its contributions the National Party — and I
believe the same applies to the Liberal Party — did so
responsibly.
I led for the National Party in debate on the industrial
manslaughter legislation in the last Parliament. It was
very important to trace the history of the development
of industrial manslaughter legislation as proposed in
England, to see its origins and how it came out of the
terrible train crashes that had occurred over there. This
government was trying to create a nexus between two
situations which was completely inappropriate, given
the legislation it wanted to introduce. That meant,
therefore, my having to trace that history as a legitimate
aspect of putting the arguments that we believed to be
appropriate at the time the bill was introduced here. It
takes time. I look back on that sort of contribution and I
believe what I had to say at the time was justified in the
sense that I was presenting the views properly and
fairly.
I also recall the proposed industrial relations legislation.
Again the government and opposition parties were in
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conflict. In those instances it is important that those
different points of view are put. The Leader of the
Opposition has already referred to the debate on the
injecting rooms. There we had a fundamental and
philosophical different aspect of approach to the way in
which that issue should be dealt with. How can you
conceivably look to deal with issues of that magnitude
when you are faced with the sort of time constraints that
are contained within these proposed sessional orders?
I say again: it is all the more the case from the
perspective of the minority party. The reality is that in
the Parliament we simply do not have the opportunities
to present the views of those people who elect us with
the regularity which metropolitan members of
Parliament have. That is a plain old fact of numbers. I
have no complaint at all about the actual numbers; that
is the way the system works. But to then overlay that by
saying to the extent we have that limited ability and the
right to make a contribution we are now going to be
constrained in a way that means in the instance of this
constitution reform legislation we will be absolutely
shut up by the government through the operation of
these sessional orders is a disgrace. We will contribute
a miserable 70 or 80 minutes to a debate on legislation
that will have a wide-reaching and profound effect
upon the way in which country Victorians are
represented in this place. I believe that is an
unmitigated disgrace.
The sad thing is that, as even the Leader of the House
says, there is just no need for this. He says that for the
very main part the arrangements between the parties
have succeeded historically. That has been the case. I
have had discussions with him, and he has had
discussions with the Liberal Party. We have been able
to talk out an agreement, and we have been able to deal
with these issues in a way that has meant we have been
able to manage the business of the house properly. That
has happened most particularly on the occasions of
debate on these big bills where it was important for all
of us here, irrespective of political colour and
persuasion, to be able to put our points of view. We
have been able to sort that out. The government is now
going to ensure that the National Party’s voice in this
place is constrained in a way which I believe to be
absolutely unfair, unjust and, worst of all, unnecessary.
I know the Leader of the Opposition has already
referred to a couple of past statements of the Leader of
the House. I have a couple here, too. On 14 May 1996,
when he was on the other side of the house where I now
sit, he said:
Government members who are interjecting out of their places
resile from the notion that Parliament should be an
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accountable institution. It should be a separate institution
from the executive arm of government.
…
It is our intention to say to the Parliament and the people of
Victoria that so far as the opposition is concerned democracy
is an important and valued freedom and that Parliament
should be the pinnacle institution in our state that cherishes
and puts these valued traditions into practice.
…
We wish to have a robust Parliament, one that cherishes
democracy and enables debate, one where Parliament is
accountable and responsible — not one that is a rubber stamp.

I never thought I would say it, but I defer to the
comments that he made that day because they are all
sound contributions; they are reasonable comments.
But for him to be advancing the sessional orders we
now have before this place on the fallacious basis that
somehow it is better and it will make things better for
the Parliament and the people of Victoria, when he
knows full well that the whole calculated intent of the
sessional orders is to shut down the debate and make
sure, as much as it can, the government can restrain the
opposition parties, most particularly the National Party,
from being able to contribute, is absolutely
reprehensible.
I know the spin doctors have been out working their
magic for the government over these proposed changes.
Last weekend I read the material, as did a lot of other
people. To his eternal credit — and I give credit where
credit is due — John Ferguson wrote a magnificent
article last Saturday in the Herald Sun about what is
contained in these sessional orders. He wrote it up for
what it is. He wrote it up in a manner that echoes the
sentiments certainly of those of us in the National Party
and of many people across Victoria, that a government
that came to power on the basis of being honest, open
and accountable is now conducting itself in this manner
in the very early hours of its having vast majorities in
both chambers.
I do not believe it is proper nor appropriate nor
accurate, which is perhaps the best expression, to
simply say, ‘Back in 1992 when you came in you did
this and you did that’. These changes go far beyond
whatever was advanced by the then coalition
government in those years.
We brought in — yes, we did bring it in — the
guillotine for 4 o’clock on Thursday on the basis of
enabling legislation to be passed through the house in
an orderly fashion. We did it on the basis that we would
have discussions with the opposition to make sure that
the bill list was dealt with as much as possible by
4 o’clock on Thursday; and I think it worked well.
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There is simply no need for the government to be doing
now what it is doing under the terms of these sessional
orders to change these arrangements. And while I am
on the same point, the spin doctors were out there
saying, ‘Oh, this is the end of the all-night sittings. We
are going to bring some order into this. This will mean
that we will not have to be here any more’, and all that
sort of jargon was being tossed around.
Of course on the face of the sessional orders that is
simply not the case, because there is retained within
sessional order 5 under the heading ‘Adjournment of
the house’ the capacity for the government if it so
chooses to move that the sitting be continued.
Absolutely nothing has changed! That is the way the
system has always operated, and it is yet another
example of how the government is intent on trying to
spin this to the people of Victoria in a way that is not
truly representative of what the outcome is going to be
when these sessional orders take their place.
I look at the issue in relation to contributions on the
budget. From the perspective, I think, of all honourable
members, no matter what their political persuasion, the
budget debate is a critical time that gives everybody an
opportunity to make the contribution they need to make
in the sense of their respective electorates. From the
point of view of myself in leading the debate for the
National Party I now find that I have been singled out
as the leader of the third party to have the speech that I
make on this critical issue constrained to 1 hour. I
cannot help but ask why this is so. What is the
rationale? If the government had come to me, since I
am the one who has been singled out on behalf of my
party, and had argued some sort of justifiable cause as
to why we should be the ones picked out on this, I
would have been very happy to have that discussion.
But to this day the government has never had any
discussion with me about this and the first I knew of
this proposal was on Monday afternoon when we first
had access to these rules.
I ask again, in a rhetorical sense, of course, why should
it be that I am going to be constrained to this 1-hour
contribution. I make the point again: there are plenty of
others in the Labor Party who can get up and share the
information and put their argument, and there are plenty
of others in the Liberal Party who can do so. There are
seven of us and it is vitally important for us that we
have the opportunity to properly represent the interests
of country Victorians in here.
And so it is I ask again why we are being singled out
and constrained to 1 hour when the lead speakers of the
other parties are able to do as they are able to do in the
sense of having unlimited time. And, I might add, it is
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all the more difficult because there is the responsibility
as a lead speaker for the National Party that you present
the case not only from the perspective of your own
electorate — it is the first responsibility for all of us
here to speak on behalf of those who elected us,
because we are here to look after their interests — but
also from the point of view of the National Party.
What falls to me is the obligation to present the
argument for the country at large, not just my
electorate. There are a raft of features in the budget
which by design mean that they are deserving of
appropriate commentary. I am going to be constrained
in a way which I think is unfair and of which history
will judge, I believe, as being completely unfair and
inappropriate. I do not think that contributions that have
been made in the past have been of a nature where the
concept of being able to deliver the speech on an
unconstrained basis has been abused.
I look at other issues in relation to these proposals: the
adjournment debate. New members will come to
understand this is a very precious debate in the
operation of the Parliament. It enables 10 members to
raise issues for 3 minutes each. It has been changed this
time in a couple of respects. What will happen is that
only 10 matters will be raised, no matter whether they
have chewed up the 30 minutes or not. I think the
intention behind this by the government is to make sure
that there is not a sharing of the time with an additional
member or members of the opposition parties in such a
way as to let an extra member get up, so that instead of
five contributions being made on the adjournment
debate each night, with a bit of saving of the 3 minutes,
there have been instances where six have been able to
get up and make a contribution. The government is so
mealy-mouthed and miserable about it that it is going to
alter it, for heaven’s sake, so that only 10 contributions
can be made. I ask you!
Then, of course, the real sucker punch in this is that the
government is constraining the time for responses by
ministers to a period of 30 minutes. What is going to
happen, of course, is that we will get some of those
great contributions that we have seen happen over this
last parliamentary term by people such as no less than
the Leader of the House. Haven’t there been some
absolute purlers over the years!
I must say with due respect to him that the fact that
Geoff Leigh, the former member for Mordialloc, will
be absent may ameliorate the prospect of the Leader of
the House getting carried away as he often has done
over the years. But what is going to happen here — and
it is as plain as a pikestaff; there is nothing strange
about this in many senses and nothing hidden about
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it — is it that ministers will pick out of the 10 issues
raised that night those that they want to answer, and
they will make sure that at the back of the queue are
those that they do not want to deal with.
In a rhetorical since, Mr Deputy Speaker, let us all try
to work out for a moment which five are going to be the
top five and which five are going to be the bottom five.
I reckon there is a fair chance that we are going to see
that the ministers responsible for the five matters put up
by government members will come in and deal with
those five issues, the 30 minutes will be up and we will
all go home. That is what is going to happen. Or,
alternatively, we might have a bit of a change because
if the minister feels that he can give an opposition
member or a member of the National Party a whack
then in that instance the order of events might be
changed and the minister responsible will come in and
deal with it and deliver the whack accordingly.
The other question I ask is: how are ministers actually
going to orchestrate this between themselves? Are they
going to do this on the run? When they hear the
10 issues that are raised, are they supposed to all get
into a group in committee out the back and decide
between themselves who is going to take what? It is
just an absolute nonsense! It is ridiculous and another
example of how these sessional orders are the height of
farce.
The debate on matters of public importance is critical to
the way the Parliament functions and it has assumed
that role. I think everybody has been able to benefit
from the fact of these MPIs, as they are colloquially
known, being debated on the Wednesday morning.
Here again we have a reduction of the time from
21/2 hours to 2 hours. It is said, ‘But the other half an
hour is going to be devoted to commentary upon
committee reports’, but again the sting is in the tail.
They are committee reports in the current Parliament,
and if there are not any we go on to government
business. In effect what is happening here is that the
opposition parties are having pinched from them half an
hour of time. To a degree the time is split between the
parties in Parliament, so it is not all the opposition
parties’ time, but nevertheless the time for debating a
matter of public importance has been whittled down by
half an hour. Until we start to get the all-party
parliamentary committee reports coming through, there
will be nothing to debate. So what happens to the half
an hour? It goes straight into the government business
program, which makes more time available to the
government.
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We have a similar situation with the grievance debate,
where some time is being nipped out as well. When you
look through the totality of what these sessional orders
are seeking to deliver you see this constant drive to
constrain the way the opposition parties make their case
to represent in Parliament the interests of their
electorates.
I am very conscious that others want to contribute to
this debate, so having spoken for about 20 minutes I
intend to conclude. In essence I want to finish where I
started. I make this presumption: I reckon a lot of the
new members of the Labor government sitting up on
those back benches came to the interest which has led
ultimately to their being elected on the back of the high
principles being trumpeted by the Premier, his ministers
and his government over these past years. If I said,
‘Hands up how many’, I reckon I would have a fair
show of hands. What is happening here is the complete,
absolute and utter opposite of what those principles are
said to be.
We are seeing exactly the opposite thing happen here,
where the parties that do not have the strength of the
numbers — and more power to the government; it has
the strength and that is the way the system works; I
have no complaint about that, as I have already said —
but as the Leader of the House said years ago, and he is
absolutely right, it is so important that the members of
the parties that do not have the numbers in the sense of
winning the day are nevertheless able to come into this
place free and unfettered and put a point of view which
is representative of their electorates and it will be a
black, black day when that changes. I am sorry to say,
Deputy Speaker, that this is that black, black day.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) —
Congratulations, Deputy Speaker, on your election as
Deputy Speaker of this house. This government wants
to have decent parliamentary and constitutional reform.
To test them, let us look at what opposition members
say.
We want to bring in constitutional reform so there is
proportional representation in the upper house. I can tell
you that outside the government there are some
people — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr CAMERON — You brought this matter in!
There are some people who would say, ‘Why would
you want to do that? You have a dominant position
there and inevitably, given the results of this election, if
there is no change you will be in a dominant position
the next time, so why would you want to bring about
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that constitutional reform?’. The answer is because that
is what we said we would do. As a consequence of it
we will see a greater range of views being presented in
this Parliament.
Likewise, this change in parliamentary practice will
lead to more views being represented in this house,
because the simple fact is there is no change to the
sitting hours. The sitting hours remain the same, but
more people will have the opportunity to speak — in
other words, those who want to hog the time will have
to make way.
What we have seen today from the leaders of the
Liberal and National parties is a little group acting as a
defence for the parliamentary babblers, the
parliamentary filibusterers, the parliamentary wafflers.
That is what they are trying to do, and they are going to
prevent people like the honourable member for
Wimmera from getting to his feet.
Deputy Speaker, you will remember what occurred on
occasions during the Kennett years when legislation
was guillotined. We have heard the Leader of the
National Party promoting the practice of the guillotine,
but the fact is there were some people who babbled on
too long, there were some people who took up more
than their share of time. There were other people who
wanted to participate and to debate who could not do
so, and as a consequence on some occasions legislation
went through with no-one speaking on it.
Mr Doyle — The Treasurer was the worst offender
for that!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order!
Conversations across the table are not orderly.
Mr CAMERON — He will be here shortly.
Of course the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will
remember what has been the practice here for a long
time — that people have talked for unnecessary lengths
of time. Indeed yesterday when we dealt with
condolences for the late Vin Heffernan the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition quoted Vin Heffernan on
parliamentary practice to the effect that it was Vin
Heffernan’s view that nobody took any notice of what
was going on in Parliament and nobody read Hansard
except for the few people who were involved.
The reason for that is that the practice of this place has
been to allow waffling and filibustering rather than
getting to the point. That is what we want to do with
this change to parliamentary practice: to get people to
the point. If more people are to the point, then more
people will have to speak.
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I appreciate that there may be a division on the other
side of the house. Some people want to protect the
wafflers, but some people want to protect the lazy —
they do not want people to have to get up on their feet,
so they are a divided camp over there. Some people do
not want to do the work. Some people do not want to
have to get up and participate, and that is exactly what
we saw here this morning.
During question time this morning the opposition
parties together had three questions, and that was
because we were working under the old sessional
orders, which relate to question time prior to 1999. You
will recall, Deputy Speaker, that prior to 1999 the great
attribute of a minister during question time was to be
able to talk about very little for a very long time.
Mr Delahunty interjected.
Mr CAMERON — The honourable member for
Lowan mentioned his predecessor, Mr Bill McGrath,
who was very good at it. Some people were extremely
good at it, and to be able to talk for an unnecessarily
long time was regarded as the high-water mark of
parliamentary conduct. The honourable member for
Mornington has a smirk on his face. He is one of those
who was extremely successful at being able to speak for
a very long time about very little. That is what occurred
across all debate; that was the practice. Members
opposite know that everyone would say, ‘How are we
going to talk for a long time on this?’, and the answer
was, ‘Give the same old speech three or four times
over’. Just giving it over and over, that was the practice.
We have tried to drag this Parliament into this century.
Three years after the 1999 election we put in place the
sessional orders that applied last session, and the
opposition opposed them. Today its members turn up
and say how great those sessional orders are! Equally, I
am sure that in time, as they put aside and dust off the
past, they will see the commonsense of this proposal,
except for those who want to protect the filibusterers
and those who are too lazy to want to participate in
parliamentary debate.
Ninety-second statements have proven to be very
successful. They will become even more successful,
allowing for more participation by honourable
members.
Of course some honourable members will not want to
participate because they are lazy members, but if it
makes them speak for their electorates and talk about
things it is a good thing, because after all that is exactly
the reason why they are meant to be here.
Mr Ryan interjected.
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Mr CAMERON — The Leader of the National
Party interjects that his party does not have any lazy
members. I take it that he has now moved on and that
just as he embraced the sessional orders last time he
will embrace the new sessional orders.
Comments were made concerning the powers that will
now apply to the position of Deputy Speaker which
previously related only to the position of Speaker. That
is a sensible approach. This session we are fortunate to
have a Deputy Speaker who will show the appropriate
approach to all sorts of matters. During parliamentary
proceedings there are two periods of considerable
tension — one is during question time and the other is
during the adjournment debate. As honourable
members are aware, normally the Speaker or the
Deputy Speaker presides during those two periods, so it
is appropriate that both presiding officers have the
powers referred to in the sessional orders.
Limits have been set on the debating of bills that will
force more members to contribute even though some
members on the other side do not want to. Unlimited
time will be allowed for the government and opposition
lead speakers on the budget debate, because it is a
wide-ranging debate across various portfolios. It is
appropriate for the Leader of the Opposition or the
shadow Treasurer, whoever is the lead speaker, to have
that length of time.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr CAMERON — You are a minor party.
Goodness gracious, the National Party got 4 per cent of
the vote but wants 50 per cent of the time. The maths
does not calculate!
The government is making sure that, notwithstanding
the low vote of the National Party and its minor party
status, its position is protected. That is why its lead
speaker will get more time than other members.
These reforms go to the next stage of giving more
people the opportunity to contribute, which is what we
want to see in this place, just as constitutional reform
will see a wider range of views represented in
Parliament.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I commence
my contribution on the sessional orders by referring to a
quotable quote from 15 May 1996 on a previous
sessional order debate:
The government seems satisfied to go along with all the
trappings of democracy such as the opening of Parliament,
the Governor’s speech and the garden party, but it is not
interested in the substance of democracy. The substance of
democracy is all about information; it is about members of the
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public hearing what is going on. The government fears the
public finding out what is really going on.
…
It is the same style of conduct that early in the government’s
term resulted, firstly, in the use of the guillotine to prevent
debate and, secondly, in the introduction of sessional orders to
stifle debate and ram through legislation without debate. That
is the government’s style.

Who am I quoting from? The answer is the current
Deputy Premier, the Minister for Environment. History
has a habit of repeating itself. That is exactly what these
sessional orders today are doing, whether it be the gag
or the guillotine in another place, which has just been
announced by the government, whether it be freedom
of information requests that are meant to take 45 days
but take nine months, after which you have to go to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal to get
them, or whether it be the denial of normal
departmental briefings to opposition spokespeople,
which always happened under previous governments.
But the new Minister for Employment and Youth
Affairs has written and phoned our shadow spokesman
saying, ‘Bad luck, we will not give you a briefing, even
though you requested it weeks ago’. We have the new
democratic Minister for Financial Services Industry
telling our spokesperson on financial services, ‘Bad
luck. You asked for a normal briefing but we’re not
going to give you one’. We have even had an
experienced minister, the Minister for the Arts, albeit a
minister who is renowned for secrecy and being loose
with the truth, say to our arts spokesperson, ‘Bad luck,
we are not going to give you a normal departmental
briefing’. Did any of this go on during the Kennett
government period? No, it did not.
Every year whenever a shadow minister in the former
opposition wanted a briefing they got a briefing. We are
lucky to get a briefing once every three years, and even
in the cases I have nominated we have been denied
briefings. So much for democracy. You cannot even
officially find out what is going on from departments.
Many of us on this side of the house look back and
cannot help smirking. After all the rhetoric and the
finger-pointing about so-called corrupt government
from 1992 to 1999, now that this government is
unfettered and does not have to worry about the
Independent’s charter, look what it has delivered!
What could the government have done if it were really
concerned about Parliament operating as a democratic
institution? For one, we could have had more sitting
days. The Leader of the Government harped about
having only 50 sitting days a year. How could we have
come at this debate another way?
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HONEYWOOD — Why would the
government not entertain more sitting days? Because it
would mean more question times and therefore more
scrutiny of what this government is imposing on the
people of Victoria. So rather than have more sitting
days it uses the camouflage of family-friendly hours to
reduce the times of members speeches. The total
number of hours this Parliament sat between 1992 and
1999 will prove to be far longer than the number of
hours we will sit between 1999 and 2006. Fair enough,
we had some late-night sittings, but that equated to this
Parliament sitting for more hours. Do not be distracted
by this attempt to have family-friendly hours; it is about
reducing the amount of time that we can have debates
on legislation, on motions and on any number of
democratic devices that in other jurisdictions are taken
for granted.
We come back to the many senior ministers on the
other side, with their highfalutin claptrap about what
democracy means to them, and point out how they have
in effect stifled democracy with the new sessional
orders that are being introduced today. In South
Australia the Leader of the Opposition or one member
deputed by him or her has unlimited time during a
second-reading response. We will have only
30 minutes, and the National Party will have
20 minutes if it is lucky.
Why do we need more than 30 minutes? Often
technical pieces of legislation come into this house. The
marine parks legislation is one that I recall; the water
legislation of some years ago is another. These
technical bills may not be of interest to the government,
because their constituencies may regard them as of no
importance, but for many of our members some of
these bills can have major implications for their
electorates. We need more than 30 minutes to go
through them clause by clause, because in some cases
the legislation imposed by this government will
seriously alter democracy in Victoria. I put to you,
Mr Deputy Speaker, that 30 minutes is not an
appropriate time for the lead speaker’s response. In
South Australia, clearly, they do not consider that as
appropriate, because the lead speaker has an unlimited
time in which to respond.
Any other member of Parliament in South Australia
will have 20 minutes, which is what we used to have
when this government was fettered by the Independents
and was in the full flush of its first term. We now have
a 50 per cent reduction from 20 minutes to 10 minutes.
That may not affect other members so much, but a
member of Parliament talking on a technical bill might
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be severely impacted on by having only 10 minutes to
put the case. What will the local media have to say
about a local member of Parliament if they can cover
only one aspect of the bill’s impact on their electorate
in that 10 minutes. They will assume that that member
of Parliament did not give priority to some of the other
issues that were so important to that electorate in their
10-minute maximum contribution to the bill.
In South Australia they believe in democracy, and it has
a Labor government! What do we find in New South
Wales? The Leader of the Opposition or a member
deputised by him has unlimited time, just like in South
Australia. There the time to respond on very important
legislation that may have a major impact on the policy
platform or particular constituencies of the opposition is
unlimited. What do we have? Under these proposed
sessional orders we have a 30-minute maximum for our
lead speaker and a reduction from 20 minutes to
10 minutes for any other speaker. In New South Wales
any other member has 50 per cent more time, because
they have 15 minutes.
I turn to Western Australia. I am glad the Treasurer,
who harped on and on about democracy being at risk
when he was the opposition leader, is now in the house
taking notes. In Western Australia the Leader of the
Opposition or a member deputised by him or her has a
full 1 hour to give a comprehensive response on
technical legislation, or any other legislation for that
matter. I remind the house that we are going from
unlimited time for lead speakers to 30 minutes. In
Western Australia any other member has 20 minutes,
and I remind the house that we are going from
20 minutes down to 10 minutes.
In Tasmania, which has a Labor government — they
are all Labor governments — 40 minutes is allowed for
the Premier, a minister in response, the Leader of the
Opposition, the leader of another party or a member in
charge of a bill to respond, with a full half an hour for
any other member — not 20 minutes, not 10 minutes,
but half an hour. I again remind the house that we are
back to 10 minutes. I understand Queensland is very
similar to New South Wales and South Australia. So if
we look around the state jurisdictions in this nation we
find that this government is unique in stifling
democracy. This government has reached a new low
watermark.
The Treasurer sniggers. When he was the Leader of the
Opposition he stood in here chewing his gum, ranting
and raving about democracy being at threat and about
the stifling of debate and the wicked guillotine, which
the government has rushed to ensure is kept available.
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Of course it will not get rid of the guillotine it was so
appalled about when it was in opposition!
In relation to matters of public importance I remind the
Treasurer that during the parliamentary debate of
18 February 1998 he, as the then Leader of the
Opposition, said:
Each day in the federal Parliament for 2 hours after question
time there is debate on matters of public importance. That is a
longstanding custom. The opposition raises a matter and the
matter is debated. The question is agreed and debated by the
parties of the day.

According to the Treasurer, every day in Canberra they
have 2 hours to debate matters of public importance.
What do we have here? We as an opposition will
luxuriate in having one matter of public importance
debated every three weeks, if we are lucky. The debate
used to be for 21/2 hours, but it has now been reduced to
2 hours. So much for the then Leader of the
Opposition’s rhetoric about democracy and what he
would like to see happen if he ever became Premier.
Fortunately for us he never will.
In the same debate he went on to say that in Canberra
something like 14 questions were available to the
opposition during question time each day. Fourteen
questions! The government could have allowed that
too. If it were so concerned about democracy and
ensuring that its rhetoric about open and accountable
government was lived up to, it could have given us
10 questions rather than 14, as Simon Crean’s
opposition has in Canberra, according to the Treasurer.
But what have we got? Today we got three, and that
was because the minister prattled on for about
5½ minutes. When he was the Leader of the Opposition
he used to chew his gum during his points of order and
carry on about how 4 minutes was more than ample
time for a minister of the crown to respond. He took
5½ minutes today: 20 per cent of question time was
taken up listening to the dulcet tones of our friend, the
minister on the other side.
If we are lucky, the time for debating matters of public
importance — which will take place once every three
weeks rather than every week, as they have in
Canberra — will be reduced from 2½ hours to 2 hours,
just as the grievance debate has been reduced from
2½ hours to 2 hours. Government members will try to
persuade their friends in the media — after they wine
and dine them, as they often do, with taxpayer funds
and after the spin doctors have been out there talking up
the family-friendly hours — that the half an hour every
Wednesday devoted to debate on parliamentary reports
will be a wonderful new democratic initiative. But will
we be allowed to debate the annual reports of
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government authorities? Will we be allowed to debate
the Auditor-General’s reports? No.
What are we stuck with? We are stuck with bah
humbug! We are stuck with a half-hour debate on
parliamentary committee reports the references for
which have been given to the committee cannon fodder
on the backbench. The references will have been
deliberately orchestrated to ensure that they will have
no impact whatsoever on the government of the day. Of
course it will be many months before any of those
reports come to the fore, so this so-called new half-hour
debate initiative will not see the light of day for many
months, and when it does see the light of day it will be
considerably constrained. When we do not have given
to us that half-hour privilege of debating parliamentary
committee reports, what will happen instead is that we
will go to government business, so we will lose the half
hour anyway.
What we find on page 14 of the new sessional orders,
which have magnanimously been provided to us by the
Leader of the House after 24 hours notice, is a very
interesting clause, and one has to wonder how the
Independents, with their so-called democratic charter,
ever agreed to it, because it will come back to bite them
as well as us. It is unfortunate that the Independents —
those who remain — are not in the chamber to vent
their passion for democracy. I do not know where the
Independents have got to. I guess they are not only
leaderless now that the seat of Bass has returned to
where it should always have been, to the fold, but they
are probably not interested because they do not have the
influence they used to have — at least in theory
anyway — on the government in the previous term.
Let me come to matters of public importance, the
reference to which is in sessional order 9(8), which
states:
At any time during the discussion —

on a matter of public importance —
a motion may be moved by any member ‘That the business of
the day be called on’. The motion will be put immediately
and decided without amendment or debate and, if agreed to,
statements on parliamentary committee reports … will be
called on immediately. No other question seeking to end the
discussion can be proposed.

Is that not worded with wonderful democratic
craftsmanship? What does it mean? It means that when
the Minister for State and Regional Development does
not like what is being put by a shadow minister, the
shadow Treasurer or our leader — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr HONEYWOOD — Deputy Speaker, when any
opposition member is speaking on a matter of public
importance and the minister at the table or the relevant
minister does not like what is being heard and does not
like the impact it might have on the democratic
reputation of the government, what will the ministers
do? They will get some cannon fodder from the back
bench to stand up and read a script that says, ‘We must
move on to government business straightaway’. No
questions asked, end of discussion, because it is
embarrassing them. So much for matters of public
importance. We will have to wait, and only once every
three weeks will we have the privilege of raising them,
when in Canberra, according to the minister, every
week the opposition gets 2 hours to debate matters of
public importance.
I guess the sting in the tail, if you like, is about the
Independents. Maybe they did not understand what was
happening to them, even though they have a very
generous extra staffing allocation. In fact some might
argue that it will be interesting to see whether, with two
Independents remaining, they will have more resources
than the opposition is allocated, given the Premier’s
edict that our pool staff will be considerably reduced —
another great democratic initiative! The opposition’s
pool staff will be reduced to way below what the
wicked Kennett government provided to the previous
Labor Party opposition. As we all know, the Labor
Party gets its mates in the trade union movement to do
most of its research, quite apart from all its
taxpayer-funded advisers. So much for the rhetoric on
democratic reform; let us look at the reality.
In conclusion, whether it be procedural motions,
whether it be the introduction of bills, where the notice
and the first reading are now being concertinaed,
whether it even be the suspension of a member — and,
Deputy Speaker, you will enjoy that one; you will now
be able to turf out any recalcitrant member, and we
know that you will be very balanced in turfing out
equal numbers of government members or perhaps
more; given the representation you will be sending
them out to the sin-bin more often than you will the
opposition — whether it be grievances, whether it be
matters of public importance or whether it be the
adjournment of the house, as the National Party leader
so eloquently put, where we will have only half an hour
of listening to André prattle on — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition knows that honourable
members should be referred to by their correct titles.
Mr HONEYWOOD — Deputy Speaker, I stand
corrected — the Minister for Police and Emergency
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Services, having been sent up here after a long dinner to
inform us of what the ministerial responses are for the
evening. Of course, we are well used to this
government only sending up ministers to respond to
government members’ contributions. We are well used
to, when an opposition member dares to try to raise an
issue on behalf of their electorate or portfolio area for a
ministerial response, the minister staying put down in
the basement or in the ministerial suite because they do
not want to come up here, in a democratic institution,
and respond to the issue.
Under the previous Kennett government — that wicked
Kennett government that the then Leader of the
Opposition used to chew his gum over — it was a
requirement for at least half a dozen ministers to be up
here on any one adjournment debate to respond
properly and appropriately to issues that were raised.
But in this chamber we are now well used to one
minister if we are lucky — and if there are any more
than one it is only because they have been put up to it
by a government backbencher.
We have actually seen ministers come up here and,
even though other issues have been raised by
opposition members for the same portfolio, walk out of
the chamber after they have responded to the one issue
raised by the government member and then disappear
and leave it — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — It has happened to me. It
has happened to me on a number of occasions with
education, but then of course particularly the first
Bracks government Minister for Education had
problems following her idiot card.
There will be time limits on debate on appropriation
bills, on address-in-reply, on other government bills and
on bills in committee. A bill that goes into committee is
usually a very technical bill on something like water
reform or marine parks, and we have to go through any
number of amendments which are usually foisted up by
the government because of poor drafting. What do we
find? We find, even there, for the speakers responding a
reduction from 20 minutes to 5 minutes, if they are
lucky — 5 minutes in which they often have to put
forward the most technical detail on why a clause
should be included, excluded or amended. Again,
compared to other jurisdictions, it is a new low-water
mark for democracy, compared to that of any other
state government — any other state Labor
government — in this nation.
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Even when it comes to the sessional orders debate after
this Parliament is prorogued the next time, what will we
find? We will find that we will be allowed only six
speakers from each party for half an hour maximum. It
will constrain all sessional order debates to come.
Today is our last opportunity to use our democratic
right to raise concerns about where democracy has got
to under this government. So much could have
happened that has not. So much was offered when the
Labor Party was last in opposition. Let us leave the last
word to the current Deputy Premier, who on 15 May
1996 during a similar sessional order debate said:
It is part of a pattern of behaviour the government exhibits not
only in this house but also in the broader community when it
attacks media organisations, is secretive and uses the media to
manipulate the information the public receives.

This Parliament is being manipulated today, and we all
know already that the media is open to manipulation by
any number of spin doctors employed as consultants by
this government.
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I am delighted to be
here and to support the sessional orders which have
been presented before the house today. I am delighted
to do that because they are sessional orders which will
make this house a much more democratic institution.
I have heard a lot of speeches in this place over six
years; I have never heard such pathetic drivel as I just
heard from the honourable member for Warrandyte.
The honourable member concluded his speech by
saying, “So much could have happened”. Well so much
could have happened in the 1990s if only the
honourable member for Warrandyte and some of the
other opposition members here had had the guts to
stand up in the Liberal Party room and make the sorts
of pronouncements they have made in opposition in the
house today. That is what we had today — one of the
most jelly-backed displays I have ever seen in this place
by a person whose speech was punctuated by as much
cant and hypocrisy as I have ever heard in my life. It
was an appalling speech.
If any of the new members in this place ever wanted to
see today a representation of the bad old days in the
Kennett era, they saw it today in question time with just
30 minutes. That is what used to happen day after day
after day under the Kennett government — 30 minutes
of question time.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — Because they are the standing
orders, you dill.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order!
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Mr BRUMBY — They are the standing orders.
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, there is no standing order that requires a
5-minute contribution in a half hour, taking up almost
20 per cent of a half hour question time. I would ask the
minister, who should know better, chewing his cud, to
withdraw the reference.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! On the point
of order, there is no point of order. Is the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition claiming offence at a remark of the
Treasurer’s?
Mr Honeywood — I am.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is — —
Mr BRUMBY (to Mr Honeywood) — You are
claiming offence because I referred to you as a dill? I
withdraw.
If ever we wanted to see a sharp reminder, it was today
in question time. That is what it was like day after day
after day under the Kennett government. It is instructive
for new members — 30 minutes of question time. The
opposition each day had three questions on
Wednesdays and Thursdays. Do you know what
government changed that? The Bracks government. We
promised to do it in opposition, and we did it in
government. We said we would introduce a minimum
number of questions every day and, guess what, we did
it. Every day under the Bracks government five
questions minimum for the opposition. But we did
more than that because we had the most undemocratic
institution in Australia. It sat the least days of any
Parliament in Australia, so we said we would sit more
days and ask more questions.
Just in case the honourable member for Warrandyte,
who has a case of very serious amnesia today, needs
reminding, I refer to the 1997 sitting days:
commonwealth Parliament, 76; Victorian Parliament
under the Kennett government, 43. I refer to the total
number of questions without notice for lower houses of
the Australian parliaments in 1997. I will pick out a
couple. Queensland, 561; commonwealth, 1482;
Victorian Legislative Assembly, 331 in the whole year
of the Kennett government. We said we would change
it and we changed it.
We said we would give private members more
opportunity to raise matters. We said we would
introduce 90-second statements. Guess what happened?
We did it. One of the great successes of the last
Parliament was the opportunity for backbenchers when
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they had electorate matters they wanted to raise, to
come in here first thing in the morning and raise an
issue. If they have a difficult constituent case or they
have a public issue that is running, they can raise it
without fear or favour, as they ought to have the right to
do in the Parliament. But did we enjoy any such rights
under the former Kennett government, of which the
weak-kneed member for Warrandyte was a member?
We enjoyed none of those rights.
As for using the gag and the guillotine, for goodness
sake, the house hardly sat. We hardly got any questions.
What an abuse of Parliament! I remember one year — I
believe it was the 1997 or 1998 budget, and this is
instructive to you, member for Box Hill — as
opposition leader I was brought on to respond to the
budget at 11 o’clock at night. Do you think that is
democratic? Did you stand up in the party room and say
it was undemocratic? Did you?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I ask the
Treasure to direct his remarks through the Chair.
Mr BRUMBY — The last Parliament — the first
term of the Bracks government — was highlighted by
the commitment to restoring democracy in this
chamber. It does not matter what aspect you look at —
whether it is sitting days, whether it is question time,
whether it is the processes of the house or the
opportunities for members and backbenchers — we
made this a much more democratic institution.
Today that process goes further, because what we are
doing with these reforms to sessional orders is giving
more time for backbenchers to raise matters in debate.
Not every backbencher can be a minister or a
parliamentary secretary. Backbenchers want the
capacity to be able to speak about matters in their
electorate. That is what they want. One of the best ways
for them to do that is through 90-second statements, so
in these sessional orders we are doubling the time
which is available for members to raise matters.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — No, all members. We have a
Parliament, and members of Parliament of one view
come around there, and members of Parliament of
another view come around there.
Let us explore this because I heard the remarks of the
Leader of the National Party earlier, who was
complaining about the limits on speakers’ time. He said
that if you take this debate, for example, and apply the
new sessional orders, members of the National Party
would only have 80 minutes total contribution to the
debate. I thought about that. There are seven members
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of the National Party. The Parliament consists of
88 people. They are an 11th of it. If everybody had the
same rights as members of the National Party, that
would mean a debate of 7 hours and 40 minutes, which
I would have thought is a pretty fair debate. It is longer
than the debates we used to get under the Kennett
government — 7 hours and 40 minutes. Why do you
say one member is worth more than another member?
That is what you are saying — you want special
treatment. You still think you are the government under
the old Kennett days where a Liberal Party member of
Parliament was worth more than anybody else.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I again
remind the Treasurer that the use of ‘you’ refers to the
Chair.
Mr BRUMBY — The reality is we are making this
a more democratic institution, and we are doubling the
time, as I have said, which is available for members
statements. That is something which ought to be
welcomed by all members in this house. We are
restricting the time that ministers can take to respond to
adjournment debates. Again I listened to the honourable
member for Warrandyte when he said ministers should
be here. For goodness sake, the selective amnesia. Back
in the Kennett days what used to happen is the Premier
used to get up here and not respond to any matter, but
when there was an issue that he wanted to run out, with
the support of an overwhelming parliamentary
majority, he would abuse the processes of the
Parliament to do that until 11.30 p.m., 11.45 p.m. or
midnight. We do not do that, and we are making sure in
these standing orders that we cannot, so that the real
purpose — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — You ought to have a look in the
federal Parliament. In the federal Parliament the
adjournment is — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — You have got worldwide
experience too, haven’t you? In the federal
Parliament — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I remind the
honourable member for Benambra that interjections are
disorderly.
Mr BRUMBY — In the federal Parliament
ministers do not respond. Do you know why they do
not respond? Because it is an opportunity for
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backbenchers, not for ministers, for goodness sake. It is
an opportunity for backbenchers to raise issues, so that
is why we have given effect to that in these standing
orders — more opportunities for backbenchers, less for
ministers, particularly in a government with a big
majority to lecture to the crowd — the time constraints
there work against the interests of the government, not
in favour of it.
We are reducing the time for speakers in debate. Again
I have heard so much hypocrisy in this debate about
that. The reality is that for most of the time we have
been in this Parliament there has been a code of practice
where on important debates the parties agree and there
is a limit on the amount of time that people can speak.
We want to make sure that this is not about less
democracy, that it is about more democracy. It is about
making sure that all of the people on both sides of the
house can have an opportunity to speak, so that the
debate cannot be dominated by just the minister and the
two lead party representatives, and that backbenchers
can actually get a say.
We are also allowing debate about parliamentary
committees. For goodness sake, I would have thought
this should be welcomed. Parliamentary committees
spend an enormous amount of time looking into and
researching matters. We have never had the opportunity
to debate their reports in the Parliament. That is wrong.
It will be rectified in the future.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — Goodness gracious, don’t you
think that parliamentary committees do anything
useful? Don’t you think they do something useful. If
they do something useful, we should be able to debate
their reports.
These reforms build on the reforms of the first Bracks
government. They are about making a more democratic
Victoria and a more democratic Parliament. They give
more time to backbenchers on both sides of the house
and improve the processes of the house.
For goodness sake, if anyone wanted a stark reminder
of what this government swept away they should look
at question time today. In the old days under the
Kennett government question time took only
30 minutes, with three questions for the opposition.
This government got rid of that. Now there are a
minimum of 10 questions, more sitting days, more
opportunities for members and a more democratic
institution. I strongly support these sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
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Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I am pleased to take
part in a debate which enables members to make
worthwhile contributions in the Parliament. It is
remarkable that I have to say that, because when you
have a look through previous speeches made in this
chamber, and when you consider the contributions
made to this debate by the Leader of the Opposition, the
Leader of the National Party and the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, it is already quite evident that this is all
about truncating debate.
How is it that the government is saying this is all about
extending the contributions that members can make to
debate in this house yet there are reduced speaking
times for both the grievance debate and matters of
public importance. Half an hour has been taken out of
the time allowed for each of those debates, and on the
basis of a 15-minute contribution that means two fewer
members can make a contribution on a grievance
debate and a debate on a matter of public importance.
The former is a most important debate for backbench
members, yet two fewer will be able to contribute to it.
Contributions by individual members of Parliament to
debates on the appropriation bills will be cut from
20 minutes to 15 minutes. That is a significant cut in
debating time on a large piece of legislation. The
budget debate gives every backbench member in this
place an opportunity to speak on virtually anything of
concern to his or her electorate, yet their contribution
time has been truncated by 5 minutes. If the sessional
orders were ever applied to the address-in-reply debate,
contributions would also be reduced from 20 minutes to
15 minutes.
The worst aspect of the proposed sessional orders is the
debating time available for members on all other bills,
because that is where the bulk of the speaking time is
used and where most members want to make a point or
two or three. In the years that I have been here I have
seen the time progressively cut from 30 minutes to
20 minutes, and now it has come down to 10 minutes.
That is not a bad sort of slice into the debating time of a
backbench member, yet the Leader of the House is
telling us that it is all about enabling a greater
contribution to be made by members. Those two things
simply do not balance. Nobody would see this as fair at
all.
When a bill goes into the committee stage,
contributions from members on any clause will be cut
from 20 minutes to 5 minutes. Again we have to ask
how we equate that with the argument being advanced
by the government that this is in some way an extension
of a member’s rights and contributions to this place.
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The time allocated for members on procedural motions
has been cut from 30 minutes to 5 minutes.
Again you have to ask the question. Of course the
answer to all of those who are going to look at this
honestly and reasonably is that this is a truncation of
debate. This is a cut in the ability of backbench
members of this Parliament to make a contribution. We
get the spurious reasons given to us by the Leader of
the House, the Treasurer and the Minister for
Agriculture that this is in some way enhancing the
ability of honourable members to deal with the
business.
The Treasurer came in here just before lunch and gave
us the usual 10-minute spray that covered the usual
invective. It is almost like he just trots out the same
speech and writes in different little parts into the bits
with dots underneath them, and off he goes. And when
he gets half an opportunity he immediately launches
into whoever happens to be sitting at the table or
whoever might offer a comment to him by way of
interjection. Disorderly though it may be, it should
never receive the kind of spray back that the Treasurer
is wont to give.
As an aside I must say that in question time today,
despite the very worthy appeal to honourable members
by our Speaker in regard to behaviour, the first person
who broke the rules, and so badly, was the Treasurer.
He could not help himself, never can help himself, has
never been able to help himself. So we got the same
today just before lunch in his usual spray. Whatever
argument he attempted to advance, he hung the whole
thing around the extension of 90-second statements.
The Leader of the House talked about 90-second
statements being a well-sought-after part of the daily
agenda of this house, and indeed they are, but they are
90-second statements. I suppose they are well sought
after, because under the sessional orders introduced by
this government when it came to power after the 1999
election, debate was diminished anyway.
Of course people took to the 90-second statements as a
chance to be able to get on their feet and say something.
Now we are getting the situation where the 90-second
statement time has been doubled from 15 minutes to
30 minutes, so we will get a lot of honourable members
standing up for 90 seconds during a 30-minute slot of
the day. And that will have been their day; they can go
off to their office and have a cup of coffee or have a
sleep or whatever, because that is really the finish of
their day.
So, of course, it is well sought after, but it would be
nice if there were other opportunities for honourable
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members to get up and make a contribution on pieces of
legislation. You cannot say, ‘Look, aren’t we just
wonderful? We have doubled the amount of time
available for 90-second statements, and by the way we
have cut the speaking time for individual members on
the appropriation debate from 20 to 15 minutes, the
address-in-reply from 20 to 15 minutes, on all other
bills from 20 to 10 minutes and on procedural motions
from 30 to 5 minutes, so we are actually doing
something nice for the honourable members of this
place’. The government is in fact cutting the amount of
time.
John Ferguson had it exactly right in his article last
Saturday in the Herald Sun when he said, referring to
the upper house:
In a political sense, these upper house reforms utterly defy
everything that Labor said it stood for when it claimed it was
for openness and accountability.

He had it exactly right. Then he went on at the end of
the article to use language that we are not allowed to
use in this place, Mr Deputy Speaker, but I am quoting
him when I say:
… never forget who did it, why and what a pack of hypocrites
they really are.

That is what John Ferguson had to say. It was the
strongest article I have seen in regard to dealing with
things brought in by government in my 18 years in this
place. I have never seen an article of such strength
written by a journalist about a government of any kind
or calibre than that one in the Herald Sun last Saturday.
And whilst he was dealing with the changes proposed
in the Legislative Council the reality will be that when
John Ferguson sees what these sessional orders do, I
have no doubt he will be urged on and be very happy to
write an article in similar terms about the sessional
orders which the government proposes to bring in here.
There is no doubt at all that these sessional orders will
come in, because we have an overwhelming majority of
the Labor Party — and that is fine, because Labor has a
majority, it is in government — and it will be able to
vote these in and no doubt that is what will happen. But
the point that must be made, and which has been made
by speakers on this side of the house already, is that
having a majority in the house does not give the
government the right to have a winner-take-all
situation. I am not one who is entitled to speak for the
National Party, but I think what has been done in regard
to the National Party is nothing short of a disgrace. It is
a disgrace, as the Leader of the National Party said, that
his ability to reply to the appropriation debate has had a
time limit put on it when both the Leader of the
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Opposition and the lead speaker for the government, the
Treasurer, had no time limit at all — yet the National
Party is being dealt with in that way.
What did we get when the government had a chance to
respond to the complaint of the Leader of the National
Party? Basically the Minister for Agriculture said the
National Party should be grateful for what it had been
given. He said the National Party, as a minor party, has
had its position protected. Isn’t it lucky? It has had its
position protected! What an ungrateful lot these
National Party people are! Here they are, being
protected by this government, and they just see it as a
truncation of their ability to get up here and enunciate a
position on behalf of their electorates and their
constituencies around the state.
Oh no, they have it all wrong. They have actually been
given a real preference deal here by the Labor Party.
This is the Labor Party’s way of protecting the National
Party. It is almost to be seen as standing there
wondering whether it is better to be run over by a
20-tonne truck or by a 10-tonne truck, because that is
the choice the Leader of the National Party has been
given. As far as the other members of the National
Party are concerned, they are in the same boat as the
rest of us here on the other side of the house.
They are in the same position; they too will have their
debating time truncated. Where is the promise that was
made by the Labor Party prior to the 1999 election? I
kept a copy of its written promise with regard to its
policy document headed Restoring Your Rights. It reads
well; it is great stuff! It states, in part:
Labor will restore the integrity and effectiveness of
Parliament and win back public respect for the political
process.

Apparently one way of winning back public respect for
the political process is to cut the speaking time for
backbenchers in this place. That is one way the Labor
Party — this government — sees as being the right way
to go. When we read that we see some code — code
that we, on this side of the house, do not understand but
perhaps somebody on the government side will be able
to explain to us later. What do those words actually
mean?
I am assuming that the promises made by the Labor
Party prior to the 1999 election still stand. Therefore we
would like to know from government speakers who
follow me in this debate their interpretation of the
words:
Labor will restore the integrity and effectiveness of
Parliament and win back public respect for the political
process.
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It is code. We have worked that out. We are not that
dumb. Now we need to have it explained to us.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr COOPER — We know that you think we are
dumb; if that is the way you are going to treat us, that’s
fine. It’s all right, Don, we will take your barbs and
yelling. That’s fine. We know we have to cop that, and
we will cop it, but we would like to understand one
thing: what does the government mean when it talks
about restoring the integrity and effectiveness of
Parliament? What does the government mean when it
says in its policy — and this was a promise by the
Labor Party — that there will be:
More time for private members bills and other debates.

We would like to know about that, because that is a
pretty firm sort of statement. It does not read as though
it is equivocal. I see no equivocation in that. The policy
states, ‘Reforms will include’ and among the five dot
points is:
More time for private members bills and other debates.

How do you line that up with a set of proposed
sessional orders that slices away debate in virtually
every aspect of backbenchers’ time in this Parliament?
How do you explain that? How do you explain ‘More
time for private members bills and other debates’ when
it is proposed that the grievance debate is to be reduced
in total time from 21/2 hours to 2 hours and debate on
matters of public importance is to be reduced from
21/2 hours to 2 hours?
As a side issue, but an important one, how do you
explain a clause in the sessional orders that will allow
matter of public importance debate to be truncated
dead, well before its time has expired, if any
honourable member stands up here and moves that the
house move to other business? The proposed sessional
orders state that. The fact that a matter of public
importance debate can be truncated has been referred to
by other honourable members. How can anyone explain
that as something that is going to give more time for
debate? How can that be explained as a reasonable
situation?
For example, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
said, if the opposition is mounting a matter of public
importance debate which is severely embarrassing for
the government are we — and clearly, now we will
be — going to be subject to a guillotining of that debate
before its time has expired because it is embarrassing to
the government? When the government does not want
to hear any more about it, when it does not want any
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more information exposed or whatever it may be, it will
say, ‘That is it. We are closing this debate down’. That
is in the sessional orders. How will that be explained to
people as being something that will restore the integrity
and effectiveness of Parliament? More importantly,
how will it be explained to people as something that
will expand the rights of members to debate in this
place?
The other point in the Labor Party’s policy is that it
would have:
Reasonable family-friendly hours of sitting.

We heard the Minister for Agriculture while under
pressure say there will be no changes in sitting hours.
Where are the family-friendly hours coming from?
What is the definition of that? We would like to know
what that is all about. We would like to know why there
is no one-to-one for the government and the opposition
on matters such as questions without notice, the
adjournment debate or 90-second statements. That does
not expand our rights on this side of the house to have
more debating time or more ability to become involved.
That proposal, which is going to be brought in, will
truncate our ability to ask questions, truncate our ability
to raise matters on the adjournment debate and truncate
our ability to raise matters at any other times when that
restriction is applied.
Finally I want to raise a matter that I regard as
important, because if the government is sincere about
introducing changes that are going to be to the
betterment of the house and of members’ opportunities,
as the Leader of the House said when he introduced the
proposals — he said they are all about enabling
members to make a worthwhile contribution — why
has no consideration been given to introducing the rule
that applies in the other place with regard to questions
on notice?
In that place questions on notice are put on the notice
paper by members. Then there is a 30-day maximum
rule for ministers to respond to those questions on
notice. If a minister does not respond within the 30 days
he or she is required to stand in the house and explain
why they have not been able to respond within that
time. It puts a worthy discipline on ministers.
I am surprised. The government is happy to proclaim its
belief in democracy and in giving, as the Leader of the
House said, members the ability to make a worthwhile
contribution. Why is it that the question on notice
30-day rule that applies in the Legislative Council is not
going to be introduced here? Call me a cynic if you
wish, but I imagine it is not going to apply here; it is not
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in the sessional orders because it does apply discipline
to ministers and the ministers we have here do not want
to have that kind of discipline.
They do not want to have the requirement put upon
them to have to respond to members’ questions. They
want to follow the same rules that have applied for
many years. It would bolster their cause if a 30-day
maximum rule were applied to these sessional orders. It
is clear we will not get that, that that will be ignored
like anything else that is decent, and it is also clear that
backbenchers and most of the frontbenchers on the
opposition side in this Parliament are going to have
their ability to contribute to debate truncated quite
significantly by these sessional orders.
They are not good enough by a long chalk, and they
deserve to be opposed. They certainly deserve to be
reconsidered very seriously by the government if it is to
maintain any kind of credibility not only with the
people who pay some attention to what is going on in
this place but also the general public in Victoria.
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — I
congratulate you, Deputy Speaker, on your elevation to
high office. It is with great pleasure that I join this
debate on the important matter of the new sessional
orders for the 55th Parliament. I begin from the
perspective of modernising this Parliament, making it
reflective of a contemporary workplace and
contemporary community expectations of elected
representatives and the work we do in this place.
I begin also by acknowledging that it is a bit rich for the
honourable member for Mornington to bleat in some
sort of cri de coeur for what he would call the return to
democracy, arguing that if these sessional orders are
agreed to it will be a deficit of democracy.
That is a bit rich for the honourable member for
Mornington, who was a minister in the former Kennett
government and who achieved this headline in the
Australian: ‘Kennett gagging debate with jackboot
tactics’. The honourable member for Mornington was a
minister in that government. The article says that the
then Premier, Mr Jeff Kennett, had already attempted to
silence the 7.30 Report, which I do recall, the Sunday
Age and individual reporters and had attempted to
silence his own backbench and the liquor
commission — and, I would add, the churches — and
then wanted to silence the Parliament as well.
The honourable member for Mornington was also a
minister at the time of the 1999 election, when the then
Premier went further and silenced his own ministers! I
think his memory of what occurred under that former
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government is faulty. He did ask, ‘How is the Labor
government going to restore the integrity and
effectiveness of Parliament?’. That is an
acknowledgment that when we came into government
there was a democracy deficit, and part of our job when
we first came into Parliament was to restore open and
transparent government to this state. We have a very
proud record of that.
I remind honourable members of a few things: we have
restored the independence of the Auditor-General; we
have put government contracts on the government web
site; we have opened up the planning process, now
open and transparent; and we have lifted that draconian
gag on our teachers, our principals and our school
councils. That is not a bad start!
The honourable member for Mornington absolutely
astonished me by defending or prosecuting what he
though were the needs of the National Party. I
understand that the National Party is a separate political
party in this state and the Liberal Party fought against
the National Party in a few key seats in the last
election — unsuccessfully in the case of Lowan, I was
very pleased to note. I think this is a hint, though,
that — and God forbid this should occur! — should the
National Party or the Liberal Party ever get back into
government they would get back into bed as a coalition.
Clearly the honourable member for Mornington was
hankering for a coalition of the National Party and the
Liberal Party in his quite exuberant defence of these
so-called needs of the National Party.
So what are these sessional orders and how do they try
to create a Parliament that is a little more reflective of a
modern workplace than it has been and of community
expectations about how members, ministers and others
work in this place, and how do they give backbenchers
in particular more opportunities to speak in the
Parliament?
Let us begin with the hours. I think they could be
characterised as trying to introduce reasonable working
hours. It is unsafe and unwise, and you end up with bad
policy in some cases, when you have ministers and
honourable members trying to work without enough
hours of sleep. It is also physically dangerous for
honourable members to be driving home from this
place at 3 o’clock or 4 o’clock in the morning, or even
later. These sessional orders will try to entrench, if they
are supported — and I believe they should be
supported — an end for a parliamentary day at
11 o’clock. That gives honourable members a chance to
get home safely and at least get some hours either with
their family or with sleep.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Wednesday, 26 February 2003

ASSEMBLY

Secondly, we are providing additional opportunities for
backbenchers from all sides and all political parties to
make more of a contribution in this place. We have set
aside a new time in each sitting week for parliamentary
committees. We happen to believe that parliamentary
committees play an important role in the democratic
process, that parliamentary committees join members
of all political persuasions in analysis of legislation and
discussion of matters of public policy and in providing
solutions both to ministers and to the executive more
generally.
They are an important part of the work of this
Parliament, and their work should be reflected in the
reports that will be made available through the
reporting time suggested in these sessional orders. Also,
importantly, this government will continue to ensure
that Parliament continues to sit regularly. We saw that
under the Kennett government the Parliament hardly
ever sat under its sessional orders. Of course everyone
was gagged, so there was not much to say anyway.
We have extended the number of days under which this
Parliament will sit, we have extended the question time,
the number of questions asked and the time set aside for
questions without notice. Honourable members saw this
morning how short was the amount of time set aside for
the questioning of ministers. That is the old regime, the
Kennett government regime that the member for
Mornington and others seem to hanker for. They want
to go back to those bad old days when the Parliament
sat — I recall it very well — for 48 hours without
rising, new bills were rammed through and exhausted
members struggled to understand what was going on,
least of all trying to make a contribution.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — Yes, that is true, and the
honourable member for Kew has illustrated that he has
had trouble understanding what is going on, many
times. So we are proposing that Parliament sits for
more days, that we have hours that are reasonable, and
that we look at the amount of time that is given to all
members to speak on bills. I want to go to that, because
the reason we have such long hours is often that people
want to extend the debate without adding anything of
substance. Even former member Vin Heffernan, whom
we saluted in our condolence motion yesterday, said he
wondered about the efficacy of speaking when no-one
was listening and about the efficacy of speaking for
long periods of time — I would add, in many cases
without substance.
When I first came into this place I was introduced to the
notion of playing up, which I am embarrassed to say
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occurred on both sides. It was something about talking
it out so we would cause offence to the other side. I
think that is juvenile and I think the public thinks that is
absolutely juvenile. If we stand to speak we should be
trying to add to the debate and not simply talking it out
for some sort of political advantage or, in most cases,
disadvantage to all honourable members.
It is quite clear that the extension of time does not
necessarily mean quality. We are allowing more people
to speak. I believe their contributions will be
significant. Debate in Parliament is about ventilating
the issues. It is about reflecting your electorate’s
interests or concerns. It is about proposing alternatives.
It is not personal abuse, it is not vitriol and it is not
waffle. I have to say that constituents in certain
electorates in the last election dealt very harshly with a
couple of members of the last Parliament who in my
view abused the Parliament with vitriol and personal
abuse which in many cases was quite noxious to debate.
We are trying to avoid that.
We have introduced the 90-second statements. That
was an initiative of the Bracks government to give all
backbenchers a chance to make a comment about an
issue of importance in their own electorate. It is
extremely popular on this side of the house and I
believe it is popular on the other side of the house. I
believe it is a reflection on the connection that Labor
members certainly have with their constituents that
there is such competition to get on the list of those who
will give 90-second statements.
In finishing, I will make one comment about the
diversity that we now see in our Parliament. Some of
the rules have been set in a time when Parliament was
the province of men of property. We have moved well
past that. We now have a much more diverse group of
people elected to this house, particularly on the
government side. We have 35 women from the Labor
Party in Parliament.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I am still counting, but I
think there are only a couple from the other side, and in
the other house there are a couple. So we are very
sensitive to the diversity of members in Parliament. We
are also sensitive to the responsibility that members of
Parliament have outside of this house, both to their
constituents and to their own personal family
relationships. We know that we have a long way to go
to make this Parliament family sensitive, but the hours
and other changes that will be made will begin that
process of modernising this Parliament, making it
reflective of the community we serve and making it
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efficient in analysing and passing legislation under
which we all live.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — First of all can I say
congratulations, Deputy Speaker, on your election to
high office. I am pleased to say it has been interesting
sitting in this debate on sessional orders. I heard so
much about openness and accountability before I
arrived in this place, but these orders put a fallacy to
that notion. They go strongly against country
Victorians. Before I go further I will comment a little
on the comments made by the Minister for Planning.
As to the comment about finishing at 11.00 p.m. and
wanting to go home, can I say that I have 31/2 hours of
good driving to get home. I am really worried that if we
do not sit for longer hours each day we will have to
extend our number of days in this place before going
back to serve our electorates. My reading of this,
having looked at previous sitting days, is that we are
sitting less days than we did last year. So that is another
fallacy, that we are sitting more hours.
Government members are saying we are going to sit
more hours. The reality is that it will not happen. Labor
has often been notorious for filibustering. We have
heard it here today, and we have talked about it
happening, particularly in the Legislative Council. I
have often been told that a good speech is a short
speech, but I will not finish now!
The 90-second statements are a good opportunity for
honourable members to speak, and Labor members
claim that they brought them in. The reality is that they
were pushed across the line by the Independents charter
to bring them in. Do not claim credit for something the
government did nothing for. The government talks
about diversity of debate, but the reality is that you need
the best person for the job, even though I agree that we
need more diversity in the debate.
No other state to my knowledge limits the scrutiny of
government like these sessional orders will do. The
Leader of the House said today that this increases
opportunities. For whom? It does not increase them for
the National Party, that is for sure! I think it is about
forcing the Labor backbenchers to do some more work.
The reality is that before there was often goodwill
between members of Parliament. There were occasional
problems where someone stepped across the line, but
their own party members were disadvantaged if that
happened because it limited the opportunity for them to
participate in the debate.
The National Party is often recognised as punching
above its weight, but these sessional orders limit the
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National Party’s opportunity to go those 12 rounds. We
are going to get them cut back to about 8 or 6. The
reality is that the government will limit the debate on
these things.
I will go to the time limits. I was pleased to get a copy
of the proposed changes, and I will focus in particular
on the bills. As we know in this place — and I have
been here only a short time — the majority of
legislation, contrary to community perceptions, goes
through with agreement between all parties. However,
there are obviously times when there is major
disagreement. Here we will limit the debate to the lead
speaker from unlimited time to 20 minutes for the
National Party. In our party the lead speaker takes the
role of covering all issues across country Victoria. To
do that in 20 minutes is a nonsense, it is gagging the
opportunity. Backbenchers had 20 minutes to cover
their electorate issues, but the government is going to
cut that by 50 per cent — not by 10 per cent or 20 per
cent, but by 50 per cent. In the one time of the year
when we can speak about the budget the government
will cut the National Party back from unlimited time for
the lead speaker to 1 hour, and backbenchers will be cut
back from 20 minutes to 15 minutes.
What I really want to highlight is the time limit for the
address-in-reply. The address-in-reply is the
opportunity for all of us to speak about the
government’s strategy for the next 12 months but also
particularly for new members of Parliament to make
their inaugural speeches. The electorate of Lowan,
which is 26 per cent bigger than the largest electorate of
the last government, is 34 500 square kilometres. I can
fit 76 of the other 87 members within that electorate. I
would like to cover some of the issues from all those
towns. In that area I am responsible for 7 councils,
about 60 schools and 10 health services, so there are
many issues, but for a backbencher to come into this
place and to cover that in their inaugural speech in
15 minutes is gagging their opportunity. Yesterday we
talked about members’ inaugural speeches. They will
have to cut their speeches in half and miss out on
talking about many of their issues. They will miss out
on a great opportunity to put their concerns on record.
The other issue is the adjournment debate. When I first
started I found the adjournment a great opportunity to
raise local issues, and in most cases when you spoke to
the minister you got a reasonable response. That
changed during the last term of government. The
ministers would normally come in and respond but now
we are lucky to see one or two ministers. The
presentations today highlighted the fact that we will see
ministerial time — it does not say ‘minister’s time’ —
now being limited to 30 minutes. I know that some
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ministers can do it in a couple of minutes but the
majority of them take a long time. I can see that
adjournments will be a waste of time from the point of
view of local members bringing up issues from their
electorates, so I am strongly concerned about that time
being cut.
The time for matters of public importance (MPI) has
been cut, as has the time for grievance debates. What
worries me, however, is that at any time during the
discussion on the MPI a motion may be moved by
anybody that the business of the day be called on. If it
gets too hot in the kitchen, what do you do? You do not
walk out, you just change the rules so you do not get
any more heat in the kitchen! It is an opportunity for the
opposition parties to bring forward issues concerning
them.
The honourable member for Benambra referred to the
debate on reports, particularly minority reports. That
has not been addressed by government speakers to date.
It also highlights the reason for debates in this place,
because that is often the time for honourable members
to introduce amendments.
Referring to the discussion about the debate on bills, as
I said earlier, the lead speakers currently get unlimited
time. I do not see a problem in reducing that time if the
bills are supported by both sides of the house, but
where there is a difference of opinion I would like to
think the government has the commonsense to change
the sessional orders so there is unlimited time for debate
by the lead speakers.
I highlight the fact that during the three and a half years
I have been here goodwill has been shown by all
members of this place. These proposed sessional orders
will take away the opportunity for that to happen in the
future. It is said that the proposals will reduce the
opportunity for all-night sittings. My reading of the
sessional orders is that there is no change and that we
could still sit on Fridays. I do not see any changes in the
proposals, different to what the spin doctors have been
pushing in the media.
The 90-second statements are a good opportunity for
honourable members to contribute to Parliament. They
worked on a fifty-fifty basis — a government member
and then an opposition member — but it is proposed to
have a formula that will regulate — —
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — No, it does not. The reality is
that we would have got a better show under the old
sessional orders. This new formula will mean that
backbench members of the Labor Party will have to get
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off their backsides and do something. The Leader of the
House said there would be more debate under these
sessional orders, but the reality is that it will result in
less time and fewer sitting days.
I conclude by saying that the sessional orders are about
curbing debate. They are unfair, unjust and,
importantly, unnecessary. I do not think they have any
principles in the Australian Labor Party, and they have
no shame.
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — It
is always a pleasure to follow the honourable member
for Lowan in debates in this house. I congratulate you,
Deputy Speaker, on your appointment, and through you
I congratulate the Speaker and the President in the other
place on their appointments. I refer briefly to their
appointments. The elevation of women to senior
positions in Parliament demonstrates to the broader
community that the face of Parliament is changing. The
changes proposed to the sessional orders demonstrate
not only that the face of Parliament is changing but that
the practices of Parliament are changing as well. That is
important, because they will better reflect contemporary
expectations of what Parliament is about while we are
here.
The institution of Parliament is at the centre of our
democracy under the Westminster system of
government. As a democratically elected member of
Parliament in 1999 I was very surprised at the way
parliamentary debate operated. As a new member I
thought, as did many of my colleagues — and, I am
sure, as do the new members who are present today —
that the way Parliament is currently structured reflects a
time that passed many decades ago. What we are trying
to do through the sessional orders is make Parliament
and members of Parliament reflect more contemporary
standards and expectations.
These changes will mean more opportunities for
members to raise issues in this place. That can only be
good for democracy in Victoria. I refer to doubling the
amount of time available for members statements. The
National Party will be one of the beneficiaries of this
increase in time from 15 minutes a day to 30 minutes a
day. That will be a marvellous opportunity for every
single member in this place to raise issues on any
matter. In the previous Parliament I, like many of my
colleagues on the backbench, used those opportunities
time and again to raise issues of importance to our local
areas. You do not normally get those opportunities
during the normal course of the Parliament — for
example, during debate on bills and the like — but
honourable members got those opportunities through
the 90-second statements.
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It is important to note that the Labor Party introduced
90-second statements into this place. Labor saw how
effective they were in the federal Parliament, so in 1999
it decided to give more members of Parliament the
opportunity to raise local issues. That is what we are
elected to do — represent our electorates in this
place — and the more opportunities we have to raise
local issues the better.
The same is true of the adjournment debate, which
provides a number of opportunities for members of
Parliament to raise local issues. As I recall opposition
members have never had many problems raising issues
in their electorates. We should never underestimate the
importance of that particular debate.
As I said earlier, the changes will mean that the voices
of our electors will be heard in this place. That is
something that will be broadly welcomed by the
community. It is also in line with their expectations of
what we do here. The Australian Labor Party
recognises that Parliament is the people’s house and is
not to be treated as the plaything, as the conservatives
did during their period of government from 1992 to
1999. For too often this place was the plaything of the
conservatives, who pushed legislation through
Parliament that was not in line with community
expectations. I refer to legislation such as the nobbling
of the Auditor-General and the privatisation of the
electricity industry. That is an example of legislation
that was dramatically out of step with what many
people in our electorates felt.
Under the Labor government Parliament will be more
democratic. We have demonstrated our commitment to
democracy and to reforming Parliament in such a way
that we can build on those democratic principles.
Consider just one great example in our first term. I am
sure those honourable members who were present will
remember the wonderful day we had in Bendigo in
August 2001, when we took the Legislative Assembly
to Bendigo. That was about the Bracks government
taking Parliament to the people, providing country
Victorians with the opportunity to see how their
Parliament operated. I know it was a marvellous day for
Bendigo. Many Bendigo people still talk about that
great day and the opportunity they had to see their
Parliament operate in their own city. I particularly
welcome the changes to the sessional orders that will
make our Parliament more democratic.
I also welcome the changes that will allow us to have
more reasonable sitting hours. I defer to the honourable
member for Lowan, who has a much longer distance to
drive home than I have. Late-night sittings can be
extremely draining, particularly for country members of
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Parliament. It is not so much that you have to come
back the next day, it is the long drive home at the end of
the week. I welcome the changes.
A lot has been said about the balance between work and
family life and about family members striving to get
more balance into their lives to accommodate time for
each other. As members of Parliament we have the
opportunity to lead the way. Some of us might like to
see it go even further, but we are taking great steps
forward to demonstrate to the community that we are
also serious about a work-life balance and that we want
to see more of that within a range of institutions. It also
reflects the fact that many members in this place have
young families and long distances to drive home, so it
will be good for them. The changes will be welcomed
by many honourable members.
Question time today was a fantastic reminder of what
life used to be like under the former Liberal-National
Party government.
Ms Asher interjected.
Ms ALLAN — The honourable member for
Brighton says I was not a member at the time, which is
so, but I certainly noted the way the former government
treated question time like a plaything. It had no respect
for the right of the opposition to raise questions. As we
saw today, under the current sessional orders question
times of 30 minutes lead to increasing tension and
frustration on both sides given the limited opportunity
to raise issues. It is incredibly hypocritical for
honourable members opposite, particularly those
members who were the culprits under the former
regime, to criticise the changes to sessional orders that
will increase the opportunities for question time that
exist under the current sessional orders.
As I said earlier, these changes will bring democratic
change to the way we operate in this place and make
Parliament more reflective of today’s standards and
what the community expects from its Parliament.
The face of Parliament has changed enormously,
particularly over the past 10 to 15 years, when we saw
more women members of Parliament. As my colleague
the Minister for Women’s Affairs said earlier, we have
seen a record number of women on our side of the
chamber in this Parliament, and we have many more
younger members of Parliament getting elected than
ever before. We also have Independent members of
Parliament. Independent members of Parliament have
not been a feature in the past 150 years of Parliament
operating in Victoria.
An honourable member interjected.
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Ms ALLAN — Not always. More recently we have
seen the election of Independent members of
Parliament. We have also seen a number of members of
Parliament with a diverse range of ethnic backgrounds.
The changes to sessional orders reflect the fact that the
face of Parliament has changed, and I welcome these
changes.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — It is a pleasure to
join this debate in the new Parliament. It is an
interesting debate for me, because I was not involved in
the last debate on sessional orders. I understand it was
fairly intense and a number of changes were made. We
saw one of those changes today — in question time we
saw a change from how it used to operate.
The Independents were mentioned by a number of
speakers during today’s debate — not all favourably, I
might add, but you cannot expect too much in this
place. A number of the earlier changes came about
partly from the negotiations undertaken by the
Independent members in the last Parliament, including
those to question time and the opportunities for
honourable members to present members statements.
We did not achieve everything we would have liked,
and with hindsight a number of glitches in the sessional
orders of the last Parliament became very apparent. I
negotiated with the Leader of the House in an attempt
to achieve some real improvements to our sessional
orders.
I am not sure whether many honourable members
realise that we have to go through a debate on sessional
orders at the start of every Parliament because our
standing orders do not provide for some of the things
we need to do. We need to go back and reform our
standing orders to enshrine in them some of the things
we are discussing today so that we will not have to go
through the charade at the start of every Parliament.
I flag at this time that I have some amendments to the
proposed sessional orders that I would like to be
circulated.
Independent amendments circulated by Mr INGRAM
(Gippsland East).

Mr INGRAM — I circulated these amendments to
the leaders of the parties earlier and asked them to take
them into consideration because I believe there is some
merit in them. We had serious discussions with the
Leader of the House on a range of issues concerning the
last sessional orders that we thought needed addressing.
I will break them down to simplify them.
The first concerns amendments to government
legislation. Currently when either opposition or
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Independent members put forward amendments to
legislation and the debate on that legislation hits the
guillotine, there is no opportunity for those
amendments to be debated or voted on, and that is an
undemocratic system.
The second concern is that we noticed in the last
Parliament that there is no real mechanism to have
private members bills introduced, debated, and voted
on. It is a fundamental democratic right of a member of
Parliament to be able if he or she has an issue — it may
affect the entire state, but legislation may impact on
individual rights within a member’s electorate — to
have the opportunity to put forward a private members
bill and have it debated and voted on. We need a
mechanism to do that.
We succeeded in having one private members bill
introduced, debated, voted on and passed in the last
Parliament. We also had one that was voted down. But
the current structure for bringing in private members
bills is inadequate — it has to be done by unanimous
agreement by all members of the house. Nearly every
other Parliament in this country, in fact in most Western
democracies, has provisions to enable members to put
forward private members bills and have them
discussed. That is something we need to have in this
place. I have put forward these amendments for
consideration to allow for that to be done on days when
matters of public importance are debated.
The third matter that has been debated at length is the
limit on sitting hours. We proposed in our discussions
that the Parliament should not sit after midnight — that
is, we proposed that the opportunity for extended
sittings be cut out. For that to happen there would need
to be some limitation on speaking times. If the
guillotine is able to be used at the end of the week, there
needs to be some limitation on speaking times,
otherwise we will not be able to fit everything in. I do
not think the current proposal is right.
The other matter on which we had discussions with the
Leader of the House concerns questions on notice and
the need for provisions to ensure that they will always
be answered. We put forward a number of changes, but
I have not dealt with all of them in the amendments. I
have put forward amendments to three main issues. The
first is to ensure that when bills hit the guillotine on
Thursday afternoons all amendments can be voted on.
I am a member of Parliament; I am here elected to
represent my constituents. If my constituents are to be
unfairly treated by legislation, I deserve the democratic
right to put forward amendments and then have those
amendments considered by this house, and the current
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situation does not allow it. I think that one should be
considered; the other one, as I said, is the private
members bill.
There has been an interesting discussion on speaking
times. Another amendment I have proposed is that,
while recognising that the government believes it needs
to reduce the total amount of time for speaking, some
bills, particularly complex bills, require longer than
10 minutes to go through. I think from the last
Parliament you could argue that the constitutional
reform which institutes major changes to the functions
of both this house and the other place could not be done
by an individual member of Parliament in the detail it
probably needs to be done in 10 minutes. I rarely took
my full 20 minutes in the last Parliament, and we will
probably not take the fully allocated time now. But on
some bills you need to have more opportunity to do
that.
Members of the parties can stand by the decisions the
parties take on individual legislation. They do not have
to necessarily justify to their constituents why they have
taken a particular position on a bill. But as an
Independent member of Parliament I am here
representing my constituents and I believe I am duty
bound, particularly on controversial legislation, to fully
explain within this place and put on the public record
why I have taken a position, because I cannot defend
myself by saying that the party has taken the position.
So with the amendment I have said that I believe
15 minutes is an adequate time on most legislation for
honourable members to get the issues across that they
need to.
With some legislation you have to be cutting it short. If
you look at the relevant times in other parliaments
around Australia you will see that, quite interestingly,
they are much longer. For instance, a full report was
done by a select committee of the South Australian
Parliament on parliamentary procedures and practices.
It went through and made recommendations to the
South Australian Parliament on what it believed should
be the range of speaking times. The South Australian
Parliament imposed limits because there were problems
with lead speakers abusing the system by speaking for
too long and filibustering. It has put limits on its lead
speakers, and the limit it has put on is 1 hour.
I think that with most complex pieces of legislation —
maybe not with all of them — lead speakers should be
able to get their point across in an hour. Most times on
most legislation I would get it across in 10 minutes, but
on complex legislation you cannot do that. After going
through all the issues what the committee came up with
is that on bills normal members should have
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20 minutes. They kept the speaking time for normal
members the same, but they did reduce a number of
speaking times. The other thing I have proposed — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr INGRAM — No, I do not intend to take too
much more time here today. I would like the
government to fully consider the amendments put
forward. I know that sometimes we will not win these
debates, but I believe it is the democratic right of a
member of Parliament to put forward issues, put
forward ideas, make their views heard, and have those
acted on.
To finish my presentation today I would like to quote
from a discussion on sessional orders in 1996:
It is important because we have seen elsewhere that if the
executive arm of government takes control of the
parliamentary process it inevitably leads to problems. There
are issues of structural imbalance and structural corruption
that occur and then there is a breakdown in accountability.

So basically when the executive arm takes control of
Parliament there is a serious problem with the
parliamentary process which could lead to corruption.
That speaker then went on to say:
It happened in Queensland, where the executive arm of
government was all-powerful …

This is a challenge for the current government. The
speaker at that time is the Leader of the House today. I
would like to think that he would go back to some of
his old speeches and consider the implications of not
allowing adequate debate.
Today on the steps of this Parliament there are protests
from some of the constituents of my electorate in the
timber industry. There are two ways the community can
have their voice heard. They can have their voice heard
out on the front steps of Parliament in protest, or
through their elected representatives here. If you take
away either of those rights of a community, you really
break down the fundamentals of democracy.
I do not think we are going that far here, but we need to
make sure that we do not take away the full opportunity
for members of this place to put forward issues that
they feel are important and adequately debate
legislation, because all legislation impacts on people’s
lives and businesses.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — Speaker, as
your neighbour and colleague I offer my
congratulations to you on your elevation to your high
office.
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One of the highlights, or some might say the lowlights,
of my parliamentary career was one night in, I think,
about 1994 when the then government, with its
commitment to open and democratic processes —
which has been lauded today by opposition
members — and ventilation of issues out for the
community, tried to force the honourable member for
Broadmeadows, as the then Leader of the Opposition,
to provide the budget response from the opposition at
around 11.30 at night. In a tactical manoeuvre I was
invited by the then opposition to speak all night to
enable the Leader of the Opposition to be able to
present his response to the budget at a time when some
media could be present.
The then government gave in — at around 4.00 a.m. —
when it was clear to both me and to all present that I
was well capable of speaking for at least 81/2 hours,
which was the required time. I note that — —
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL — I know; there is some time
limit to my address now. But to those members of the
opposition yearning for that opportunity, yearning for
those good old days, and yearning to be able to do that,
the good news with these sessional orders is that they
will still be able to have their lead speaker speak for
that duration.
But I think it ill behoves opposition members to come
in here and talk about their commitment to open and
democratic parliamentary processes. The fact of the
matter is that this is a modest set of incremental reforms
to sessional orders which provides for greater
participation and greater opportunity and brings us
slightly closer to the 21st century.
Now I can understand, as many on this side of the
house can, that with the General Custer-like experience
the opposition has recently gone through in the
November election, opposition members would be
supersensitive to what they believe to be any incursion
on rights or on their ability to put their point across. But
I do not think it warranted the hyperbole, the
embellishment and the florid claims made by the
leaders of the Liberal and National parties about these
sessional orders. Quite simply, they formalise the sorts
of informal arrangements and agreements that were
entered into in the last session, where speaking times
were truncated to allow a greater number of people to
present the perspectives from either their areas of
expertise or their electorates.
The proposal doubles the opportunities for 90-second
statements. It provides opportunities that have not
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previously existed to debate parliamentary committee
reports. It is about reducing opportunity for the tedious
repetition and filling out of available time that had
become a feature of this chamber and providing more
opportunity for particular perspectives to be put. It also,
as the Minister for Planning detailed, lowers that
significant risk to honourable members’ health
occasioned by the extraordinary hours this house
sometimes sits.
But my main point is that it is an incremental move to
reduce those endless days of longwinded ventilation of
the minutiae of legislation as the main form of
communication in this institution. I do not know of any
other forum or any other purported means of
communication in our community that offers the
opportunity of taking so long to present simple
messages as the Parliament does, because the
maximum time limits have become the minimum.
Member upon member from each side was required to
prepare notes to meet that maximum time limit and to
pad out the debate.
I believe the time limits that are being proposed in these
sessional orders will force honourable members to
prepare their communications and their points in a more
succinct and economical way. I see the sessional orders
as essentially about making our communications and
presentations here more effective and more efficient.
They reduce the time available and force us to be more
focused and succinct with what we are trying to do.
The details of the sessional orders have been gone
through in some detail by the Leader of the House. I
find it difficult to accept that there are major
weaknesses in them. The major point offered by the
Leader of the Opposition was around grievance debates
and matters of public importance. I hark back to those
good old days of the adjournment debates in this
chamber, where the threshold for a question to satisfy
the criteria for an adjournment debate occupied a major
part of the debate. Did a question raised by the
opposition satisfy the criteria or not? Often after an
hour of debate about whether a question could be
debated or not, the debate proceeded, but on many
occasions it did not, and the business of the house
reverted not to government business but to the general
business motion on the notice paper, which was often
years out of date and had very little relevance to the
current concerns of members in the Parliament.
I suggest that for the opposition to either yearn for the
return of those sorts of days or to regard the present
situation as inferior to that is to deny reality. It is a
pleasure to support these sessional orders. They are a
steady and incremental improvement to what we have
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been used to in the past, and I wish deliberations on
them and agreement to them by this house a speedy
passage.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — When I entered the
Parliament 10 years ago I was under the impression that
my role in this Parliament was to speak, to represent my
constituents, to put forward views and to articulate
policy positions. However, I have been advised today
by the Leader of the House that should I speak for more
than 10 minutes today, as I intend to do, that would in
fact classify me as a selfish individual.
I do not accept that logic; I do not accept that
proposition at all. In fact I think one of the great
dangers in the procedures for this Parliament that we
are debating today is that they massively cut the
opportunities available to opposition members in
particular to debate issues of importance, and it is on
that basis that the Liberal Party opposes them.
These sessional orders are a key example of the Bracks
government’s spin and lack of substance. They are a
key example of where I take my hat off to this
government — it is very, very good at managing media.
It is very, very good at spin. However, once you look at
the small print and once you look at the sessional orders
that have been distributed to members of Parliament
here, you can see that what the government says and
what the government is actually doing are two entirely
different things. I refer in particular to a media release
from the office of the Premier dated 18 February of this
year. The heading of that media release is ‘Premier
introduces improvements to Parliament’. I am not so
sure I can see any improvements in these sessional
orders, although I am perhaps prepared to concede the
doubling of the time for the 90-second statements.
The Premier went on to say in his press release:
Barring unforeseen circumstances, sittings will conclude at
the end of the adjournment debate, which will begin at
10.00 p.m. and run for up to an hour.

The Premier also went on to say:
This should ensure MPs remain refreshed and able to deal
with legislation coming before them — it will see an end to
the days of Parliament sitting until 4.00 or 5.00 a.m.

I hope that is right. I hope we do see an end to the days
of the Parliament sitting until 4.00 or 5.00 a.m., but
there is nothing in these sessional orders that will
actually stop that.
These sessional orders are virtually the same as
sessional orders that have operated previously, and they
say that the house goes on to the adjournment at
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10.00 p.m. There is a time limit of half an hour on
adjournment issues, then the ministers respond, now
with a time limit of half an hour. Generally this
Parliament goes home at 11.00 p.m., and I have to say I
do not know what is family friendly about 11.00 p.m.
Maybe other people have a different lifestyle to me.
Mr Robinson interjected.
Ms ASHER — Maybe the honourable member for
Mitcham goes home at 11.00 p.m. and sits down to
dinner with his family at 11.30. That is not the way my
family operates, but maybe my family is unusual.
I do not accept that finishing Parliament at 11.00 p.m. is
family friendly in the first instance, but the provision is
still there that should the government — and this is at
the whim of government — want the house to sit
beyond 11.00 p.m., it will. That is what this
government will do. There is nothing in the sessional
orders that will stop this house sitting beyond
11.00 p.m.
The actuality of the sessional orders before the house is
that they are a curbing of opposition opportunities to
speak under the guise of a family-friendly Parliament.
In fact the claims made in the press release issued by
the Premier on 18 February are a sham.
I recall the days of 1992 when the opposition in this
chamber was upset over changes to sessional orders by
the then Kennett government; it was upset over changes
to the conduct of the grievance debates. In particular it
was most upset over the fact that the adjournment
matters were going to be curbed from 5 minutes to
3 minutes. Many pages of Hansard were filled with the
great upset of Labor Party members who were very,
very concerned that adjournment matters were going to
be cut from 5 minutes to 3 minutes.
I might add that the changes proposed today by the
Australian Labor Party are major compared to the
changes proposed in 1992 in terms of opposition access
to speaking time in this Parliament. They are major not
only in terms of cutting time, which has been touched
on by a number of speakers but also in regard to the
trashing of the traditional government/opposition
approach, which was one speaker from the government
and another from the opposition. When one reads the
details of the proposed sessional orders one sees that
that has been trashed.
I will go through the cuts. Firstly, grievance debates
will be cut from 2½ hours to 2 hours; but there is
something even more insidious, because a maximum of
only eight members are to participate. Likewise the
total time for debate on matters of public importance is
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to be cut. I regard the changes to the debate on the
adjournment of the house to be particularly insidious in
light of the ALP’s objections in 1992, when the time for
adjournment contributions was cut from 5 minutes to
3 minutes. On the face of it, it looks as if there will be
no change with 3 minutes a speaker and a half hour
maximum. But when one reads the fine print one sees
that there is to be a limit on the number of members
raising adjournment issues.
The government has taken note of the Liberal Party’s
practice in the last Parliament, when it cut individual
speaking times from 3 minutes in order for another
colleague to get up another issue. In the sessional orders
now before the house the government says that that
cannot be done. It is insidious, because the Leader of
the House advised us that he wanted a sharing of
speaking opportunities in the house. The rationale for
cutting back the time of lead speakers as well of that of
other government and opposition speakers was, he said,
to share. However, the mechanisms in both the
grievance and the adjournment debates are designed to
ensure that opposition members cannot share the brief
time allocated to them.
The times for the appropriation debate have also been
cut, and other speakers have touched on that. They have
also been cut for debates on the address-in-reply and
bills. Setting aside cutting the time of the lead speakers,
I regard it as dangerous that backbench members of
Parliament have only a maximum of 10 minutes to
debate bills. Members are entitled to debate the many
complex bills that come before this house, as well as
the many bills which are not complex but which also
affect people’s lives and electorates. The government is
now saying that members will have to curb their
contributions to 10 minutes.
This is not about cutting lengthy speeches. Earlier I
heard some shockingly disparaging comments about
the contributions of the honourable member for Box
Hill. I would have thought that of all the speakers in
this Parliament the honourable member for Box Hill is
one who does not repeat himself and offers an
intelligent and considered point of view. Quite frankly I
find it offensive that the ALP has singled him out.
There are many examples of speakers who are
repetitious and tedious, but to hold up the honourable
member for Box Hill as an example is grossly unfair
and, more importantly, inaccurate.
The changes to parliamentary procedures are wrong.
They show how far the ALP has drifted from what it
stood for in the 1990s. I refer to its 1999 election
document called Integrity in Public Life. Under a
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heading ‘Restoring the credibility of the Parliament’ the
ALP’s election promise stated:
Parliament is the core institution of our democracy, but in
recent years it has been degraded and abused by an arrogant
executive government.

I suggest that this government is showing signs of being
an arrogant executive government, as instanced through
these sessional orders. However, when I saw these
sessional orders I was reminded of the Governor’s
speech — not the Governor’s speech that was given to
the Parliament yesterday but the one given in 1999
when the ALP was quite justifiably excited about what
for it would have been an unexpected win. The
Governor’s speech of 3 November 1999, which was of
course under the direction of the government, stated
that the government wished to:
… revitalise Victoria’s democratic institutions …

Indeed the Governor pointed to five pillars that the ALP
stood for in 1999, three of which related to the
procedures of this Parliament. The first was to promote
open and accountable government; the second was to
improve the democratic operation of the Parliament;
and the third was to introduce ‘an improved code of
conduct between government and all other members of
the Parliament’, which is not something that I am aware
had occurred. The Governor then went on to say:
The government’s legislative program will sow the seeds of
lasting and permanent democratic reform, focusing on the
implementation of its program for good government and
reform of the Parliament.

Later in the speech the Governor said, as a reflection of
the ALP’s legislative agenda:
These measures reflect the government’s belief that open
public debate is vital for a healthy democracy. The
government acknowledges and supports the right of the
Parliament and the community to scrutinise the actions of the
executive.

The ALP has travelled a long way since 1999. The
sessional orders before the house severely limit the
capacity of the Parliament to scrutinise the executive,
and that is unfortunate. But do not rely on me for
evidence of this — —
Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Ms ASHER — I am glad the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services has assured me that he will
not rely on me. I prefer to rely on a former Labor
leader. I do not often confess admiration for the
intelligence of Labor leaders, but one of the more
erudite in recent times was the Honourable Jim
Kennan. I refer the house — —
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Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Ms ASHER — I did not say ‘political’, I simply
said ‘erudite’. On 28 November 1992 in a debate on
sessional orders which analysed such sweeping changes
as cutting individual contributions to the adjournment
debate by 2 minutes and having more government
discretion over grievance debates than the Labor Party
wanted, Mr Kennan had the following things to say:
Parliament is not simply to be seen as a tool of the
executive …
Parliament itself is an institution … What we have here was
wheeled in yesterday without consultation, and without notice
this motion is put forward today by a government that has a
large majority in both houses following a decisive election
victory.
The test for the government in those circumstances is whether
it will act in accordance with its previous rhetoric.

That is the test for this government. The answer is a
firm no. Look at the 1999 policy document; look at
what was published in 1999; look at the agreement with
the Independents in 1999; look at the Governor’s
speech in 1999. The government has failed the first test
as articulated by Jim Kennan. The government has not
acted in accordance with its previous rhetoric. Jim
Kennan went on to say:
Will it act in accordance with the spirit of democracy, or will
it take a bulldozer approach? The test of governments — and
ultimately they are judged in the longer term on these sorts of
issues — is whether they have a healthy regard for
democracy, or whether the extent of their majority and the
fact that there is a government controlling both houses lead to
an arrogation of power and the corrupting influences that
Lord Acton referred to.

Jim Kennan then went on to say, and I regard these
points as particularly significant in the light of the fact
that this government does have a healthy majority in
both houses:
It must be understood that Parliament is a forum not only for
the government but also for the opposition. The Parliament is
made up of all members and is not just a forum for one side.
In circumstances where the government of the day has a
comfortable majority the procedures —

in other words, what we are debating today, the
sessional orders, the procedures —
are especially important if Parliament is to work properly.
In circumstances where the government controls both houses
of Parliament with a comfortable majority the importance of
the procedures is heightened even further, because the
opportunities for the opposition to raise and debate issues and
seek information are fewer.
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He actually made the very valid point that in previous
parliaments when Labor had been in office and the
Liberals had held a majority in the upper house, that
provided the opposition party with an important forum.
It could raise issues and exert its numbers — to use that
crass term — in the upper house. He was making a
series of points in this speech on sessional orders, this
very topic, in 1992, saying that there has to be a
particular sensitivity to the rules, procedures and
sessional orders where a government has a majority in
both houses. I urge the Labor Party to look at this
speech and hopefully learn from it. Jim Kennan went
on to say:
There is a substantial government majority and we must be
careful that in the proper interest of parliamentary democracy
the procedures are such that opposition members receive and
are seen to receive a fair go. However, the reverse is
happening.

That is, of course, what is happening now, on speaking
limits, on cuts to speaking times and on cuts to lead
speakers’ times. He said:
The government has come here today and intends to curtail
that opportunity.

Is that not a sense of deja vu?
It is doing it in a draconian way.
These changes were introduced within hours of the
Parliament convening for the first time and the government is
seeking to press it through on the second day. This action
reeks of the attitude that the government is running the show.
It appears to be saying, ‘You are just a nuisance on the other
side. If you don’t like it you can go out and flounder around
and try to find some other forum. You don’t have any proper
role in the Parliament and will not get any air time because
we now control both houses and we are going to run it right
through’. Time and again this arrogance is shown by
governments that are elected by large majorities.

I must say I do not often find myself in agreement with
Labor leaders, but I agree exactly with what Jim
Kennan said. Erudite, thoughtful, the sort of leader I
think the Labor Party would have some pride in still. I
hope it would, and I agree completely with those
sentiments that he expressed in 1992.
I also refer to a document the ALP produced in May
1997. I understand the author was John Brumby, the
now Treasurer. The document was certainly printed and
authorised by one J. Lenders who is now Leader of the
Government in the upper house. I wonder if he casts his
eye over this document produced as recently as May
1997? So what was the Labor Party in opposition going
to enact as part of parliamentary reform? The document
is called Making Parliament Work — Labor’s Plan for
a Harder Working and More Democratic Parliament.
First of all, the Labor Party did promise more speeches
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of shorter duration. However, when you look at the fine
print on page 14 of this document you see what the
Labor Party thought was a fair amount of time for a
speech on a bill. The document says:
Legislative Assembly standing orders allow a maximum of
30 minutes for speeches to bills … but members can usually
put a case in 15 to 20 minutes.

So in 1997 the ALP was happy to acknowledge that
members could usually put a case in 15 to 20 minutes,
which raises the question of why now it wants to slash
it to 10. Do not forget that in 1999 it was 30 minutes
and came down to 20. The proposal is now to have it at
10 minutes, yet the ALP itself acknowledged in what it
thought was a landmark document on the procedures
and processes of Parliament and parliamentary reform
that honourable members need about 15 to 20 minutes.
I ask the government, although I know it will not, to
consider the amendments put forward by the
honourable member for Gippsland East. Again that is
typical of executive government with a large majority
in both houses: the arrogant ‘Yes, yes, we will consider
them’, smirk, smirk, knowing full well that they will
not. That is precisely the attitude that Jim Kennan was
talking about when in 1992 he warned of the dangers
associated with overwhelming majorities in both houses
and the arrogance of the executive that emanates from
that.
On page 15 of that document the Labor Party said:
Labor will guarantee in the Legislative Assembly:
one-hour debates on matters of public importance each
sitting day.

Where are they? This was a Labor guarantee. They did
not come in the last term of government and they
certainly do not come now, although I acknowledge
there will probably be a chance once, or perhaps less, in
every three weeks for a matter of public importance to
be debated. I turn to the section entitled ‘A more
family-friendly Parliament’. This is what the ALP was
going to offer in 1997 in its document that was, as I
said, authorised by the present Treasurer and the
present Leader of the Government in the other place.
The document is prefaced by the comment:
A common complaint from MPs that the Parliament is not a
family-friendly institution. Late working hours and a lack of
child-care facilities put great strains on the family life of MPs
and are often cited as reasons why more women do not run
for Parliament.

The ALP then went on to say in its document that it
wished to change the sitting hours of Parliament. Oddly
enough it drew up some sessional orders on how it
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proposed to implement a family-friendly Parliament. It
states:
Under Labor the Parliament will be scheduled (by sessional
order) to sit from 9.30 a.m. until 7.30 p.m. with provision for
extension by vote of a simple majority.

That was Labor’s view when it was not in government:
it wished to implement something it called family
friendly with closure at 7.30 p.m. I know Parliament is
difficult and there is a lot of night work involved, but
when it was in opposition that is what Labor said it
would do. But we are seeing no change, frankly.
Parliament will usually get up at 11.00 p.m., but in
certain circumstances if the government wishes
Parliament will continue to sit beyond that time.
I listened with interest to the vitriol of the Treasurer
when he spoke prior to lunch. He spoke about the
advances to sessional orders the ALP had made in the
last Parliament. He talked about a question time that
without doubt has expanded in terms of the number of
questions that are able to be asked. He also talked about
90-second statements and took the credit for that as a
member of the ALP. Obviously I must have been
hallucinating around the time of the 1999 election. I
actually thought there was a charter put together by
Independent members of Parliament, and indeed that
charter does exist. The Independents on whom the
balance of power rested asked for a minimum number
of sitting days per year, more questions on each sitting
day and more opportunities for members of Parliament.
I thought that when the Premier responded to the
Independents, as he did on 12 October 1999, he
committed a Bracks Labor government to revising,
changing, improving — whatever word you may want
to use — the sessional standing orders of Parliament. I
have to say that the honourable members for Mildura
and Gippsland East can take far more credit for those
changes than can the ALP.
However, the key point made by the Treasurer was that
he maintains that these sessional orders are an advance
on this progress made with or without the help, force or
pressure of the Independents — however you want it.
But they are not an advance; they are a step back. They
are a massive curtailing of speaking rights in this
Parliament, and it will be even worse in the other place.
It is interesting to contemplate how well the ALP, when
in opposition, used the Legislative Council. That is
particularly true of the Honourable David White in his
pursuit of former Premier Kennett and the Honourable
Theo Theophanous, now a minister in this government,
who I recall keeping the Parliament up all night
debating Workcover changes.
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I also recall the Labor Party using, as it should, the
forum of Parliament through having the Legislative
Council sit all night to debate changes the Liberal Party
wished to make to industrial relations legislation. We
never guillotined that in that entire time. I find it
interesting and symptomatic of a government that is
obsessed with its own power and verging on the
arrogant that, having used that forum, it is going to shut
it down with sessional orders similar to those this house
is debating.
Members of the Labor Party used it as they should: it is
a democratic institution and a forum for members of
Parliament. They used it to highlight what they believed
were deficiencies of the government, what they
opposed about the government of the day. They have
used it, and now they will shut it down — thank you!
No opposition will ever be able to use the upper house
again in the way the Labor Party used it, as it was
entitled to, in that period of the Kennett government.
What we are seeing debated today is a massive
departure from everything that the Labor Party said it
would do. It is a massive departure from its 1999 policy
document. It is a massive departure from the
Governor’s speech in 1999. It is a massive departure
from its own publication Making Parliament Work. It is
a massive departure from all the statements made by the
Labor Party when in opposition, be it by the Leader of
the House, the former leader Jim Kennan or any other
person whose name one could pull from the old
Hansard volumes.
The Labor Party could have done some valuable things.
One of the things I throw on the table in terms of
allowing speaking opportunities for members is to look
at what they do in New South Wales. I completely
understand that the government does not want more
question times. Oppositions generally call for them, but
governments do not want them.
The New South Wales Parliament schedules a sitting
Friday with no question time. Members who want to
speak on issues in their electorates or about bills that are
of concern to them are not constrained by the 10-minute
gag that is to be introduced here and are actually
allowed to voice the concerns of their constituents. The
government could have looked at a change like that. It
is disappointing that the government simply wants to
use its numbers to force through changes to sessional
orders that will significantly disadvantage the
democratic nature of this Parliament.
What we are seeing is a government bulldozing
changes through, a government doing something
which, when in opposition, it railed against for hour
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after hour in this chamber. This government was
actually elected on a platform of openness, honesty and
accountability and of restoring, if I can use that word
lightly, parliamentary democracy. This government has
betrayed this Parliament. It has betrayed the public, and
the public has every right to be cynical.
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — It is with pleasure
that I join this debate on sessional orders — the first
debate of the 55th Parliament of which I am very proud
to be a returned member.
Ms Asher — Very relieved.
Mr ROBINSON — There is a lot of relief going
around on the other side of the chamber; it is just as
well they have the comfortable chairs for the long haul
ahead of them.
I am rising in support of the sessional orders that have
been presented to the house by the government. To date
the debate has been very constructive. As someone who
has served in this Parliament for five years I have been
involved in a number of these debates, and I have seen
the sessional orders evolve. They have come a long
way out of that primeval ooze of the Kennett
government, because what we operated under in the
54th Parliament was a vast improvement on the
Parliament I first entered. Similarly, these sessional
orders refine and enhance the first reforms the Bracks
government introduced.
I acknowledge the anxiety of some honourable
members opposite in their contributions about the time
that will be available for them to make contributions to
debate during the course of this Parliament. That is
understandable. I particularly note the comments of
honourable members opposite regarding parliamentary
committee reports and their great enthusiasm and
interest in being able to speak on those. Bearing those
reforms in mind I acknowledge sessional order 17,
which relates to committee reports. Before proceeding
with some comments on that issue I wish to circulate an
amendment to sessional order 17.
Government amendment circulated by Mr ROBINSON
(Mitcham).

Mr ROBINSON — The right of honourable
members, which has been newly created in the
proposed sessional orders, to discuss parliamentary
committee reports under sessional order 17 is very
welcome and is something that has not previously been
available to honourable members. However, it is
necessary to distinguish those reports which are
commissioned or commenced by ministerial reference
and the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations (SARC)
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weekly Alert Digest, something that is currently tabled
in Parliament very early on Tuesdays and is referred to
regularly in the course of debates on bills during that
sitting week.
The purpose of the amendment being circulated in my
name is to give better effect to the intention of sessional
order 17.
Mr Jasper interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — Well, I can speak as a former
member of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, that esteemed body. It is a rarefied world
that only a few honourable members in this chamber
experience. I can acknowledge the contribution in
previous years of the honourable member for Murray
Valley, who gave outstanding service to that committee
in earlier Parliaments. It is an excellent committee, and
he understands the rarefied world of the scrutinising
process that is undertaken in great detail.
I am concerned that without this amendment we may
end up with debates on Wednesdays which are
effectively a repetition of SARC’s role and putting
ourselves in a position where we may be anticipating
debate. I shall outline briefly to the house the SARC
process, particularly for the benefit of new honourable
members. SARC is one of Parliament’s committees. It
operates under the Parliamentary Committees Act and
sections 4D(a) and (b) give authority for the committee
to report to the Parliament at the commencement of
each sitting week in the form of an Alert Digest. That is
a digest that contains a thorough analysis by members
of that committee of the bills.
SARC is a bipartisan, or cross-party, committee. It
meets on Monday afternoons and members involve
themselves in discussions and examinations of
legislation that is fairly detailed. Opinions are discussed
freely across the table, and members of the committee
at times get into some vigorous debate. Members
examine things like the rights and liberties of
Victorians. SARC’s Alert Digest is then referred to by
honourable members after its tabling in Parliament on
the next day, the Tuesday, in the course of their
contributions on debates on bills which are scheduled
during that week. It has over many years become a
valuable resource.
Without the amendment my concern is that we would
end up having a debate every Wednesday, as I said,
simply on the Alert Digest, and that would lead to some
real difficulties with the Parliament’s longstanding rule
against anticipation of debate, given that the comments
in the SARC Alert Digest go very much to the content
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of bills. I think in many cases by the time the
opportunity to debate or comment on parliamentary
committee reports was made available on the
Wednesday we would not necessarily have got through
all of the bills which are commented on in the Alert
Digest.
The benefit of sessional order 17, speaking more
generally, is that it gives some focus to the valuable
work of parliamentary committees. It is appropriate that
we make some time available for that work to be
examined. In the time I have served in this Parliament I
have been fortunate enough to be a member of the Law
Reform Committee and the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee. In the former of those two I
was fortunate enough to be on the subcommittee
examining the reference provided to us by the then
Attorney-General that dealt with self-induced
intoxication. Some people might say that that is a very
appropriate thing for a group of members of Parliament
to be involved with! But it was a terrific reference, and
with a number of other members I travelled across the
country and spoke to legal experts about the pros and
cons of the O’Connor defence. I will not bore the house
by going into that, but it was a very interesting
experience for all participants, and I am sure we were
all the wiser for the experience. We could genuinely
say at the end that the law in Victoria had been
subjected to some necessary scrutiny and not found
wanting, for a variety of reasons.
Similarly, on the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee in the last Parliament I was fortunate
enough to be involved in a number of inquiries, again
generated in the main by ministers. They include a
review of Anzac Day laws, electronic democracy,
parliamentary committees and privacy. All of those
inquiries were, I found, very valuable experiences. It is
exactly those sorts of references that sessional order 17
will provide opportunities for honourable members to
contribute on. It is not the intention of sessional
order 17 to provide half an hour on Wednesdays simply
to go over the Alert Digest in intricate detail and put
ourselves in a position that might contravene the rule of
anticipation.
Broadly again, Deputy Speaker, I want to make a
number of observations on other aspects of what the
government is proposing. I guess all honourable
members at some time in their service in this place face
the question, ‘What do we want to achieve as members
of Parliament?’. I guess I can answer that in a simple
way by saying that I think it is vitally important that
honourable members who serve in this place have the
opportunity to speak. If you cannot speak, it is very
hard to make an impression.
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There is a trade-off, because we have only a limited
time each week. The trade-off is essentially this: if we
have unlimited time for a lot of people, we have no
time for others. I have sat on both sides of this chamber,
and I well appreciate the frustration that builds up as a
speaker listed down the list who is waiting for a chance
finds that the lead speaker goes on and on and a debate
consists really of a monologue from one side or
another, with very little time allocated for others. I think
that is a good trade-off and that as a general rule
limiting members’ time to speak is a good thing
because it provides more opportunities for others.
The advent of 90-second statements in the last
Parliament was a tremendous thing. They have been
very readily used by members on both sides, and they
have proved to be a very useful means by which
members can raise all manner of issues. It is worth
noting that when we had this debate in the previous
Parliament in November 1999 the Liberal Party put
forward a proposal that did not allow for 90-second
statements. Opposition speakers at that time referred to
the 90-second statements in the pejorative; they did not
think they were a very substantial change.
Let me give an example of how valuable 90-second
statements became in the last Parliament. I refer to the
former member for Eltham, who in the course of the
54th Parliament made twenty 90-second statements.
Most members might have made about that or more.
But in the whole of the 54th parliament he made far
fewer contributions on bills. In fact a search of Hansard
shows that in 10 years he made only 20 contributions
on bills, while in the last 3 years he made far more
contributions through 90-second statements.
The point is that he is an example of a member who
without 90-second statements would have had very
little input into debates in this chamber. It would be a
very retrograde step if we were to go back to the old
style of not having 90-second statements, because I
believe they proved to be of enormous value in the
course of the 54th Parliament.
Equally I believe the government’s proposal to restrict
ministerial responses on the adjournment debate is a
trade-off, or concession. I know it will hurt some
ministers enormously, and their arms must have been
somewhat twisted and manipulated to get them to
agree, but that is part of the trade-off I referred to.
Again I go back to the first time I came to this place,
when the now opposition was in government and the
performance of some ministers in responding to
adjournment matters was not very productive — and I
think I am putting that mildly. Adjournments are all
about allowing members to raise issues. That should be
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the pre-eminent feature of an adjournment debate, not
allowing ministerial responses to go on and on. So I
believe the trade-off in the sessional orders that relates
to ministerial responses is again a positive step and
evidence of the government’s intention to establish
fairness in our house arrangements.
I will conclude by saying that I believe the proposed
sessional orders, particularly the amendment I have put
forward to sessional order 17, are positive and progressive
steps that build on the achievements of the
54th Parliament and, in particular, the Bracks
government’s reforms of sessional orders, which were
both welcome and long overdue. I am very pleased — —
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — It is obvious that the Leader of
the Opposition has never been given the opportunity of
serving on a Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee. He would do well to spend his Monday
afternoons doing so — and given the numbers that are
evident, he may find himself a spot if he is lucky! It is a
great committee, and he would do well to spend some
time on it. These are great sessional orders, and I look
forward to voting for them at a later point.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I am pleased to
join the debate on sessional orders. In the 26 years I
have been in the Parliament this is the first time I have
been able to speak from the front table, so it is an
interesting change. I can now observe members from
where the clerks observe the whole Parliament.
The point I want to make right from the outset is that I
have always believed the Victorian Parliament is the
ultimate forum for debate. It is an important institution,
and we members should be allowed to make
contributions to debate on behalf of our constituents. I
believe every member has the right to speak and to
present those views. I have found in more recent years
that it has been more difficult to get the time to make a
contribution on the various matters that come before the
Parliament.
Successive governments have said that the changes
they were making to sessional orders would make it
easier for members to make contributions. But in fact I
have found that in recent years it has been more
difficult to make those contributions. Some changes
have been positive, there is no doubt about that — and I
refer to the introduction of 90-second members
statements. It has been a positive move to allow
members to make contributions in Parliament on
particular issues or activities within their electorates.
Many members will recall that I have used that
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opportunity to bring up, say, border anomalies or the
Wangaratta Festival of Jazz and other activities in my
electorate of Murray Valley. I make no bones about the
fact that I am very parochial about the valley as far as
my contributions in Parliament are concerned.
The other thing is question time. There is no doubt that
throughout the late 1970s and into the 1980s we saw a
deterioration in question time. I think that started from
the changes made by the federal government in the
1970s, which carried on throughout Australia. Question
time became a forum for a minister to provide more
information than they should. In my view that
information should have been presented as a ministerial
statement to the Parliament so that every member could
debate the particular subject, instead of the minister
using question time to make the statement.
Then we saw unlimited time being provided for
questions without notice and ministers of whatever
political persuasion filibustering to make sure they were
asked a limited number of questions. So I applauded the
change which provided that 10 questions would be
asked at question time, because that gave an extended
opportunity for questions — and, of course, for
ministers to expand on some of the answers they gave.
Considering what is just and fair in the circumstances is
important when we look at this issue. As I indicated, I
have seen many changes over the years I have been in
Parliament, many of which have been improvements.
As far as I am concerned, it is important to give
members the opportunity to speak. Parliament is the
ultimate forum where members can present the views
of their electorates, so when there is a restriction on
members speaking I find that does not gel with my
views on the right to speak within Parliament. As I
indicated, in more recent years I have found it more
difficult to get the time to speak in debates.
The response governments would give me would
usually be, ‘You should support the changes to
sessional orders on the basis that it will give more
members the opportunity to speak’. I have a different
view. I believe the Parliament does not sit long enough,
so I believe we need to extend the sittings. Successive
governments have said, ‘We will not curtail debate in
Parliament. We will make sure that everyone gets the
opportunity to speak’. But in fact every Parliament that
I have been a member of since entering this place in the
late 1970s has done precisely the opposite.
What they have sought to do is curtail honourable
members making a contribution to Parliament by the
way it operates and restricting honourable members in
what they are able to say. I am of the view that we need
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to extend the sittings of the Parliament. We should
retain sitting three days a week because it suits country
members.
There is talk of family-friendly hours, but as far as I am
concerned when we are in Melbourne for the sitting of
the Parliament on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday
there is nothing wrong with sitting until 11 00 p.m. or
12 midnight, because we are in Melbourne for those
three days. If we went back to what are called
family-friendly hours and stopped at 5.30 p.m., as far as
I am concerned the evening would be free.
To start at an earlier time, which has gradually occurred
from the times we originally started, such as 9.30 a.m.
on Wednesday and Thursday and going through on
those nights to the adjournment at 11.00 p.m. and
finishing at, say, 11.00 p.m. or midnight, depending on
the time of the adjournment, which will be restricted
under the new sessional orders, will not present a
problem at all because it will allow country members
time to get back to their electorates on Thursdays.
We also have the situation where the government of the
day says that on Thursday we will ostensibly finish at
4 o’clock and then go on to the adjournment debate.
Now second readings of bills are often given after
4 o’clock. I put to the house that as a country member
of Parliament I am 3 hours from my home, so if we go
to 11.00 p.m. or 12 midnight on the Thursday night do I
stop in town and drive home the next morning or do I
drive home late at night? What I have done in the past
is drive home at night if we finish at 11.00 p.m. or
12 midnight. I have activities within my electorate that I
am committed to on the Friday. City members do not
often understand this because they can get home fairly
easily, but country members of Parliament have
specific issues and commitments in their electorates.
Again I say I strongly support the three-day sittings on
Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays, but I do not
support sitting on Fridays because of the commitment
we have as country members. If there is a late Friday
sitting you get home late Friday night, which cuts into
what you normally would do on the Friday. I support
extending the sitting days so that honourable members
have a greater opportunity to make a contribution.
Indeed, that happened in earlier years. I recall when
Mr Peter Ross-Edwards was the Leader of the National
Party that he would always say when we got the times
for the sittings to rule out the next week or two after the
last sitting day. When we got to the last week of the
Parliament instead of sitting on Fridays, which was the
tradition in the 1990s, which I disagreed with and
which has been carried forward with the current
government, but not to the same extent, it was his view
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that we should be taking an extra week or two of
sittings. The system we have with the sitting days is
quite good, but we should extend the sitting if we need
to.
In recent times the Parliament had been sitting during
the Easter week. We always sat on Tuesday and
Wednesday and country members then had the
opportunity of driving home on the Wednesday night
before Easter. But in recent years the government of the
day — metropolitan based — sits on Thursday. You try
driving out of Melbourne on the Thursday night of
Easter and getting involved with that traffic and the
problem that entails. I put that forward because I
believe the government should think about that issue
when looking at times.
The business program introduced by the previous
government and carried forward by this government
states on Tuesday that, say, six bills will be debated by
4 o’clock on Thursday. I disagree with that. While it
may put pressure on honourable members to pass bills
through the Parliament, we have the situation where
three bills get debated by 4 o’clock on the Thursday
and the other three bills go through automatically. I am
a strong supporter of the two-house system we have in
Victoria because at least with the upper house we have
the opportunity for legislation to be reviewed and
debated properly. I noted in the comments made by a
minister that the changes will give more opportunity for
a committee debate. We do not have committee debates
now. In my early years in the Parliament we always
went into committee to debate bills.
Deputy Speaker, you will recall during the time that
you have been a member of this place that if you
participated in a second-readings debate and talked
about particular clauses in the bill you would be
stopped — the Clerk will support me on this —
because the second-reading debate is to make
contributions on the principles of the legislation. The
committee stage deals with particular clauses, but now
we do not have a committee debate. If we go into
committee the debate is hustled so that we do not have
a proper debate in this place.
Some bills do not go to committee when they should
and some bills on the Thursday are not even debated!
That is a disgrace. Here we are with 88 members, and a
bill does not even get debated, for goodness sake. It
passes through the house. At times I have wanted to
make a contribution on a particular bill and I have
prepared, as many honourable members have done, to
speak on that bill, but then I have found that I could not
make a contribution. That is outrageous and it needs to
be changed.
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Although I acknowledge some of the changes to the
sessional orders, I will not support these proposals we
are debating now because they have many shortfalls.
The worst part about it is that there has not been any
discussion with the other parties. If you have discussion
you can generally get a satisfactory result. The
government discussed it with its own members and
said, ‘This is what we are going to do’. But there was
no discussion with other members of this place. That is
a disgrace and should be changed.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER — You can put anyone you wish into
that category. I would extend the sittings of the house to
allow honourable members more time to make a
contribution. I would not have a restricted program
where we have a number of bills to be debated by
4.00 p.m. on Thursday. With an extended sitting you
could give honourable members an opportunity to make
a contribution. The adjournment debate is an excellent
avenue for people to bring forward issues of concern
within their electorate. I am not so concerned about
reducing the time allowed for honourable members to
raise matters from 5 minutes to 3 minutes because we
need to be more concise and probably not all of us can
raise an issue concerning their electorate in that limited
time. The difficulty is in restricting the responses by
ministers to 30 minutes. As indicated by earlier
speakers, this could be a disaster because one or two
ministers in responding could take up the whole time.
What we should be doing is making sure in the
sessional orders that the ministers are present in the
chamber to respond to adjournment issues.
Since I have been in the Parliament every government
has done the same thing. We need to have more
ministers responding to the matters raised during the
adjournment debate. The fact is that they listen on the
intercom and if they do not like the issue raised they
decide not to enter the chamber. I have often arranged
with a minister to come into the chamber to answer an
issue that I wanted to raise, but because I had not raised
it in the manner that they thought I should they would
not come into the chamber to respond to the issue. That
is a disgrace. I acknowledge some ministers do respond
to matters, but the problem is that others do not. I
would like that issue included in the sessional orders to
ensure that ministers come into the chamber to respond
to matters raised by honourable members.
The Leader of the National Party made an excellent
contribution in putting forward the views concerning
the National Party and the limitations on the leader of
the third party. You need to have unlimited time when
there is a huge issue that needs to be debated. I am not
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opposed to restricting times to stop filibustering. We
have seen over the years honourable members on both
sides of the house taking hours to speak on a particular
issue when they could have been more concise.
However, there is often detailed legislation that comes
before Parliament that requires a major contribution.
To limit National Party members as the third lead
speaker on these matters is wrong and is restrictive,
particularly for bills, the budget debate and the
address-in-reply. To reduce the contribution of
backbench members of this place to 10 minutes is very
restrictive. It is very hard to cover issues relating to
legislation that affects your particular electorate in
10 minutes. While the objectives are clear and perhaps
okay in general terms, the restrictions have gone too far,
and I do not support the proposed sessional orders on
that basis. I am sorry the honourable member for
Mitcham has left the house, because I want to refer to
his amendment. While his amendment — —
Mr Holding interjected.
Mr JASPER — We will deal with you as we go
along too, but not necessarily today. I will be interested
to see the change in the new minister and how he
handles himself in the new Parliament compared to
how he handled himself in the previous Parliament. I
will leave it at that because he is on thin ground.
The honourable member for Mitcham put forward an
amendment to sessional order 17. He is seeking to
exclude from the reports that are proposed to be
debated in the Parliament those reports from the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee. He was
really driving at excluding bill reports that come
forward from that committee, because he believes
including them may provide an avenue for debate
taking place prior to the debate on the bill. The Speaker
and the Deputy Speaker would be able to prevent that
occurring anyway on the grounds that it would be
anticipating debate on legislation. He failed to
recognise that the committee presents reports other than
reports on bills. I hope the Minister for Manufacturing
and Export and the Minister for Gaming are taking note
of this. The amendment put forward by the honourable
member for Mitcham needs to be reviewed. We could
all accept it if only the bill reports were to be excluded,
but he wants to exclude any reports that come from that
committee.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee is an
excellent committee. I was on the regulation review
subcommittee for many years, and I have been on this
committee as well. It is an excellent committee that
does great work. I suggest the honourable member for
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Mitcham should review, rethink and reword his
amendment to exclude just the bill reports and include
other reports from that committee.
The government has always said that it will go forward
with honesty, openness and accountability, and one or
two honourable members have said that today. I wrote
the words down, because you can easily forget them.
They said it would be an open, honest and accountable
government. But there has not been enough discussion
on the proposed sessional orders with all the parties to
try to get everybody to agree. You probably will not get
everybody to agree but you can at least get a consensus
that recognises the particular issues brought forward by
opposition and National Party members particularly
because we have specific concerns about the proposed
sessional orders.
While I believe there needs to be a review and changes
made to the operation of Parliament — there is no
doubt in my mind that we can improve it, but members
on both sides of the house need to cooperate to make
sure that it works. The proposed sessional orders and
regulations are going too far in restricting the rights of
members to be able to present their views and the views
of their constituents before the house. More time needs
to be made available for bills to go through the
committee stage and for members to be given the
opportunity to speak and present their views.
I indicate again that the National Party opposes the
proposed sessional orders. The government should,
while it has the numbers to get the proposed sessional
orders through the house — and they will go through
under these circumstances — take account of the
comments that have been made. Let us put in place
sessional orders that everybody can agree with and get
a consensus on the best operation of the Parliament.
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — Deputy Speaker, I
know I can speak on behalf of everyone on the
government side of the house in congratulating you on
your appointment to high office. I do so in particular for
the Minister for Gaming who was not able to
congratulate you yesterday.
I was one of the people who discussed the sessional
orders when a group of us met. The challenge has been
how to run this Parliament effectively. When I was first
elected to Parliament in 1996 the sessional orders
provided that speakers could speak for half an hour on
every bill, and I must admit we did exceptionally well.
A change took place somewhere between 1996 and
1999 by agreement that resulted in members from all
parties speaking for less and less time. That has
continued until today. In the last Parliament on most
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occasions speaking times for each member lasted
between 5 to 10 minutes by agreement. The proposed
sessional orders are basically in line with that
equation — we have allowed 10 minutes at most for
speaking on bills. Obviously, the address-in-reply and
the budget debate are different, so we have allowed a
bit longer — 15 minutes. These proposed sessional
orders are in line with what has occurred since 1996.
I inform new members of this house that the reason all
of us were concerned was that the Herald Sun
particularly liked to take liberties with the fact of who
spoke or did not speak. I know a lot of members wanted
to speak on bills, but previously they had been cut off.
Obviously if you allow 5 or 6 hours for debate — and
that is a most generous time for debate on a particular
bill — and the lead speakers from the opposition and
National Party take 2 or 3 hours, it limits the time other
members are able to speak. So we have tried to limit the
time given to lead speakers.
One of the things I am in charge of as Government
Whip is delivering the second-reading speeches. I know
we have 11 this week, so I will use this week as an
example. Of the 11 second-reading speeches 3 of them
will go for approximately 20 to 24 minutes; 5 will go
for about 10 minutes and 3 will go for less than
5 minutes. Clearly a second-reading speech puts
forward the point of view of the lead speaker for the
government. So it is not unreasonable to expect that the
opposition’s reply will be within those parameters. But
no — for example, in reply to a 2-minute speech the
opposition gets an extra 28 minutes. So it is not
unreasonable to expect the opposition to speak within
that half-hour time frame.
The second-reading speeches on some bills go for over
an hour — I recall the second-reading speech on the
Workcover bill. On such occasions the opposition will
be able to match those times. Again it is taking
members of the opposition into consideration; if there is
a long second-reading speech with a lot of detail in it,
the opposition can match the time. Using this week as
an example, on all the bills listed ministers will speak
for less than half an hour, the majority of them for less
than 10 or 15 minutes, so the opposition will have
ample time to respond. That again gives the opposition
more time, and with that time allowed if you have 2 or
3 hours for debate on a bill you will get quite a few
other honourable members up.
There was one thing I learnt during yesterday’s
condolences, something that I was not aware of. I quote
from 5 December 1987, when the Honourable Vin
Heffernan is reported as saying:
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One of the main adjustments he has had to make involves the
art of getting used to talking to walls, otherwise known as
taking part in parliamentary debate.

What truer statement was ever made? Mostly when we
speak in this house the number of people present is
limited, and today is no great exception. With long,
filibustering debates where someone speaks for as long
as 3 hours and 33 minutes — reference was made to
that — the number of people listening to the conclusion
of the debates would be exceptionally limited, I would
imagine. I cannot recall that debate, and the honourable
member for Box Hill may like to clarify it, but in such
long debates the number of people actually listening
and the number of people who will ever actually read
the Hansard report of the whole debate would be very
small. The government is truncating the process to
make certain that more of the people who could speak
will have the time in which to speak.
Members statements have been an innovation, and I
take the point that the Independents were involved in
such negotiations in the last Parliament. Members
statements were a great success in the last Parliament.
They were such a success that, from the government’s
point of view, it had people wanting to make members
statements and it could never get enough of them in.
Members statements are a prime example of where a
local member can raise local issues, such as someone
passing away, some sporting event or some community
event. If there is something of significance in your
electorate, you can advise the house of it. From my own
point of view that has been most successful. People feel
very privileged to have their name or event mentioned
in Parliament. Members statements are one of the
outstanding successes of the last Parliament. Some
members use the opportunity for other purposes. I
know that at times the opposition tried to score points
with them, but from an individual member’s point of
view they are an exceptionally valuable tool.
So there will be time to speak on the bills and on the
members statements, and now there is the new process
for speaking on investigative reports. I know I tabled a
report from the previous parliamentary Road Safety
Committee and never had a chance to speak on it. The
only chance I really had was the 90-second statement,
which I could have used, but this new process will give
ample time to follow through with a report. From the
opposition’s point of view, if after six months the
government does not accept the recommendations or
for some other reason, members of the opposition can
use that time to raise points they believe the
government failed to make.
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It is not one-way traffic, as some people are trying to
say; it is a sensible approach. It will still allow people
ample time to debate bills, ample time to make
members statements and ample time to raise matters of
public importance and grievances, but will allow more
time for debates like those on investigative reports. I
commend the new sessional orders to the house and
look forward to their passing.

must say they do not do all that much for the
representative role of Parliament, either. Certainly the
90-second statements provide an opportunity to make a
few remarks, and that can on occasion be put to good
use, but when it comes to actually standing up for one’s
constituency, for one’s electorate, and putting a solid
argument on an issue that really counts, the times that
are available for that are being drastically curtailed.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — Deputy Speaker, may I
congratulate you and the Speaker on your election to
office yesterday and extend to both of you every good
wish as you seek to live up to the benchmark that you
set for yourselves yesterday — the work of your
predecessor, the Honourable Alex Andrianopoulos. He
will certainly go down on the record as one of the most
decent, honourable, fair-minded and impartial Speakers
this house has had.

Other honourable members on this side of the house
have previously referred to elements of the hypocrisy in
the government’s approach — quotes from the ALP’s
1999 policy, quotes from many members of the Labor
Party when they were on the opposition side of the
house, and what was said in the response to the
Independents charter. Those elements of hypocrisy go
along with many other elements of the hypocrisy we
have seen on the part of the government.

Given the clear pride the Speaker takes in the fact that
she is the first woman elected to that office, it is perhaps
befitting that I commence my remarks by referring to
what has been said by one of the most illustrious
women Speakers in any Parliament in the
Commonwealth of Nations — namely, the Honourable
Betty Boothroyd, as she then was, the first woman
Speaker of the House of Commons. In her concluding
remarks to the Parliament she said, and I quote:

New honourable members would have enjoyed the
so-called silver service that was going to be scrapped
by a Labor government — the so-called silver service
that cost ABC broadcaster Ranald McDonald his job
because he pointed out that the silver service here was
of about the same standard as that of the Collingwood
Football Club social club. Garden parties were also
criticised by Labor in opposition, and the appointment
of parliamentary secretaries and committee chairs was
castigated by the Labor Party in 1992, but the list of
both has subsequently been extended prodigiously.

Let us make a start by remembering that the function of
Parliament is to hold the executive to account … That is the
role for which history has cast the Commons. It is the core
task of members — not merely to act as representatives of
their constituents, important though that certainly is. It is in
Parliament in the first instance that ministers must explain and
justify their policies.

Later on she made the other excellent point, that:
… the house must be prepared to put in the hours necessary to
carry out effective examination of the government’s
legislative program.

I commend those words to all honourable members,
and I observe in passing that Betty Boothroyd is also
well known for the fact that upon being elected to office
she instructed honourable members in the House of
Commons to call her Madam, and indeed all of them —
from the Prime Minister, Tony Blair, downward — in
fact addressed her as Madam Speaker.
What is most striking about the government’s approach
to these sessional orders is the complete hypocrisy that
comes from the senior members of the government.
Almost equally disturbing is what I think can be
characterised as the sincere naivety of some of the other
government speakers on this motion, because these
sessional orders in fact undermine, in particular, the
ability of Parliament to hold government to account. I

Let us look a bit more closely at this issue of hypocrisy.
Of course the argument that comes back from the other
side is, ‘You lot are hypocritical too, and so we are all
in it together’. Unfortunately if the public draws the
conclusion that all members of Parliament are equally
hypocritical, that is a most unsatisfactory outcome for
this debate. The fact is that the reproaches directed at
the Liberal and National parties and their respect for
parliamentary democracy are baseless. The allegation
that we attacked parliamentary democracy through
changes to sessional orders and parliamentary
procedures is simply untrue. That is how it is that we on
this side can agree with those fine principles that were
stated from time to time by the Honourable Jim
Kennan, by the present Leader of the House and by
others without being hypocritical in doing so. It is
because we supported the sentiments; we just disagreed
with their argument that what was being done infringed
those sentiments.
I have listed something of the order of 10 changes to
parliamentary proceedings that were made during the
course of the previous coalition government. There is
really only 1 of those 10 changes to which exception
was taken even at the time, and that was the
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introduction of the government business program; and
upon the change of government that element was
continued.
In other respects, under the coalition government sitting
hours were brought forward to earlier in the day and the
adjournment ceased to be at 11.00 p.m. and became
10.00 p.m. The previous debate on general business of
21/2 hours on a Thursday morning became 3 hours on a
Wednesday morning. The grievance debate was on
every third sitting week, not every third calendar week
as it had been previously, which meant sometimes a
grievance debate got dropped out. There was more time
given to speak on grievances through changing the time
to 15 minutes per speaker. Similarly, on the
adjournment debate, a reduction was introduced from
5 minutes to 3 minutes.
Under the coalition government matters of public
importance were allowed to be debated, whereas I think
they were never or scarcely allowed under the previous
Labor government. Question time was moved to
2.00 p.m. every parliamentary sitting day, which again
is a reform that has been carried forward. A right of
reply for aggrieved members of the public for what was
said in Parliament was introduced. The televising of
parliamentary proceedings was liberalised.
All of those positive reforms were made under the
previous government. For the benefit of new members
to this house, I will refer to the history behind the
introduction of the government business program.
Yesterday the honourable member for Preston referred
to Speaker Edmunds truncating into one combined
question what had previously been three questions —
that a bill be committed, that it be now committed, and
that the Speaker do now leave the chair. So what had
previously been three questions became one, but
following the election of the coalition government in
1992 Tom Roper, the manager of opposition business,
took a point of order that that was not permitted by
standing orders, and accordingly he insisted that each of
those three questions be put separately and that they be
divided on. Through the use of that artifice he was able
to prevent the translation of a bill from debate in the
house into committee by upwards of half to
three-quarters of an hour, and I am sure honourable
members on all sides of the Parliament who were there
in those days will recall that.
It was in response to that procedural abuse of the forms
of Parliament that the government business program
was brought in. Yet that has been really the only change
of the government of the day that was reproached by
the then opposition and, as I said, it is a change that has
subsequently been retained by the Labor Party. So these
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allegations of hypocrisy and abuse of parliamentary
rights by the previous coalition government are
completely untrue, and even if they were true I would
hardly have thought it would be a sound justification on
the part of government members to say, ‘We are just
being as contemptuous of Parliament as you were, so
what we are doing is okay’.
But in fact it gets worse than that. What these sessional
changes do, together with the changes being proposed
in another place, is take away from opposition parties
rights that have endured for generations, rights that
previously endured when the Labor Party was in
government, when the Labor Party was in opposition
under a coalition government, on the very brief
occasion previously when the Labor Party had control
in the upper house, and on the other occasions when the
Liberals and/or National Party have had control,
whether or not the Liberal Party or National Party were
in government. Particularly in the other place those
rights and privileges have endured. Now when Labor
has total power, instantly we see those rights being
taken away.
Let me move to some of the specifics that are being
proposed in the motion before us, and at the outset,
Deputy Speaker, may I move some amendments to the
motion before the house and ask that the amendments
which have been reduced to print be circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).

Mr CLARK — The proposed amendments have
several objectives. The first is to allow the debate that is
to take place following a matter of public importance
on a Wednesday morning to be a debate of any annual
report or report of the Auditor-General and not simply a
debate of a report of a parliamentary committee.
The second objective is to provide that the call on
90-second statements alternate between government
and non-government members, as has been the practice
in this house, and indeed the practice in the
commonwealth Parliament where the 90-second
statements originated.
The third objective, in the spirit of trying to achieve
some intermediate point between the views of the
government and opposition on these matters, is to
propose that the lead speaker for the opposition
responding on government bills other than
appropriation bills be set at 60 minutes rather than
30 minutes and that the time allowed for other speakers
be set at 15 minutes rather than 10 minutes.
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These are the proposals that the opposition puts forward
and the reasons underlying them will largely be evident
from what has been said in debate or what I have just
referred to.
The changes that the government is seeking to make
cover a range of aspects. Some of them are relatively
small, but insidious. They are the clearest
demonstration one could seek of the lack of good faith
of the proponents of these sessional orders on the
government side. I refer to the fact that in just about
every context where an overall time period for debate is
set, the time is now counted in terms of the lesser of a
set number of speakers, or the set time, rather than
simply the set time itself.
That, of course, goes completely contrary to some of
the objectives that the Leader of the House expressed in
advocating these amendments. He urged members to
work out how to share time amongst each other, and he
called for greater certainty in the flow of parliamentary
debates. Of course there is no opportunity to share if the
debate is truncated at a set number of speakers
regardless of the length of time for which they speak,
and the certainty of timing is also reduced if debate is
shortened when speakers do not speak for their full
time. The clear objective of that particular amendment
is to exclude the possibility of opposition members
speaking for shorter periods so that the call will come
back to the non-government side of the house at the end
of the debate.
It has been remarked previously that there has been no
change to the provisions for the government’s so-called
family-friendly hours. The provisions in these sessional
orders now are exactly the same as the sessional orders
in the previous Parliament.
Similarly the provision of 30 minutes for ministers to
respond on the adjournment debate is a nonsense and
open to the abuse that has previously been referred to. If
there was any sincerity in trying to abridge ministers’
remarks in response to the adjournment, the logic
would be to limit each ministerial response to each of
the 10 contributions to the adjournment debate to
3 minutes each, so each minister on each adjournment
contribution would have 3 minutes to respond.
Those anomalies and incongruities, small as they may
be in the scheme of things, are evident demonstration
either of the lack of care or, more likely, the malevolent
intent of the government in framing large parts of
sessional orders.
Let us come to the core change that the government
makes — that is, the truncation of speaking times in
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debate. Again that is replete with illogic. Why is it if
you accept all the arguments put forward on the other
side of the house about getting on with the debate and
speaking succinctly that there is unlimited time
available for the mover of a government bill? If it is
good enough for everybody else to be succinct, why is
it not good enough for ministers of the Crown to be
succinct? Why is it that the rights of the opposition in
terms of the length of time of their lead speaker to
respond on a bill are exactly limited to the length of
time taken by the government minister in moving the
second-reading speech? There is no necessary exact
match between those two. Some bills will be short in
introduction and long in response. Others will be the
reverse of that.
The Government Whip and others made much of the
argument that during the previous Parliament most of
the time there was agreement between the parties to
have the length of contributions to debate within the
maximum allotted time. That was therefore used as a
justification for truncating maximum speaking times.
There is an illogical confusion of average and
exceptional circumstances. Certainly in the vast
majority of cases contributions can and have been made
succinctly, and that has been effective; but it is the
exceptional case that in a sense proves the need for a
greater opportunity to contribute to debate.
Constitutional reform is perhaps one evident example
of that. Reference has been made to my contribution to
the debate on the Workcover legislation, the length of
which has been remarked on previously. That bill made
radical and controversial changes of great complexity to
the Workcover scheme, and a detailed cataloguing of
the facts about that debate needed to be placed on the
record. How has the government responded to that fact?
It has responded not by addressing the issue but simply
by invective and name calling, abusing speakers who
have spoken for longer than the standard time.
It may well be that following my contribution others
may make further attacks on me on that score, but if
members are going to stand up and argue that particular
speeches have been verbose or repetitive, let them not
just make that assertion but quote evidence to prove it.
Looking at the vast majority of speeches of
considerable length made in this house, and certainly
the ones I made in the previous Parliament, I would
challenge any honourable member to illustrate how
they have been unnecessarily verbose or repetitive.
So where do we stand? The fundamental question is
what the purpose and structure of debate in this
Parliament should be. It is interesting that from the side
of politics that has made great play about consultation,
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involving community groups and listening to and
reflecting all shades of opinion comes the view that all
that can be distilled into a half-hour, 20-minute or
10-minute contribution.
It is perhaps understandable that radio commentators
such as Jon Faine from 774 ABC Melbourne might say
that if you cannot get your point across in half an hour,
why are you bothering? I would not think even Jon
Faine believes that in his heart of hearts. His technique
is effective for talkback radio and print journalism,
where big-picture and complex issues have to be
compressed, but heaven help a society if that is the sole
level of debate that takes place on the major decisions
that that society faces. I know that even Jon Faine is
aware of the existence of books, because his program
contains a conversation hour that often features authors.
He knows that the purpose of a book is to set out
arguments in much more complexity, as is the purpose
of articles in magazines and journals.
Some might say that that is not the purpose of
Parliament, which supposedly is just to have a few
succinct summings up. I would question even that
proposition. Honourable members are supposed to put
in the time, effort and hard work and have the diligence
to study the issues in detail, grasp the complexities of
the issues and perform on behalf of their constituents
the job which those constituents do not have the time to
do themselves and which they entrust to us to do
properly on their behalf. If we are not given the time to
come into this chamber and articulate those points, then
we are being throttled in our ability to do our duty as
members of Parliament.
Some have asked, ‘Who cares about the complex issues
that are debated in bills?’. I can assure honourable
members that although Hansard is not widely read, it is
read by those who have passionate interests in the
legislation concerned, be it Workcover, marine parks,
law reform or any other issue. Similarly government
members would be aware that courts and the legal
profession often have recourse to the reports of
parliamentary debates to ascertain the somewhat
obscure intentions that are often expressed in
legislation. The honourable member for Murray Valley
rightly lamented the reduction in opportunities for
debates on the committee stage of bills which has taken
place over recent years, which has already limited that
capacity.
One other way in which I can illustrate the
inconsistency of the government’s position is by
reference to the fact that the sessional orders provide for
an unlimited opportunity for the opposition’s lead
speaker in responding on the appropriation bills. You
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may well ask why that is so, and I hope my drawing
attention to this fact does not impel a government
member to seek to amend it.
I would surmise that the reason is that the government
felt itself incapable of standing up in the public arena
and defending the proposition that its budget for the
year should only be subject to 1 hour’s scrutiny by the
opposition’s lead speaker. It knew it could not win that
debate, so it decided it would allow an unlimited
response to the budget. But given that, how is it that the
government can say that in debate on issues such as
constitutional reform the lead speaker should be limited
to 1 hour? Is that a less important or complex subject
than the budget? The marine parks bill has previously
been referred to. That was a massively complex and
important piece of legislation.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr CLARK — The honourable member refers to
the box ironbark national park, and there are numerous
other pieces of legislation of similar complexity. That
point alone shows the inconsistency of what the
government is saying.
Even if you accept the argument that this house should
be one in which debate flows a lot more freely and
quickly and members have more opportunities to
contribute, what is being done to allow for other input
and debate that might make that work better?
If this Parliament is going to be the peak debate or
summation of a whole lot of other debates of greater
complexity, where is the forum for that? Where are the
provisions, for example, for all bills to be referred to a
committee that has public hearings and receives public
submissions? Where is the talk about having a second
chamber such as the commonwealth Parliament has
where bills can be referred out for detailed study,
debate or committee examination? Where are the
provisions for as-of-right incorporation of charts and
other technical or explanatory documents into Hansard
or even, in these days of the Internet, webpages and
hyperlinks, the opportunity to incorporate in Hansard
links to sites that bear out an honourable members’
arguments?
Where are the rights for intervention in the course of
debate such as the UK Parliament has? Our rule is that
interjections are disorderly. In the UK Parliament — as
I expect you, Deputy Speaker, and some other
honourable members will know — a member as of
right can ask the person on their feet to allow
intervention to make a point in debate. Where is all of
that? That is the sort of thing you would look for if this
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government were serious about ensuring a quick flow
of debate.

much the creature of the executive government of the
day.

Where is the enforcement of the rules against tedious
repetition of a member’s own or another’s arguments?
We saw in the previous Parliament government
speakers’ notes being passed from backbencher to
backbencher, with each giving a virtually identical
speech. Where is the stamping down on that sort of
abuse? If the government were serious about its central
argument, all these reforms would be being introduced
as well. The fact that they are not shows that the
government is making a limp attempt to justify what it
is doing by saying it is giving everybody an opportunity
to have a say and undermines the sincerity of what the
government says.

Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I congratulate you,
Deputy Speaker, on your elevation to a very important
role in this house, and I know you will follow the
footsteps of your predecessors in a very competent and
principled way. Thank you for this opportunity.

Really what is happening here is the dumbing down of
Parliament. It is a closing of the parliamentary mind
and the curtailment of scrutiny. It is a set of reforms
designed to suit the convenience of the government in
making the backbench think it has a role. I say in
particular to honourable members who are new to this
house that if they are members who want to get up and
say something of substance they will find quite quickly
that they are chafing under the restrictions on speaking
that have been set up under these sessional orders and
they will be finding themselves quickly disillusioned
about many aspects of their time in this place.
When we debated sessional orders at the start of the
previous Parliament I referred to George Orwell’s book
Animal Farm and to the pigs, who in the middle of the
night came out with a bucket of whitewash and, having
started with a charter of 10 or so principles on the wall,
whited them out one by one until they were left simply
with the statement: ‘All animals are equal, but some are
more equal than others’.
Back in 1999, what the ‘pigs’ were whiting out was
their own charter of principles that they had put up,
what the Australian Labor Party had told the electorate
it was going to introduce by way of beneficial reform
and then failed to introduce. We were debating the
adequacy of the changes that were made in 1999 and
the government’s living up to those goals. But what the
whitewash has been brought out for now is not
principles that the ALP took to the electorate, it is
longstanding democratic principles which have been
enshrined in practice in this house for many years and
which have stood the test of oppositions of different
persuasions. Now the whitewash is being applied to
those longstanding principles to dumb down this
Parliament, to curtail the opportunity for adequate
scrutiny of government and to make Parliament very

The first lesson I learnt in this place was about sessional
orders, back in 1996. It was a lesson that has lasted with
me to this day. I did not know anybody in the
Parliament at that time and certainly did not understand
sessional orders. There was a very lengthy debate on
this issue, and I tried to take some interest. I still have
difficulty in comprehending them today, but it was
worse back in 1996. So I sought some advice from the
Speaker as to what I should do. He said, ‘You are an
Independent; you can go’. So I took his advice and I
missed a division at 1.30 a.m. The Leader of the House
put out a press release suggesting that I did not have the
commitment necessary to fulfil the role of a member of
Parliament. I have taken that lesson to heart, and I can
assure you I will not be missing any divisions on
sessional orders in the year 2003.
I do not know how the Leader of the House knew I was
missing, because the Premier of the day, Jeff Kennett,
was also missing, and I counted about seven other
honourable members who were missing.
Mr Dixon — You were with him.
Mr SAVAGE — Well, that’s a good rumour. I can
assure you it’s not true.
I guess all oppositions want to control the house. It is
natural that when you are in opposition you are
eternally frustrated by the process and you want to
control the business of the house. We saw that on a
number of occasions in the Parliament that preceded
this, the 54th. Unfortunately the reality is that the
government controls the house, and no matter how
frustrating it is for oppositions and Independent
members, we have to live with that. Change is
inevitable, and I support the principle of the current
sessional orders, but I also indicate some concern with
some of those areas. I think they will be enhanced
greatly by the amendments proposed by the honourable
member for Gippsland East.
The last Parliament showed that there could be some
very fundamental changes that enhanced the operation
of this house compared with the 53rd Parliament —
things like the 90-second statements. If anyone wants to
remember how it was, there was an example this
morning where time was the important element, and
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any lengthy answers cut down the number of questions.
That diminished the access of members of the
opposition and other honourable members to the
operation and scrutiny of government.
A minimum number of questions is the most
appropriate way to go. There was very limited or no
opportunity in the 53rd Parliament and there was very
little opportunity for private members bills in the last
Parliament. There is a void in the proposed sessional
orders that could be filled by the amendments proposed
by the honourable member for Gippsland East.
There is welcome news in the sense that we are going
to have a predictable time when the house will adjourn.
I do not have to travel far each day except when I leave
here on a Thursday, but many honourable members
travel long distances during the week, even as far as
Geelong. They go home and come back in the morning.
I am sure some safety imperatives are overlooked on
occasions. What is even worse, Parliament has staff
who are required to be here when Parliament is
sitting — often late into the night — and they are
required to be back here early the next day. I believe the
Parliament in some way may be liable under
occupational health and safety considerations for those
sorts of safety endeavours.
I welcome those changes to implement time limits that
are set in concrete. If we miss out on parliamentary
sitting time and we have more bills than we can deal
with, certainly we should revisit the number of sitting
days. It is always a dilemma for country members. We
cannot go home; we are stuck here. If you have too
liberal a finishing time it diminishes our opportunities
to be with our families and is a restriction that is
somewhat unfair. There has to be a balance and the
11.00 p.m. finish would achieve that.
In the last Parliament, since the break-up of the
coalition, we saw a significant amount of time being
used by lead speakers. Certainly some members were
responsible, others were not so responsible. We found
there were many occasions when we could not properly
debate legislation other than to hear from lead speakers.
We would get through the lead speakers and the
legislation would be adjourned until 10 minutes before
the guillotine was applied on the Thursday.
There is a conflict in that people say that we should not
impose a limitation on a lead speaker. There is some
element of truth in that, but you need to have a
compromise. If you have no limits we end up with no
time being available for any other honourable member
to properly debate a bill. As the honourable member for
Murray Valley said, many times you make preparations
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to speak but you do not get the opportunity. I have
come to the conclusion that the best time to prepare for
a debate is when you are sitting in a queue to make sure
you have a chance of achieving your objective, because
if you make long-term plans, perhaps days ahead, you
will be thwarted by the realities of this place. On some
occasions debate has been laboured.
As I mentioned, changes to question time are a great
improvement. I support the increased speaking times
that the honourable member for Gippsland East has
proposed — that is, to 15 minutes. In view of the
curtailment of other times, 20 minutes is appropriate. I
am torn between the 10 and 15 minutes but I will err on
the side of 15 because Independent members
specifically do not have a lead speaker. We are limited
in the same way as any other speaker, but we
acknowledge we are not a government or an opposition,
and we are bound by those rules. I believe 15 minutes
would be more appropriate.
Speaking is certainly fundamental to democracy, but let
us get focused on a bit of reality, because in this
chamber we do not have a vote based on the success or
failure of debate. It is a matter of who is in government
and who has the numbers. At the same time it is
important that we focus on what are the issues and on
what are the fundamentals of a bill and give it the
proper scrutiny it should be accorded. It is fundamental
to democracy.
I support the element of the amendment that would
allow private members bills to be debated on the rare
occasions that they come up. There is no mechanism in
the sessional orders proposed by the government to
allow for that. These amendments result from lengthy
discussion the Independents had with the previous
government. We were eternally frustrated by the fact
that we could not get those to the fore and could not
introduce them. We believe they are a much fairer
system, in the same way that everybody’s amendments
should be voted on at the end of the week before the
guillotine is applied. The government has the advantage
because its amendments go to the guillotine with or
without the bill going into the committee stage. These
amendments to sessional orders would allow all
amendments — those moved by the government, the
opposition and Independents — to be voted on, which
would be a much more appropriate time.
I know there are many members in the queue who wish
to contribute to the debate on sessional orders. I
certainly support what has been proposed by the
government as well as those amendments that would
enhance sessional orders and make this a better place,
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certainly with the fundamental theme of democracy in
the state of Victoria.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I have a few comments to
make on sessional orders. The rules that the house is
looking at today reflect a loss of flexibility within this
place. One thing you need in politics — and certainly
you need it in this place — is flexibility in terms of
things changing, procedures changing, times changing,
with all sorts of things impinging on our time. New
priorities tend to take over in our everyday program in
this place.
We have to be flexible in this place. Therefore we
cannot compare one piece of legislation with another,
or one procedural matter with another — they are all
very different. They all take varying times on different
days because some things are more important than
others, and other priorities come in at the last minute.
Through the proposed sessional orders we will lose a
lot of flexibility. We are all flexible and mature enough
in this place to be able to work on a far more flexible
system. The more rules you have in place, the less
flexibility you have. When you have less flexibility, the
place does not work as well as it should.
The new sessional orders are rules, and their
introduction is basically reacting to exceptions rather
than to the norm or the normal practices in this place.
Sure, people have wasted time and filibustered in this
place. They have stopped many of us from making
some wonderful contributions to bills that may have
been important to us or our constituencies. Some of our
best speeches are in the bottom drawers of our desks.
Yes, the place does not work well all the time, but they
are the exceptions. When we start making rules to cover
exceptions we will lose flexibility, and the house will
not work as well as it possibly should. I am not a
believer in having a million rules in a place, because in
the end it counts against good government and good
governance.
Over the last week or so, leading to a number of
announcements the government has made especially
about the sessional orders, we have heard a lot about
hypocrisy. Fair enough, a few people have made
comments about the former Kennett government and
what members of it said. Reference was even made to
what was said and done in the 1992–96 Parliament. We
have to cop that, but this government made it very plain
when it was in opposition from 1992 to 1999 that
anything done in this place that it did not like and
thought was lacking in principle, it would rally against
it incredibly. It was beaten up and everybody knew
about it.
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In some ways in its 1999 campaign and again in 2002
the government quite successfully ran for office on a lot
of principles it adhered to and on some principles it did
not like about the former Kennett government. It makes
the situation even worse in that not only did the then
opposition rally against them, but the standard was set
with its 1999 sessional orders which took some of the
1996–99 sessional orders a step further. Now we are
taking another step further.
It is one thing to have hypocrisy and say ‘Yes, in
opposition we say things and when in government we
change our minds on those things’, but to take things
another two steps is a double step in hypocrisy. That is
the thing that really irks me and, I think, a lot of people
out there. I think it also irks some of the members of the
media who have seen it. I say again that it is not just
about hypocrisy, about something that was said in
opposition and has now changed. It has been built on
over two more sessions, and I think that is far worse
than hypocrisy. I have counted 10 reductions in the
time allowed in this place for honourable members to
speak — reductions either in opportunity or in time.
That is just from having a quick look through the
sessional orders today.
First of all, grievance debates are a very important part
of this place. The time allowed for them has been
reduced from 21/2 hours to 2 hours. The time for debates
on matters of public importance (MPIs) has been
reduced from 21/2 to 2 hours. That is the second
reduction in time in this place; a bit of a pattern is
emerging here. One aspect of the MPIs that I could not
believe and had to read a few times is that the
government may at any stage stop, guillotine and cease
an MPI. I bet it will not happen when it is a government
matter of public importance; I am sure it is going to be
wheeled out when opposition members are speaking on
their matters of public importance. Given the limited
time we have — in effect half an hour less every three
weeks — any further curtailment because the
government was decidedly uncomfortable about what
was being raised would be a dreadful situation and a
real gag on this place.
The adjournment debate is by and large a great
opportunity for honourable members to raise matters
with special regard to their own electorates. As part of
the flexibility I was talking about we often had a
circumstance where we fitted in an honourable member
who had a pressing matter that came up, even though
the speaking list had already been worked out. We
wanted to fit that honourable member in because it was
very important to them — it might have just come up
that day, perhaps — so we would all take our
contributions down from 3 minutes to 21/2 minutes. I am
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sure we will all fill in our 3 minutes, but again the
flexibility that we had in those circumstances is now
gone. That is the third reduction.
The fourth reduction is in the number of opportunities
to make a statement. Even though the time for
90-second members statements is being doubled, we on
this side of this place will lose the proportional number
of opportunities we had. I have just done some maths,
and even though the time is doubled we will still only
have, according to my calculations, 5 matters out of the
20 that can be raised. We had 5 under the old system;
so again that is a net loss in our ability to express our
thoughts in this place.
The fifth reduction is in the appropriation debate. Our
opportunities to speak will be reduced by 5 minutes.
You might only save 5 minutes, but the debate on an
appropriation bill is one of only a few occasions when
honourable members get an opportunity to talk about a
lot of things relevant to their electorates, especially in
relation to the various aspects of the budget and even
various ministries. Again, a 25 per cent reduction in that
is not good enough.
The sixth reduction I came across is in the
address-in-reply debate. Again it is only a 5-minute
reduction, but it is a 25 per cent reduction in speaking
time for one of only two real opportunities an
honourable member has to say a lot of things about not
only the wash-up of the election in their local area but
also the government’s agenda and their own agenda for
the next four years. Again, a very important opportunity
for honourable members has been reduced.
The seventh reduction I came across is the opportunity
to speak on bills. Most honourable members do not
speak for more than 10 minutes anyway, and that is
fine. But again we are talking about flexibility. There
are some bills that require a great deal of input because
they are technical or might be very important to an
honourable member or their constituency. We as
members will lose an opportunity in some cases — not
all cases — to say what we need to say and what we
think.
One of the most cynical parts of this exercise is that
because the government thought we would not be really
pleased with that, we have been told that if the
second-reading speech goes for more than 30 minutes
our lead speaker, the opposition’s lead speaker, can go
that amount of time over 30 minutes. In my cynical
mindset there will not be many ministers not saying to
their departments and staff, ‘Make sure my
second-reading speech does not go for more than
30 minutes’. They will be at great pains to have their
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speeches last less than 30 minutes! Therefore the lead
speaker from the opposition will not have that
opportunity to speak for more than 30 minutes. Some
ministers can speak quite quickly and can squeeze a lot
into 30 minutes. I do not see many going for more than
30 minutes, and I think that is quite a cynical exercise.
The ninth reduction is the change to 5 minutes for
contributions on bills in committee. The tenth reduction
is taking 5 minutes from the 30 minutes we had been
allocated to speak on any procedural motions in this
place. Those 10 cover a wide range of opportunities in
this place to speak, and they add up to quite a few
minutes lost.
Parts of the sessional orders are okay, but as I said —
and I go to my beginning point — we will lose a lot of
flexibility in this place because of these rules. And that
is what they do: they are designed to eliminate
flexibility. This place is all about being flexible, and I
think it is a great pity that we will lose it.
I support the amendments circulated by the honourable
members for Gippsland East and Box Hill. I think they
bring some sort of sanity, even-handedness and
flexibility to these proposed sessional orders.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I am delighted to
speak in support of the proposed new sessional orders. I
am very proud of the record of the Bracks Labor
government in restoring democracy to Victoria —
which is of course in great contrast to the last Liberal
government, which compromised democratic traditions
in so many ways in our state of Victoria. I would like to
comment on several aspects of the proposed sessional
orders.
One of the aspects is the increased emphasis on
reasonable working hours. This in particular relates to
the change to the adjournment debate, which is meant
to start at 10.00 p.m. and run for up to an hour. This is a
clear step to avoid many all-night sittings or even later
night sittings, and this is to be commended. We do not
want the spectacle we had in the last Parliament when
the house was sitting all night and one honourable
member came down in his pyjamas to make the point
that reasonable hours are meant to be reasonable and
not unreasonable.
An Honourable Member — He is no longer with
us.
Mr STENSHOLT — He is no longer with us, that
is true; but this also needs to be seen alongside the other
changes made in respect of the times allocated for
debating bills. Far too often during the last Parliament
we heard longwinded speeches from honourable
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members — for example, the honourable member for
Doncaster is often referred to — and this played havoc
with debating times available to other honourable
members. I can clearly remember occasions when such
long speeches meant that the list of speakers was cut
short to only one or two, not just on the side of the
government but on both sides, apart from the lead
speakers. I know that many honourable members put a
great deal of effort into preparing their speeches. There
has been a saying that the best ones are the ones that
have not been given because they have been prepared
and have had to be put in the drawer — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The level of audible
conversation is too high. I ask members to take their
seats and allow the honourable member for Burwood to
be heard.
Mr STENSHOLT — As I was saying, many
honourable members prepared speeches but were
unable to give them because the longwinded efforts by
lead speakers meant that the times available were just
cut short. Of course the new arrangements will certainly
ensure that as many honourable members as reasonably
possible will be able to speak. I guess this is the essence
of democracy in giving as many people as possible a
say.
I certainly regard it as a privilege to speak in this house
on bills. This is what we were elected to do. I am quite
proud of my record of having spoken on 84 bills in the
last Parliament, but there were many occasions when
honourable members were denied the opportunity. We
often had to compromise and negotiate with each other.
I know I did with the honourable member for Bulleen
and the honourable member for Sandringham, saying
that we would speak for 3 minutes here or cut a little bit
off there to ensure that everyone got a say.
The proposed sessional orders will ensure that more
honourable members will speak on bills. I know that
some members opposite — for example, the Leader of
the Opposition — argue the need for unlimited time.
My experience would lead me to argue the opposite. I
refer to Jon Faine on the radio, who said that in a debate
you should be able to get your point across in half an
hour. This is very much commonsense. It is more
democratic, as I have said, and more honourable
members, not less, will be able to speak, and I can only
commend that.
The other issue I would like to comment on is that of
90-second statements, a very valuable part of the
sessional orders we had in the last Parliament. It has
obviously proved to be very successful because we are
now proposing to double the time, which will double
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the number of 90-second statements that can be made
each day.
I am very disappointed that the honourable member for
Box Hill has circulated an amendment proposing that
the time allocated to members should alternate between
government and non-government members rather than
the government proposal that time be allocated between
members according to party and individual
representation in the house. These are statements by
members. It gives honourable members the opportunity
to speak about concerns to them and their electorates,
and all honourable members should have an
opportunity on an equal and fair basis to make a
statement. An artificial division in terms of alternating
between government and non-government members
rather than a fairer one between party and individual
representation is not fully democratic, and so I do not
support that proposed amendment.
The 90-second statements are very valuable to all
honourable members. I know I used them in the last
Parliament. I think I spoke on 35 of them, talking about
schools, preschools, neighbourhood houses, local art
shows and senior citizens. It is an opportunity to talk
about many things in our electorate. It is very valuable,
and this proposal to extend it and in fact double the time
available and the number of statements is an excellent
one.
In summary, the proposed sessional orders will give a
better structure for the running of the house and the
debates and more opportunities for honourable
members to speak and make Parliament more
accessible and more accountable to all electorates and
everybody in Victoria.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) —
The opposition wishes to have a detailed discussion on the
sessional orders. It chooses to do so at the beginning of the
parliamentary session because of the importance it places on
the procedures and forms of this house. Nothing can be more
central or crucial to those procedures and forms than the
sessional orders that honourable members will be discussing.
It is the opposition’s view that the forms of the house as they
are proposed inhibit the mechanisms of Parliament and the
ability of the opposition to contribute to debate. They leave
little room for Parliament to discuss matters of crucial
importance to the state of Victoria, matters that are given only
a moment’s consideration.
If the government chooses not to agree with the position of
the opposition and continues with its high-handed approach to
parliamentary democracy, with its attempts to curtail the
opposition and to curtail individual members, then it is an
issue we will return to time and again. These ideals are not
radical; they have been around for a long period. They are at
the very heart of Westminster democracy. We wish to have a
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robust Parliament, one that cherishes democracy and enables
debate, one where Parliament is accountable and responsible,
not one that is a rubber stamp.
We have seen the attitude which allows minority points of
view to be trampled on. We have seen elsewhere that if the
executive arm of government takes control of the
parliamentary process it inevitably leads to problems. Issues
of structural imbalance and structural corruption occur and
then there is a breakdown in accountability. It happened in
Queensland where the executive arm of government was all
powerful and there was a breakdown in the relationship
between the executive arm and the Parliament. That was the
subject of extensive comment in the Fitzgerald royal
commission. Mr Fitzgerald found that the executive arm of
government treated Parliament with absolute contempt, which
contributed to the breakdown of general public accountability.
We as an opposition are concerned that that does not happen.
It is important for that reason that we have this debate about
sessional orders because we wish to ensure that in the next
four years this government, through robust debate in
Parliament, is held accountable. I refer to the following
statement:
We simply want some sense of democracy under this
government. The people of Victoria want to hold the
government accountable. Members of the government are
frightened of being held accountable; they do not want to be
held accountable or made responsible.

Thus spoke the current Leader of the House in 1996. A
number of years ago a TV show called Tell the Truth
was compered by Mike Williamson, a sports
commentator. At the end of that show he asked the
question in the following terms, and I will adapt it to
the house today: will the real Peter Batchelor please
stand up? Is the Leader of the House the Peter
Batchelor who spoke in 1996 when he advocated for a
robust role for the opposition, or is it the Peter
Batchelor who spoke in the house earlier today?
A number of comments were made earlier, and I would
like to state that one of the most serious reforms
proposed in the house today relates to other government
bills, where opportunities for the lead speaker to
respond on behalf of the opposition to a second-reading
speech will be limited to half an hour maximum. In the
last 10 years or so in this place many detailed bills have
needed to be debated. In the last session in relation to
marine parks and box ironbark, two bills with which I
was associated, there were extensive issues which
affected communities throughout the state. In the case
of marine parks the issues extended from Cape Howe in
the east to the Glenelg River in the west, and township
after township was affected by that particular
legislation.
The opposition had a legitimate role and interest to
speak on behalf of all stakeholders in the debate,
whether they be recreational fisheries, commercial
fisheries, environmental groups or local townships
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affected by the legislation. Mark my words, it would
not be possible under the proposed sessional orders for
each and every one of those communities to have their
voice heard and articulated in the chamber, which
would stifle debate.
The same could be said for the box-ironbark legislation,
which also traversed a broad range of areas with myriad
stakeholder groups from recreational bush user groups
to environmental interests to specialist advocacy
organisations and through to country townships. Again
serious issues needed to be canvassed. There were
views to be expressed by communities that have more
recently been affected by bushfires. People had strong
and serious concerns, and it was important that the
opposition had the chance to advocate on behalf of
those communities, different groups and organisations.
In this house a week or so ago there was a visitor to the
Parliament from another arena. He was amused that
there would be a demonstration in the city. It intrigued
him so much that he wanted to go and watch and see
what happens in a community which allows
demonstrations. Last century for over 80 years or so
there were some areas where those who expressed
dissident voices were sent to Siberia or rolled over by
tanks in Tiananmen Square. In the case of the Victorian
Parliament the subtlety is that strategic opportunities for
the opposition to contribute are limited.
The Minister for Planning is in the chamber. The
comment was made earlier in the house about the
importance of openness in government and
governments being accountable. Only today I received
a response to a freedom of information request that I
made 12 months ago. The letter arrived by facsimile.
The chamber might be interested to know what the
judge had to say about the letter. Judge Bowman, the
vice-president of the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal (VCAT), administration division, stated in
relation to a letter I had sought under freedom of
information:
It seems to me that this is the very type of situation where the
public interest requires, in the sense of necessitates or
demands, that access to the document should be granted.

The government held onto this document for
12 months!
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind the honourable
member that the chamber is debating sessional orders
not access to documents through the freedom of
information legislation.
Mr THOMPSON — It was in relation to the
openness of government. I am happy to have the VCAT
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decision tabled if honourable members would like to
have a look at it.
These are important and serious issues for all forms of
government. To summarise again: I see the most
striking abuse under the proposed sessional orders
being the limitation on the right of the lead opposition
speaker to articulate concerns on behalf of key
constituencies in Victoria to half an hour. If one looks
at comparable benchmarks it might be noted that this
time frame is the most limited time frame of any
Westminster jurisdiction in Australia. I would prefer the
Leader of the House to go back to his 1996 speech and
come in later today and enunciate those principles ‘to
enable there to be a strong and robust opposition’.
I would like to comment briefly on a couple of further
matters of concern in relation to the sessional orders. I
refer to the adjournment debate, where there is a
limitation on the maximum number of speakers.
Sometimes there have been great opportunities for
members of the opposition to raise matters on behalf of
their constituencies which have been important to their
constituencies to raise in the house, and the curtailment
to a maximum of 10 speakers will again limit the rights
of members of this chamber.
Ministerial responses are to be limited to no more than
half an hour. It is possible to see a case where pressing
matters are required to be responded to on behalf of
schools or local communities affected by law
enforcement or public transport matters where there
will not be the opportunity for the minister in the house
at the time to adequately respond to those matters. All
members of Parliament would agree that if the matter
was raised during the adjournment debate there is
nothing better than to send to a constituent the matter
raised in the house and the reply by the minister in the
chamber on the same day as the issue was raised. That
is an effective form of local representation on behalf of
local communities.
Members statements do not reflect the pattern and the
parity that exists in the commonwealth Parliament
vis-a-vis the move from government to opposition in
sequential order. This will limit the opportunities for
members of the opposition as part of the Westminster
system to speak on matters they seek to raise.
Speaker, they are the matters that I wish to draw in
particular to the attention of the house. To summarise
once more: I have the most serious concerns in relation
to the limitation of the rights of the lead speaker to
advocate on behalf of communities in Victoria the
concerns of the opposition regarding prospective
government legislation and the limitation of the rights
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of the members of this chamber to raise matters during
the adjournment debate to the same degree that has
been possible in the past.
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I am very pleased to
make a small contribution on these sessional orders
and, of course, to indicate my support for them. In
commencing the debate today the Leader of the House
indicated that the sessional orders will facilitate the
order and efficiency of the chamber. They will certainly
do that. They are very sensible orders that will
contribute greatly to the running of the chamber. Most
importantly, they will enable greater opportunity for
participation by more members in the debate on bills.
Many opposition speakers have indicated that they
believe the sessional orders will limit debate. On the
contrary, the sessional orders will provide more
opportunities for more honourable members, which will
extend the debate required in this chamber.
In my experience of the previous Parliament most
honourable members spoke for only 10 minutes on any
one bill. If you cannot cover the points you wish to
raise in 10 minutes, you are not dealing with the bill
efficiently. Having also spent some time in the previous
Parliament in the chair, I indicate to honourable
members that I listened carefully to all the contributions
made during that time, and I guarantee and assure the
Victorian public that many honourable members — I
am sure the honourable member for Benambra would
agree with me, as he has spent time in the chair — did
not use their time wisely or succinctly and could have
made their contributions to the debate in a more
efficient and effective way.
I notice that the Leader of the Opposition is in the
chamber, and I raise a matter in response to some
comments he made. He said at one stage during his
contribution that the Parliament may as well not sit. Of
course I totally disagree with that; we will sit, and the
sessional orders will ensure that not only will we sit but
more honourable members will have far more
opportunity to participate in the important debates that
will take place.
The Leader of the Opposition also indicated that the
sessional orders are designed to give honourable
members on this side of the chamber something to do.
His throwaway line was ‘Feed the chooks’. I will not
comment on his derogatory statement other than to say
it is totally inappropriate. I assure the Leader of the
Opposition — —
Mr Doyle interjected.
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Ms BARKER — I find the remarks of the Leader of
the Opposition offensive, and I ask him to withdraw.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Oakleigh has found the remarks of the Leader of the
Opposition offensive, and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr Doyle — I withdraw.
Ms BARKER — I assure the Leader of the
Opposition that members on this side of the chamber
are always busy. We always have plenty to do, not only
when Parliament is sitting but also in our electorates.
Out in the electorates members of Parliament on this
side will continue the active, efficient and inclusive
work they have undertaken as members of Parliament
and in their efforts to get elected to this chamber.
I can assure the Leader of the Opposition that members
on this side of the house are always very busy, not only
when the Parliament sits but also out in the electorate. I
can also indicate that under the proposed sessional
orders once the many new members of the Parliament
on this side of the chamber complete their inaugural
speeches they will have an opportunity to participate in
debates on bills. Many members have referred to the
90-second statements, which were a wonderful
initiative in the previous Parliament, and I endorse the
recommendation that the total time for 90-second
statements be extended from 15 minutes to 30 minutes.
As members will be aware the scope for debate on bills
is often fairly confined. One matter that has not been
raised is the fact that the opportunity for members to
recognise their particular electorates within that
confined scope is not necessarily available. I applaud
the extension of time for 90-second statements, because
they are an important part of the parliamentary process.
I do not think I would have had an opportunity to
recognise the outstanding contribution of certain people
or organisations in my electorate if it had not been for
the opportunity to make 90-second statements — I will
refer to a couple of examples.
One involves the late Father Nicholas Moutafis. On his
passing I was able to record in this Parliament his
significant achievements. At the time of his passing —
it was appropriate that the statement be made at that
time — no debate before this Parliament could have
given me the opportunity to appropriately recognise his
work. Another example is the Oakleigh Amateur
Football Club and the hundreds of volunteers who give
countless hours of their time to their community. The
opportunity to recognise them in the Parliament by way
of a 90-second statement was very important.
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I also note and applaud the amendment to the sessional
orders which will allow debates on the reports of the
all-party committees of the current Parliament. I was a
member of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee in the last Parliament, along with you,
Speaker. I was also given the opportunity of chairing an
inquiry into the Department of Human Services service
agreements. I would have greatly welcomed an
opportunity to speak on that extensive report, which
was widely consulted on and contributed to by many
people and organisations in the Victorian community.
It would have been wonderful to have had the
opportunity to say more about that report, of which I
was very proud, rather than just coming before the
chamber and reading a statement that indicated that it
would be tabled. If the proposed sessional orders had
been in place at that time there would have been an
opportunity to speak further on that report when the
government tabled its response to the many
recommendations. The amendment to the sessional
orders to allow debates on the reports of all-party
parliamentary committees will be welcomed by many
members. Members on both sides of the chamber who
sit on all-party committees work very hard and put in a
lot of hours, and many of the reports should be
acknowledged in the chamber.
I support the proposed sessional orders. One thing I do
believe is that a certain amount of discipline is required
when preparing to speak on a bill. As I said, the scope
for debate on a bill is often confined, so if you can
apply a certain amount of discipline to the way in
which you prepare to speak on a bill, your comments
can be made in a succinct and accurate manner. The
amendments to the sessional orders will ensure that
accuracy and succinctness. I welcome the opportunity
for many more members to participate in debates. I
commend the proposed sessional orders to the house.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — Firstly, I take this
opportunity, Speaker, to congratulate you on your
appointment to that very high office and to record my
appreciation of the excellent job done by your
predecessor, the Honourable Alex Andrianopoulos,
who chaired this Parliament with a great deal of
impartiality and won the respect of all sides.
The proposed sessional orders will make widespread
changes. While the National Party will be opposing
them as a package, I would be the first to acknowledge
that there are some good things in them. We have over
time made some changes for the better. The honourable
member for Oakleigh talked about one of those
changes, which I certainly approve of — that is,
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providing the opportunity to debate all-party reports in
this Parliament.
The all-party committees are one of the best aspects of
this Parliament, because they do some fabulous work. I
agreed with the honourable member for Oakleigh when
she said that we do not have an adequate opportunity to
discuss that work in the forum of the Parliament. The
change is certainly a step in the right direction. In time
that amendment could be added to by providing an
opportunity for members to debate the other myriad
reports that are presented to this Parliament. Having
said that, as I go on I will mention another couple of
points about the proposed sessional orders that I think
are good and favourable, but I will also point out some
of the objections that we have.
The Leader of the House said that the amendments will
provide for significant changes to the operation of the
Parliament. That being the case, it is surprising that
members of the opposition parties were not given a
greater opportunity to have a look at the proposed
amendments before being required to debate them.
Although we were denied the opportunity to look at
those proposals until Tuesday, I thank the Leader of the
House for giving them to us in advance. Maybe there
was a quid pro quo, given that they could only be
debated today by the leave of this side of the house, so
it was fair and reasonable that we were given the
opportunity to have a look at them.
But I note that the press obviously had the full detail of
that sometime last week, because from John Ferguson’s
article in Saturday’s Herald Sun, he clearly had access
to all the details of that document. It strikes me as rather
odd that this government, which is so honest, open,
accountable and transparent, is able to give a copy of
the document to the press so that it can issue an
article — not a very favourable article for the
government, I might say. Nonetheless, it reveals very
clearly that John Ferguson, at least, knew the detail of
those changes before members of the opposition parties
had access to that document. It really did not do the
government much good, because John Ferguson says
here, and just to prove the point:
A closer examination of the draft sessional orders shows that
Labor’s curbs on debate are, in fact, far wider than it wanted
to let on at the start of this week.

So clearly he knew what was in the document that we
did not have access to until Tuesday afternoon. He talks
about hypocrisy and a whole range of other things, but I
will not go into the detail; that has already been quoted.
So much for honest, open and accountable government.
The government talks about consultation, but it could
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have at least consulted with the opposition parties on
the detail of what it was proposing. As I say, some of
these reforms are good reforms, and many of them are
not, but with some consultation and bipartisan support
we would have had greater support for the reforms
coming before the house than we currently have.
I am all for formalising and doing anything that will
improve the operations of the Parliament and giving
members of this place greater opportunities to speak
and express views on behalf of the people who have
elected them. It is a great privilege to be a member of
this Parliament, it is a great privilege to live in a
parliamentary democracy and be able to resolve our
differences, generally speaking, by debate and through
a Parliament, and it is a great privilege for each and
every one of us to be here representing our constituents.
So anything we can do to facilitate a free and open
debate I certainly support.
I will go through what I think are some of the positive
things that are in these reforms. Question time
occurring concurrently in this house and the upper
house is a move in the right direction, and I applaud
that. I also think having debate on reports, which I have
already referred to, is a sensible thing to do. I think the
minimum of 10 questions being dealt with at question
time — which we had in the last Parliament and which
I acknowledge the Bracks government introduced —
has been a move for the better, and I acknowledge that.
While on the surface the limit of 30 minutes for
ministers’ responses on the adjournment debate appears
to be a very good reform, if one minister gets up and
waffles on on behalf of all the other ministers or simply
on behalf of himself or herself, it will not necessarily
mean that honourable members will get an answer to
their questions. So it is now incumbent on the
government to make sure that that reform means what it
says — namely, that the response time for ministers is
only 30 minutes and that honourable members do get a
response to the issues that they raise on the
adjournment debate.
I think all too often — certainly with this government,
and the previous government was not without its fault
in that area either — ministers did not worry about
coming in to respond to the important matters that
honourable members raised. I think the Premier and the
senior members of the government can give a lead by
ensuring that ministers do come into the house and do
respond to those items that have been raised on behalf
of constituents which, as far as they are concerned, are
very important. If you put them all together I think
these changes will significantly reduce the opportunities
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to properly debate important matters in the Parliament
of Victoria.
Now I acknowledge — and I see the honourable
member for Melton shaking his head — that it does
provide a greater opportunity for more honourable
members to get up and express a point of view. That is
good, and I applaud that. But there is also a significant
downside. As has been mentioned earlier in the debate,
it is a matter of compromise — trading off one versus
the other. I do not think we have the balance quite right.
I applaud the opportunity that honourable members will
have to get up to speak, but I think it is denying an
opportunity for the National Party, in particular, which
represents country and rural Victoria, to adequately
express its points of view on those very important
issues like water management, natural resource
management, agriculture, and a whole range of other
issues. There will now not be sufficient opportunities
for the leader of our party to be given the time that he
really deserves in order to articulate those views on
behalf of the people of country Victoria.
Our leader, the Leader of the National Party, will now
have only 20 minutes to speak on a bill — irrespective
of the importance of that bill. Now I acknowledge that
you do not need even 20 minutes to respond as lead
speaker to some bills. But there are other bills — the
farm dams bill was one of those — where you simply
cannot do the issue justice in 20 minutes. I think the
National Party has been disadvantaged by the unlimited
time being reduced to 20 minutes.
On the budget — a very important and wide-ranging
issue — again the National Party has now been reduced
to 1 hour. Generally speaking, you could say that an
hour is sufficient, but with all the important issues in
the budget — and I think the Leader of the National
Party has shown, with the speeches he has given in this
place, that he does not waste time and does not use time
that is not necessary — to have that limit of an hour is
an unnecessary restriction. Backbenchers have also
been limited in their opportunities with their time
reduced from 20 minutes to 15 minutes. As the
honourable member for Nepean pointed out in his
contribution, there are 11 areas where the time available
to backbenchers has been reduced.
On the address-in-reply the National Party leader now
has 1 hour; he previously had unlimited time. Now the
address-in-reply to the Governor’s speech is a very
important debate in this house, and with the range of
issues to be canvassed it is again unfortunate that
National Party members time has been reduced.
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I certainly welcome the initiative of members
statements and I give credit where it is due. It has been,
as the honourable member for Oakleigh pointed out, an
opportunity that has been welcomed by members of
this house to either acknowledge the contribution that
people have made out there in the communities or to
draw attention to important matters that the government
has not been attending to. It gives opposition members
time to bring to the attention of the house matters that
are important in their electorate.
I think it is good that we will have more opportunity for
members statements, but I do not think it is right that
instead of it being government, opposition,
government, opposition, it will be more on the
proportion of the numbers of honourable members in
the house. That is not the way that parliamentary
democracy has worked; it is not the way it works in the
United Kingdom and it is not the way it works in other
parliaments — it is the government side and the
opposition side. I think the proposal for honourable
members giving statements to be proportional to the
numbers in the house certainly gives the government on
this occasion an unfair advantage and disadvantages the
opposition parties and the Independents.
The adjournment debate is a very important part of the
work of this Parliament. I think the move from
5 minutes to 3 minutes was okay. As other speakers
have said, I think you are able to get across your point
and raise it for the attention of the minister in 3 minutes.
I think that has worked well. I also welcome the move
to limit ministers responses to 30 minutes. But as I said
earlier, it is incumbent on the government now to make
sure that ministers do come into the house and respond.
I refer to the reduction in the time available on matters
of public importance, which is a time where the
opposition has the opportunity to raise important issues.
That time has now been reduced from 21/2 hours to
2 hours. Likewise, with grievances the time has been
reduced from 21/2 hours to 2 hours.
With condolences I do not know how the government
of the day will adjudicate on what is distinguished
ministerial service. I think that introduces an area of
subjective judgment as to whether a former minister
will have the respect that any former minister who has
served in this house deserves.
In general I want to make a couple of comments on
family-friendly hours, and I heard my colleague the
honourable member for Murray Valley expressing our
views very clearly on that one. Of course
family-friendly hours seem to be a good idea at the
time. But if you come from country Victoria, as we do,
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and it is a 3-hour drive to get here and a 3-hour drive to
get home, when we are down here we want to work the
maximum number of hours that we can.
I think we have to be careful that we do not knock off
early on a week day. That does give metropolitan
members the opportunity to get home, to work in their
offices or to have some home time, but we do not have
that opportunity because our families are not down
here. It gives metropolitan members the opportunity to
go out to meetings in the evenings if that is what they
want to do, depending on the sorts of hours that are
adopted. So while we need to get rid of those ridiculous
long sitting hours — and that is a matter of
management — to artificially reduce the number of
hours that this Parliament sits to so-called
family-friendly hours is a retrograde step.
I point out that the Parliament should at times think a
little more about country members, particularly on a
Thursday afternoon when we have to decide whether to
drive 3 or 4 hours home. Quite often we have to hop
into the car because we have commitments on the
Friday morning that we have made in good faith, and
then we find that for various reasons the house is sitting
longer than anticipated. That does put at risk members
who have had an exhausting week down here and then
have to hop into the car for a 3 or 4-hour drive home. I
make the point that we need to make sure that we finish
at an appropriate time on the Thursday afternoon so that
country members are able to get home in reasonable
time.
I support the notion that all honourable members should
have the maximum opportunity to make a contribution
in this Parliament because this is the ultimate for being
able to express views on behalf of the people we
represent in Victoria. I welcome any moves in that
direction.
I agree that in many cases far too much time is wasted
by both sides of the house, with long answers to
questions by ministers that could be far more succinct
and to the point, and on the opposition side I
acknowledge that quite often the questions themselves
are not as precise and succinct as they could be.
It is incumbent on all of us to try to make sure that the
questions are succinct, to the point and relevant.
Likewise, when ministers respond the Speaker should
have the opportunity to keep them narrowly focused on
responding to the question that was asked. I think we all
have a role to play there. As I say, too much time is
wasted, and quite often ministers do not front for the
adjournment debate. Sessional orders should, in my
view, make it incumbent on ministers listening to the
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adjournment debate to come in and respond unless they
have a very good reason for not doing so. I think the
house has a record of allowing ministers to go about
their business where they have a good reason to do so.
There is no question that some honourable members do
speak or have spoken for an excessive period of time. I
think anything that can be done to reduce that is better,
because it precludes other members from speaking or
being able to make their contribution, as was pointed
out by the honourable member for Murray Valley.
The honourable member for Ivanhoe in his
contribution, which I thought was very good, claimed
that if the second-reading speech of a minister only
took 4 minutes, then that should be sufficient time for
others, particularly the lead speakers, to respond. That
is a ridiculous notion because you can in a 4 or 5 or
10-minute speech cover some far-reaching reforms, and
clearly the lead speakers need sufficient time to respond
to those issues, as do other honourable members.
I conclude by saying that I think we are very fortunate
to live in a country that has a democratic system of
government. It is a privilege to be a member of this
Parliament. This debate today is about getting the
balance right and limiting honourable members making
very lengthy contributions. We in the National Party
would argue that our right to articulate the views of
people in rural and regional Victoria has been
compromised. My final comment is simply to quote
from the article by John Ferguson:
… when Labor changes the rules —

he said ‘in the upper house’, but he was referring to
both —
be bored, be dismissive and turn the television to the World
Cup.
But never forget who did it, why and what a pack of
hypocrites they really are.

Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — Speaker, I rise to
make a few brief comments in this debate. I want to say
how strongly I support these new sessional orders. I
have spent the last three years as a member of this
house, and I have sat here and listened to a whole range
of debates where I have heard people recycle the same
words over and over again, boring people absolutely
silly and waffling on in an incredible filibustering
manner simply so they can deny somebody else the
chance to have a say. What sort of democracy is that?
What sort of democracy is it when you stand up and
speak for hours on end?
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Here we have the Leader of the National Party, who has
a long and well-known reputation for being able to
speak indefinitely and consistently on topics — it looks
as though I have scared him out of the chamber! But the
reality is that while he has spoken for many, many
minutes, what we have ended up with is that other MPs
have been unable to make a contribution to the debate.
I think back to the Workcover legislation, which I had a
very strong interest in. I was very keen to speak on the
Workcover legislation. It was legislation I felt
passionately about, and I certainly was keen to have an
opportunity to speak, as were many honourable
members. But we of course had lead speakers. We had
a lead speaker for the Liberal Party who went for over
31/2 hours before we even got to the lead speaker for the
National Party, who also went for an extraordinary
length of time.
As a result of that there were very few other people on
either side in this chamber who had a chance to
contribute to the debate. Did we get 31/2 hours of
wonderful, exciting information? Of course we did not.
No-one was here. No-one was listening. Those who had
to sit through it were just bored out of their proverbial
brains.
Quite simply put, these sessional orders are utterly
democratic because they give people the opportunity to
represent their electorates and to put a point in debate.
To restrict the debate to a small number of people can
only be described as utterly undemocratic. I am very
proud to be part of a government that is standing here
today supporting the principle of democratic
representation in our state, giving people an opportunity
to raise issues and express views.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — For me this is a first
occasion, because we are in an interesting situation with
sessional order debates. The only people who can speak
on sessional order debates are those who have already
made their maiden speeches, so new members do not
get the opportunity to speak on sessional order debates.
The Parliament, of course, is a precious place. This is
the crucible in Victoria of our democratic spirit, and
this is a crucible of thought. This is where Victorian
democracy comes together; this is the chamber, this is
the place. This is a place of precious traditions and
heritage, and the interesting thing is that none of us own
it. None of us owns the traditions; none of us owns this
Parliament; none of us owns this heritage. We are
merely the guardians of it.
What is this place about? It is about, as other
honourable members have said, holding the executive
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to account. It is about speaking. It is about representing
constituents and representing electorates, and it is about
doing so with a unique attribute, and that is the
privilege of Parliament. Like many here, I was a new
member in this house three and a half years ago. You
arrived in this house feeling pretty good, although in
1999 some of us on this side were not feeling as good
as I am sure the new members are feeling on that side
of the house now. But it can be a daunting situation.
You can be taken aback by the pace or sometimes the
lack of pace of the place, the processes and the people
involved, but it is a generally daunting experience.
An important thing a new member should never forget
is that every member of this place has a duty to uphold
the traditions and heritage of the Parliament. It is a
temptation for a new member to take everything for
granted and to assume that because other people have
been here before and are running the show, they know
best. It is also a temptation to trust the executive. It is
important that new members in particular recognise that
that is not always sensible. They ought to think very
carefully about what is going on in this debate on
sessional orders.
Victorians and members of Parliament on both sides of
the house are being conned with these sessional orders.
In many ways they represent a trashing of
parliamentary practice. The sessional orders will no
doubt pass with the government’s majority, and in
doing so they will become the norm for this house and
for all new members who, not having known anything
else, will take them for granted. A new member might
say, ‘So what?’. We have to be super careful about
trashing our heritage, and it seems that that may yet be
a basic tenet of this government.
I have commented on the changes in this house. Yes,
everyone is going to be very comfortable, and I do not
see anything particularly wrong with the workmanship
that has gone into the changes. But there are traditions
and heritage here, and we have swept them away
without question. There has never been a discussion
about that either in Parliament or in the public arena.
They are the traditions and heritage we have to be
careful with when we come to democratic and
parliamentary practice. It is dangerous to make changes
simply on the basis that because we can make them, we
will.
At a time when there are such large parliamentary
majorities, it is important to be ever more diligent. To
make changes with impunity when you are dispensing
with the heritage of Parliament and the traditions of the
democratic Westminster system is a dangerous thing to
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do. This house is probably the principal heritage-listed
building in Australia — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The debate is about the
sessional orders, not the state of the house. I have
allowed the honourable member to refer to it, but I
would like him to address the sessional orders.
Mr BAILLIEU — Indeed, Speaker, I was referring
to the traditions and heritage which we have to
preserve. If other individuals had taken the liberties
with tradition and heritage which are being observed
here, then the state would be in a worse condition.
There is an old song which has the line ‘They paved
paradise and put up a parking lot’, and when it comes to
parliamentary practices we must be very careful — —
Mr Robinson interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — Do you want me to sing it? The
practices may not have been paradise, but they have
worked well over a long period, and we have to be very
careful. Again as the song goes, ‘You don’t know what
you got ‘til its gone’.
New members may have a few anxieties about these
sessional orders and may be wondering why the
changes are being made. Maybe they do not make as
much sense as they were told they would, and maybe
they are not in line with the democratic principles that
they thought they were getting involved with. They are
right, but the irony is that new members cannot speak in
the debate, although they will vote on the sessional
orders. They will have to remember this debate and
remember the changes that were made. Many of them
are folly, as has been well demonstrated on this side of
the house. It is up to all honourable members to make
sure that we do not pay the price for making these
changes.
So why are we making them? The Leader of the House
gave it away when he interjected this afternoon and said
that he wanted to prevent people from speaking. That is
a most unfortunate objective. Equally the objective is to
prop up the government backbench and to ensure that
the excess on the backbench will have opportunities to
speak. I am pleased that honourable members will have
the opportunity, but if we are simply going for a round
of repetition like we witnessed in the last Parliament,
then not much will be gained. Those in the government
who in the last three years wholesaled material for
backbenchers simply to retail are likely to do the same,
and new members will find the same thing happening
here.
Another objective seems to be avoiding the media, and
I want to come back to that. The honourable member
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for Ivanhoe gave it away when he said that the changes
were as much to do with the attitudes of the Herald Sun
as anything else, including counting member’s
speeches. I am happy if the Herald Sun wants to count
member’s speeches, but it is not a reason to change our
parliamentary practices.
This is not about applying additional scrutiny to the
government, because it will result in less scrutiny. Less
material will be delivered on the scrutiny of
government, and there will be fewer opposition
members delivering it. This is not about speaking, it is
not about issues and it is not about a voice of contention
being raised in the Victorian Parliament. These changes
are not serious in their stated objectives, and I want to
concentrate on some particular examples which run to
the exceptions. New members who look at the standing
orders and at the list on page 16 of the circulated
document, which shows the various time frames that
are being suggested as changes, will say that there is a
full list including matters of public importance,
grievance debates and bills. But there is room to argue
on each of those that there are problems with them.
On page 16 there is a category which includes other
motions, and it is incumbent on this house to consider
what those other motions might be. We have been told
that the times for speaking on other motions like those
applying to bills will be limited to 30 minutes for the
lead speaker, 20 minutes for the National Party and
10 minutes for all other speakers. New members in
particular may not yet recognise what those other
motions may run to. They are not about bills; they are
about all the other things that happen in the house.
The irony is that the other things are most likely to be
the exceptions where additional time will be needed. I
take the point that there will be important bills and that
there will be times when, as others have suggested, the
limitations on the lead speakers will be most
inappropriate. Those will be complex bills that involve
a lot of regions which require attention. We have seen
them in the last three years, and I am sure we will see
them again. Time will be tight on those things. Marine
parks and water bills have been mentioned, and there
have been others.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — Constitutional reform, indeed, as
the honourable member says. The reality is that I do not
believe many honourable members in this house want
to speak for longer than they have to. I do not think in
the vast majority of cases honourable members want to
speak for more than 30 minutes, and that is probably
the history as well. But when the exceptions pop up in
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terms of bills, why should there be a limitation? I look
forward to an extension of time being offered to
speakers in the future where it is patently obvious that
more time is needed. I trust that in those situations the
government will allow for an extension of time, but
they are in the areas where there has been much
discussion already.
I want to return to those other motions which would
more likely be the exceptions, where the 30-minute,
20-minute and 10-minute rule will prove to be a
problem. Those other motions will include one of the
most important motions that a Parliament can discuss. I
have had the experience in the last three years of being
involved in three exceptional motions which might be
exceptions to normal parliamentary procedures. I think
we have only had one privilege motion in the last three
years. For new honourable members who have not yet
picked up on all the details of the process, the privilege
motion results from a determination of the Speaker, and
then the determination of the Speaker is essentially
brought to the Parliament and a motion is moved.
A privilege motion was moved in the last Parliament
seeking to refer a matter to the Privileges Committee
about a minister having allegedly misled the
Parliament. The Speaker had determined that there was
a prima facie case for it being so. The reality was that
the debate was brought here and I led the debate for the
opposition. I do not recall it precisely, but I believe I
spoke for more than 30 minutes, more like 45 to
50 minutes. Basically, I had the obligation in that
speech to make a case against a minister on the basis
that the minister had misled the house, the irony being
that for the first time in Westminster parliamentary
history the government used its numbers to vote down a
reference to the Privileges Committee. That was an
exceptional circumstance and it was a privilege motion
against a minister of the government. In that situation a
case had to be made and 30 minutes were simply
inadequate in which to make the case. These sessional
orders will limit the capacity to prosecute a privilege
motion in the traditional way. To review past privilege
motions, it has generally been the case that they have
required more time than other motions.
On another occasion the other house made a request of
this house — if I remember the precise terms — to
consider a request that ministers be authorised to attend
a committee of the other house. That request was made.
It was an exceptional circumstance; this does not
happen every day. The government chose late in an
afternoon session to bring that motion into the house
with no warning. That is fine; it is the government’s
privilege to bring it on with no warning. It was the
government’s hope that by bringing it in shortly before
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the dinner break that it would catch the opposition off
guard and avoid the media. That was the situation,
where the government was obliged to take a motion to
the house, and it chose to do so in a way that it could
avoid maximum scrutiny. The reality is that again I led
the response of the opposition to that motion and I
spoke for more than 30 minutes. I prosecuted the case
in that time frame and that was a case against the
actions of the government. Clearly the government did
not want to hear that, and once again it was voted
down, but so be it. That is another situation where
sessional orders could be dealt with at the whim of the
government in a way that does not allow for appropriate
scrutiny of the Parliament. If I were a new member I
would be thinking, ‘Well, that is probably not an
unreasonable point that is being made here: that
exceptional circumstances ought to be allowed
increased time’.
On a further occasion we had an unprecedented
situation where the government was required to come
into this chamber and move a motion to expunge a
record of Hansard. I do not want to revisit all the
discussion but we had a motion from the government to
expunge a record of Hansard. It had happened in the
Council chamber before but not in this chamber. It was
a unique and exceptional circumstance. Again I
happened to be the person leading the opposition
response on that matter.
Ms Lindell — You should be the leader.
Mr BAILLIEU — I do not know whether or not I
spoke for 30 minutes. I may have. I suspect I spoke for
longer than 30 minutes.
Ms Lindell — There’s no doubt about it.
Mr BAILLIEU — The reality is that I raised those
three issues.
Ms Lindell interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr BAILLIEU — I raised those issues because
they were during my personal experience of just over
three years. There are many honourable members here
who have served longer than me, who have had far
greater experience of exceptional circumstances than
just those motions. To limit the debate of two lead
speakers to 30 minutes, the National Party lead speaker
to 20 minutes and other honourable members to 10
minutes will lead us into situations where the
appropriate scrutiny of the executive is not being
prosecuted in this Parliament. As guardians of the
traditions and heritage of this place, all honourable
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members are obliged to think very seriously about that
and new honourable members are particularly obliged
to think or to ask themselves, given the state of the
house, whether their government is doing the right
thing here.
I will conclude by noting one other thing: in 1997 the
Labor Party produced its Making Parliament Work
document. It had 13 objectives and I would love to
whistle The Magnificent 13 but sadly all but a couple of
those have gone by the wayside. I note that it was a
commitment of the now Treasurer that Labor would
commit itself in government to 1-hour debates on
matters of public importance each sitting day, and that
there would be time for private members bills to be
debated.
They were noble objectives at the time. There was also
a whole range of other objectives which have not been
realised — and there was never any intention of
realising them. At the time there was an objective to
have shorter speeches. The then Leader of the
Opposition concluded that the appropriate time was
20 minutes, not 30 minutes. We reduced the standard
speaking time from 30 minutes to 20, which was picked
up in the sessional orders of the last Parliament.
Now we are moving from 20 minutes down to
10 minutes for the standard member’s response.
Heaven knows what it will become in the next
Parliament if we have gone from 30 to 20 to 10. I invite
honourable members to think carefully and to recall this
debate. No doubt the sessional orders will pass and the
amendments will be dismissed with derision by the
government. I ask honourable members to think
carefully about that in future when they come to realise
that what was said in this debate by a lot of honourable
members was fair and reasonable and made sense —
and that these sessional orders are anything but.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
thank the 25 members of this chamber who have joined
the debate today, starting with the Leader of the
Opposition and the Leader of the National Party and
then the Minister for Agriculture, the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, the Treasurer, the honourable member
for Mornington, the Minister for Planning, the
honourable member for Lowan, the Minister for
Education Services, and the honourable members for
Gippsland East, Footscray, Brighton, Mitcham, Murray
Valley, Ivanhoe, Box Hill, Mildura, Nepean, Burwood,
Sandringham, Oakleigh, Rodney, Narracan and
Hawthorn.
That represents a very large contribution from a large
number of members. It also represents a geographic
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spread around the state, and it represents leaders and
backbenchers, and ministers and shadow ministers.
You, Speaker, can see that there has been great interest
in the proposals that have been put forward, but at the
end of the day it is likely that the objective to try to
provide more opportunities for individual members to
speak in this chamber will be accepted or rejected along
party lines. Nevertheless I thank those honourable
members for their contributions.
It was interesting to note that all the lead speakers for
each of the three parties, who had the opportunity for
unlimited speaking time, were able to deal with this
important issue, as it was described, well within the
limits set out in the sessional orders. The times that the
government is essentially providing for in these
sessional orders are the same as the time framework,
without going to the exact minute, in which this debate
took place. That is true for many of the other members
who contributed to the debate.
I would like to mention a couple of things before a vote
is taken. I will correct a statement that the Leader of the
Opposition made, which was also picked up by the
honourable member for Hawthorn and may have been
commented on by others, by way of picking up an
interjection. I do not want to stop members of
Parliament talking or debating; in fact, I have said the
contrary.
I want honourable members to be given the opportunity
to talk. I do not believe it is appropriate for a select few
in this chamber to consume all the available time,
thereby precluding and excluding others from joining in
a debate. We have given plenty of opportunity today for
a lengthy debate, but nobody from the opposition has
effectively countered that argument. This is about
providing individual members of this chamber with
new opportunities to talk and extra time in which to
carry that out, because their debating time will not have
been consumed by some members who are obsessed
with only their views.
The government will be accepting the amendment to be
moved by the honourable member for Mitcham. I thank
him for speaking of his experience on the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee; his was a useful
contribution. It will preclude predictable points of order
about anticipation of debate. That is helpful.
The government will not be supporting the amendments
to be moved by the honourable members for Gippsland
East and Box Hill.
The SPEAKER — Order! As honourable members
are aware, some members have indicated that they wish
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to move amendments to the proposed sessional orders.
Because the motion is long and has many different
complex components, and in order to protect the rights
of the minority, I have decided that with the
concurrence of the house I will treat the matter as a bill
is treated during the committee stage. However,
because the sessional orders concern the whole house it
is not appropriate to go into a committee of the whole.
I will therefore leave putting the motion of the Leader
of the House until after the Clerk has called each of the
proposed sessional orders to which amendments may
be moved. When all the amendments to the sessional
orders have been dealt with I will put the appropriate
question — that is, ‘That the motion be agreed to’ or
‘That the motion as amended be agreed to’.
In the event that the motion is amended to a significant
degree, I also suggest that the house give the Clerk the
power to make alterations to the sessional orders in
relation to the consequential renumbering and other
clerical amendments that may arise.
I remind the house that my putting a question provides
no opportunity for debate; it is just a matter of dealing
with the amendments.
Sessional order 2

Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jenkins, Mr

Paragraph (2), under ‘Wednesday’ omit ‘parliamentary
committee’.

Noes, 22
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr

Maughan, Mr (Teller)
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amendment negatived.

The SPEAKER — Order! As the amendment
moved by the honourable member for Box Hill is lost,
amendments 3, 6 and 7 cannot be moved by the
honourable member.
Sitting suspended 6.35 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Sessional order 6

1.

Paragraph (7)(a)(ii), omit ‘required by the government’.

House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 60

House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 62
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr

Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I move:

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I move:
1.
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Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr

Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
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Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr

Noes, 25
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 25
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)

Amendment negatived.

Amendment negatived.

The SPEAKER — Order! As a consequence of the
amendment being lost, the honourable member for
Gippsland East is unable to move his amendments 2
to 16.

Sessional order 11

Sessional order 8

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I move:
2.

Paragraph (2), omit ‘being allocated between members
according to party/individual representation in the
House’, and insert ‘alternating between government and
non-government members’.

House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 60
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr

Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I move:
4

Paragraph (2), under the heading ‘Government bills
(excluding appropriation bills) — second reading’
omit ‘30 minutes’ and insert ‘60 minutes’.

House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 61
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr

Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 24
Asher, Ms

Maughan, Mr (Teller)
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Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Box Hill to move amendment 5, which is identical
to amendment 17 put forward by the honourable
member for Gippsland East.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I move:
Paragraph (2), under the heading ‘Government bills
(excluding appropriation bills) — second reading’
omit ‘10 minutes’ and insert ‘15 minutes’.

House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 60
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 25
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr

Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)

Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amendment negatived.

Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I move:

Amendment negatived.

5.
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Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr

18

Paragraph (2), under the heading ‘Private members’
bills — second reading’ omit ‘30 minutes’ where twice
occurring and insert ‘20 minutes’.

Amendment negatived.

Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I move:
19

Paragraph (2), under the heading ‘Motions other than
procedural motions’ omit ‘10 minutes’ and insert
‘15 minutes’.

Amendment negatived.
Sessional order 14

Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I move:
20

Before ‘Despite’ insert ‘(1)’.

House divided on insertion (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 83
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Mr
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Donnellan, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr

Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maughan, Mr
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Mulder, Mr
Munt, Ms
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Robinson, Mr
Ryan, Mr
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Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Kotsiras, Mr
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Seitz, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 2
Ingram, Mr (Teller)

The SPEAKER — Order! The final question is that
the motion as amended be agreed to.

Ayes, 62

Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I move:
Paragraph (1), after ‘parliamentary committee reports’
insert ‘, excluding reports by the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee under s4D(a) and s4D(b) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968,’.

House divided on amendment:

Ayes, 62
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 23
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr

Amendment agreed to.

House divided on motion as amended:

Sessional order 17

Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Ingram, Mr

Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Savage, Mr (Teller)

Amendment negatived.

1

Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)
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Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr

Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Ingram, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Loney, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 23
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr (Teller)
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amended motion agreed to.
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TEMPORARY CHAIRS OF COMMITTEES
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(iv)

The SPEAKER laid on table warrant nominating Ann
Patricia Barker, Christine Mary Campbell, Hugh Francis
Delahunty, Craig Ingram, Kenneth Stephen Jasper,
Nicholas Kotsiras, Jennifer Margaret Lindell, Donato
Antonio Nardella, Antony Fulton Plowman, Russell Irwin
Savage, George Seitz, Kenneth Maurice Smith and
Murray Hamilton Ross Thompson to act as temporary
chairs of committees whenever requested to do so by the
Chair of Committees.

TEMPORARY RELIEF IN CHAIR

77.5 per cent of the CFA budget is provided
by the owners of private property who insure;
and
what effect the costs incurred by the CFA in
fighting fires within the reserves, the prime
responsibility for which legislatively rests
with the Department of Sustainability and
Environment (DSE), will have on the budget
of the CFA.
(v)

To inquire into the management and control of
the firefighting operation with particular
reference to the level of coordination and
cooperation between DSE, Parks Victoria, the
CFA, the State Emergency Service (SES), the
Army Reserve, the Red Cross, local government
and other emergency service providers, both
public and private.

(vi)

To examine the current levels and operational
capacity of firefighting equipment available to
the CFA and DSE with particular regard to the
tanker fleets and aircraft.

(vii)

To examine the appropriateness of CFA
volunteers providing their time gratis, or at the
expense of their employers, while working
alongside DSE personnel being paid at penalty
rates during the course of a protracted fire event.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, I move:
That during any absence of the Deputy Speaker, the Speaker
be authorised to call upon any of the temporary chairs of
committees to temporarily relieve her in the chair and that
during any absence of the Speaker, the Deputy Speaker be
similarly authorised to call upon any temporary chairs.

Motion agreed to.

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE
Bushfires: inquiry
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I
desire to move, by leave:
That —
(a) A joint select committee of eight members be appointed
to inquire into and report by 1 October 2003 on those
bushfires (the fires) which have occurred within Victoria
in the period 1 December 2002 to 31 May 2003. The
committee shall examine all relevant issues and
furthermore the committee is specifically required:
(i)

(ii)

(iii)

To examine the management practices of relevant
government departments over the previous
20 years regarding public land management with
specific reference to any and all initiatives
dedicated to the prevention and suppression of
fires in all forms of Victorian-based national
parks and state reserves (the reserves).
To examine the degree of fuel reduction burning
carried out annually over the last 25 years within
the reserves and to assess the benefits and costs
of such activity including reviewing scientific
data and practical experience.
To examine the sufficiency of budgetary
allocations to those relevant government
departments having responsibility for the
management of fire prevention and suppression
within the reserves.

To examine the budgetary position of the
Country Fire Authority (CFA) taking particular
account of the fact that:

(viii) To examine the impact that the reduction in
sawlog availability by the creation of reserves
and the consequent retraction of the sawmilling
industry has had and will have on the provision
of access tracks and the availability of heavy
machinery and personnel to assist in fire control.
(ix)

To examine whether the provisions of the Flora
and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 were applied
unreasonably so as to materially hinder the
firefighting effort.

(x)

To examine if human action either accidental or
malicious caused any of the fires and if the
provisions of the Crimes Act 1958 are sufficient
to deal with arson offences.

(xi)

To examine the mechanisms for informing the
public from time to time as to the status of the
fires and for providing warnings and emergency
advice.

(xii)

To examine the capacity of private utility
providers of essential services such as gas and
electricity to maintain and generally administer
supply during and after a fire event.

(xiii) To examine all aspects of logistics and
communications employed by all persons and
agencies and to report upon their sufficiency
during a fire event.
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(xiv) To examine the practicality of encouraging all
country-based public servants to join the CFA.
(xv)

To examine the incidence and extent of personal
injuries suffered by any person during the course
of the fires.

(xvi) To assess property losses including dwellings,
farm buildings, fences and livestock and consider
what standing arrangements should be put in
place to enable the immediate replacement of
such fixed assets and the care and sustenance of
livestock following future major fire events.
(xvii) To make any recommendations to the Parliament
that the committee thinks fit to reduce the
incidence and severity of future fire outbreaks
especially in years of severe rainfall deficiency.
(b) Four members of the committee shall be appointed by
the Legislative Assembly and four members shall be
appointed by the Legislative Council.
(c) The committee has the power to send for persons, papers
and records.
(d) The committee shall elect one of its members to be
Chair.
(e) The committee shall elect a Deputy Chair to act as Chair
at any time when the Chair is not present at a meeting of
the committee.
(f)

The Chair shall have a deliberative vote and, in the event
of an equality of votes, a casting vote.
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(o) The committee shall include with any of its reports any
minority reports submitted to it by a member or
members of the committee.
(p) The foregoing provisions of this resolution, so far as
they are inconsistent with the standing and sessional
orders or practices of the Assembly and the Council
shall have effect notwithstanding anything contained in
the standing or sessional orders or practices of the
Assembly and the Council.
(q) The committee be a committee to which section 51A of
the Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 applies.

Leave refused.
Mr RYAN gave notice of motion.

PLANNING SCHEMES
Revocation of amendments
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I
desire to move, by leave:
That in accordance with section 38(2) of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 this house revokes amendment C15 of
the Wellington planning scheme and amendment C20 of the
Latrobe planning scheme.

Leave refused.
Mr RYAN gave notice of motion.

(g) Five members of the committee to be the quorum.
(h) The committee shall, unless it otherwise resolves, take
all evidence in public and may otherwise sit in public at
any time if it so decides and move from place to place.
(i)

The committee shall sit on days on which both houses
do not meet.

(j)

The committee shall advertise its terms of reference and
call for submissions and all such submissions received
by the committee will be treated as public documents
unless the committee otherwise orders.

(k) All evidence taken by the committee will be treated as
public documents unless the committee otherwise
orders.
(l)

The committee shall on request make available to any
member of the public a copy of any public submission
or record of evidence.

(m) The committee may commission persons to investigate
and report to the committee on any aspect of the subject
matter.
(n) The presentation of a report or interim report of the
committee shall not be deemed to terminate the
committee’s appointment, powers or functions.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That the house, at its rising, adjourn until tomorrow at
9.30 a.m.

Motion agreed to.

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
The SPEAKER — Order! I have to report that the
house has, on Tuesday, 26 February 2003, attended the
Governor in the Legislative Council chamber where the
Governor was pleased to make a speech to both houses
of Parliament and of which I have obtained a copy for
accuracy.

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
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As the speech is printed and copies are in the hands of
honourable members or are available to them it is not
necessary to read the speech.
I call the mover of the address-in-reply, the honourable
member for Gembrook, and I advise the house that this
will be the inaugural speech of the honourable member
for Gembrook, which in accordance with the normal
traditions of the house is to be heard in silence.
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I desire to move:
That the following address-in-reply to the speech of the
Governor to both houses of Parliament be agreed to by this
house:
Governor:
We, the Legislative Assembly of Victoria assembled in
Parliament, wish to express our loyalty to our Sovereign and
to thank you for the speech which you have made to the
Parliament.

I am truly honoured to have been elected as the first
member for the seat of Gembrook and as a member of
the Bracks government. I take this opportunity to
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land on
which we stand here today — the Kulin nation — and
to pay my respects to their elders.
I wish to congratulate the Speaker on her appointment
as the Parliament’s first female Speaker. I congratulate
new members and all ministers appointed in this house.
I am proud to be part of a government responsible for
the restoration and continuation of social structures and
honest and accountable governance, to be a member of
a Labor government that restored the faith of the
Victorian people with the knowledge that governments
have responsibilities to the people. I am immensely
honoured to be a member of a government that has
restored and will continue to restore services and
govern for all Victorians no matter where they reside.
The Bracks government is committed to continuing to
build stronger communities, particularly in the regions
and outer suburbs.
To be the member for Gembrook is indeed a privilege
for me and even more so as the electorate is where I
grew up, went to school, participated in sporting groups
and formed many friendships. The new electorate of
Gembrook stretches from Berwick, Beaconsfield and
Officer in the south-east up through Harkaway to
Belgrave South and Belgrave, through the towns of
Emerald, Cockatoo and Gembrook and into the Upper
Yarra areas of Woori Yallock, Launching Place, Yarra
Junction, Powelltown, Warburton and Mount Donna
Buang. It extends over 2053 square kilometres and is
home to 50 375 people.
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The industries in the townships themselves are very
diverse. In the Upper Yarra area the main industries are
tourism, agriculture, and arts and crafts. These
industries are also common within the Dandenong
Ranges, whereas the south-east predominantly
comprises commercial, industrial and retail businesses.
The electorate of Gembrook was created in the most
recent redistribution of the boundaries, taking in
sections of the previous seats of Berwick, Pakenham
and Evelyn. For the first time in history Berwick is now
represented by a Labor member, which is also the case
for the majority of the electorate. There are areas within
the new electorate that were once described by a former
Premier as being the toenails of the state. Former
members for the old seats must have agreed, as they
refused to reside anywhere near their electorates.
One of the main concerns facing the municipalities
within the electorate is that of being classed as an urban
region rather than having a rural classification. The
Shire of Yarra Ranges and the Cardinia shire are the
responsible local councils of those affected areas and
are among the interface councils. The interface areas
are made up of 70 per cent rural and 30 per cent urban,
yet funding classifications do not reflect this, thereby
inhibiting opportunities for much-needed infrastructure
and social service requirements. I will work actively to
ensure appropriate recognition is given to these
interface councils.
The Bracks government has succeeded in restoring the
public health service by recruiting more than
3300 nurses to treat patients with more care. The
Bracks government will continue to rebuild the health
system by providing a further 900 nurses and health
workers every year; 900 beds will also open in order to
treat 35 000 more patients every year. The Bracks
government is also responsible for commencing the
construction of the Berwick hospital that will service
the needs of residents throughout the south-east and
areas within the outer east growth corridors.
Health services, in particular after-hours and emergency
services throughout Gembrook and the Upper Yarra,
are severely lacking mainly due to the lack of
incentives provided to encourage GPs to practise within
the electorate. Where there are GPs, bulk-billing
providers have been so dramatically reduced that
residents cannot afford to see a doctor and subsequently
end up using the ambulance or hospital emergency
facilities for a health issue that could have been cleared
up by attending a GP’s clinic earlier. I now have the
responsibility to work with my federal colleagues to
improve GP services in the area, and I will work in
partnership with the Shire of Yarra Ranges to
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implement the recommendations made recently by its
working party.
Puffing Billy is a major tourism attraction in the
electorate, last year attracting 259 185 visitors.
Gembrook is fortunate enough to accommodate Puffing
Billy at its own magnificent station but requires
assistance to develop other tourism initiatives required
to accommodate the tourists efficiently. The town’s
other claim to fame is its successful potato-growing
industry.
Gembrook–Launching Place Road can lay claim to
being one of the last main roads to be unsealed. I look
forward to assisting in the greater promotion of local
tourism once this road has been sealed. I also look
forward to assisting the electorate with the appropriate
provision of public transport services to assist in
education and employment opportunities.
I am very proud of the Bracks government’s
environmental policies and actions, which have created
more national parks than any other Victorian
government. It is phasing out logging in sensitive areas
and is supporting the protection of Victoria’s
magnificent environment. From a totally impartial view
the Gembrook environment, I believe, has to be one of
the best if not the best in the state of Victoria. It is home
to many unique and pristine state forests. Sherbrooke
Forest in the Dandenong Ranges is where I spent much
of my recreational time while growing up, as it was a
few doors from my family home. Regular family walks
through the forest form the basis of my appreciation of
the environment.
I aim to assist the Gembrook communities in promoting
awareness and advocating progressive environmental
policies so as to ensure the long-term existence of areas
of environmental significance such as the Upper
Bunyip 350 block and the areas around McMahons
Creek in the Upper Yarra. Thankfully the Bracks
government is committed to stopping urban sprawl and
managing population growth by protecting
Melbourne’s green wedges from inappropriate
development.
I stand here today as a proud environmentalist and wear
a badge from the Australian Conservation Foundation
as a symbol of my dedication and passion.
To be one of the parliamentary representatives in the
fastest growing municipality in Victoria and the
third-fastest in Australia, that being the City of Casey,
will indeed be a challenge. The city represents almost
200 000 residents and is made home to 80 families a
week. A large proportion of the growth corridor is
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contained within the electorate of Gembrook. I look
forward to working with the council to ensure that
adequate infrastructure is planned for and implemented
prior to the escalation of development.
The 55th Parliament has become a record breaker for its
inclusion of a record number of female representatives.
The Victorian Parliament now includes 40 female
members. Compare this with the figure for June 1933,
when Victoria first elected a female to Parliament.
Emily’s List, an organisation dedicated to encouraging
and supporting women in their quest for political
participation, has assisted many female
parliamentarians. Since its inception in 1996 Emily’s
List has helped 86 new women MPs to be elected to
parliaments around Australia.
I take this opportunity to thank Emily’s List, and I offer
a special thanks to Joan Kirner as co-convener.
Throughout the campaign Joan was responsible for
providing me with inspiration as well as practical
support. As a female candidate it is important to have
the support of other current or past female members to
understand how difficult it is to combine a demanding
campaign with family commitments — especially, in
my case, having a six-month-old baby at the beginning
of the campaign. I was fortunate in having Joan phone
me to inquire how the family were coping, stressing the
importance of creating time for them, and also to
remind me to take my vitamins.
I stand here today as a proud member of Emily’s List
and wear its badge as a symbol of my dedication to and
passion for supporting more women into Australian
Parliaments.
The death of my uncle, John Papa, triggered my active
political participation. It was 1997 when John was
killed in an accident caused by a negligent workplace
whose priority was profit before workers safety. It was
also 1997 when the former Kennett government’s
neo-liberalism impacted, with severe cuts to the rights
of workers in terms of safety and common-law rights.
Subsequent to his untimely and tragic death his partner,
my aunty, was struggling to come to terms with solely
supporting three children in the knowledge that the
Kennett government was about to facilitate further
destruction upon her family and others by removing
common-law rights.
I saw this as a grave threat to the human rights of all
Victorians and therefore sought to oppose the
government’s actions by commencing a letter-writing
campaign to my then state member of Parliament,
Robert Dean. The response concerned economic

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
126

ASSEMBLY

responsibility without reference to workers and families
safety or economic needs, which left me unconvinced.
The Bracks government believes that every Victorian
worker is entitled to a fair, safe and secure workplace. It
has restored the rights of all Victorian workers to a fair
and equitable system of workers compensation.
Two months after John’s death I gave birth to my son
Archie. It was then that I became overwhelmed with
concern about the society in which my son was to be
raised. I wondered about the type of education Archie
would receive under the leadership of such a
government. With massive cuts to teachers, record class
sizes and an unwarranted assault on the number of
Victorian learning institutions, I wondered whether
Archie would be subjected to attending a school that
had been forced to accept sponsorship from a
multinational corporation in order to exist. If Archie
were to require urgent medical attention and his parents
lacked financial savings, would he receive it from an
underfunded hospital?
Primarily it was these concerns that motivated me to
commence a Bachelor of Arts degree in community
development, which I started at Chisholm Institute and
completed at Victoria University. I am due to graduate
in April.
Therefore I would like to thank the former Premier, Jeff
Kennett, for encouraging me to become a part of the
Victorian political processes.
I am proud to be a citizen and a member of Parliament
within an Australian state that is proudly multicultural.
Victoria is one of the most culturally diverse states with
over 1 million people having been born overseas. I
appreciate the inclusiveness and the celebration of
cultures advocated by the Bracks government and am
very pleased by its acknowledgment of and dedication
to fundamental human rights. At a time when some
governments base their political agenda on racism, I am
proud to be a Victorian.
I stand here today as a proud member of Amnesty
International and wear its badge as a symbol of my
dedication to and passion for the human rights of all.
I am constantly overwhelmed by the sense of
community spirit evident throughout the towns within
Gembrook. When an issue of concern is raised by one
community member it becomes an issue for the whole
town. It is then worked through in a collective manner
by the many township committees or the specific
groups. The word ‘volunteer’ applies to almost every
resident I have had the pleasure of meeting.
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Due to the size of the Gembrook electorate I was
mindful that wherever my office was located it would
always be remote to some, so prior to the election I
guaranteed that I would always be an accessible
member. I have therefore set up mobile offices within
the communities, and I thank these communities for
their hospitality. On my mobile days, which occur
weekly except when Parliament sits, I am situated at the
Warburton Water Wheel and Visitor Centre and the
shire offices at Yarra Junction, and the alternate week is
spent at the Emerald Mechanics Institute Hall and
Gembrook Puffing Billy railway station, with the Fat
Controller talking to the constituents as they wait.
I would like to thank the many people responsible for
the Gembrook victory, but before I do I would like to
acknowledge the passing of my father-in-law, Paddy
Lawler, exactly one month ago. I had spoken to Paddy
about a week before, expressing my wish that he would
attend the house today to hear my inaugural speech. He
replied that he would love to but that I would have to
pick him up as he did not want to have to drive into the
city. I am deeply saddened that his untimely death
prevented him from being here as I know how
incredibly proud he was of me.
I would not be standing here today if it were not for the
support of my partner, Rod. I also thank my children,
Archie, five, and Ashley, now 11 months, for putting
up with my campaigning and now for adjusting to my
hectic schedule. Our children are fortunate to have such
a dedicated and devoted father. I would like to
apologise to my dogs for no longer being able to walk
them daily.
Thank you to my Mum and Dad and Aunty Jenny for
their never-ending support and encouragement. Thank
you to my parliamentary mentor, Christine Campbell.
There is no doubt that there would be no Labor member
for Gembrook if it were not for the Honourable Adem
Somyurek. Along with Dale Wilson, MP, and the
Honourable John Pandazopoulos, Adem encouraged
me to become the candidate for Gembrook. Our victory
was a result of Adem’s guidance, support, friendship
and encouragement.
Thank you to branch members throughout the
electorate for their invaluable support. Thank you to my
friends Pam and Sharyn for their support and
unrelenting assistance on election day, and thank you to
my electorate officers, Alex, Pauline and Michael, for
their support and commitment.
To the residents throughout the electorate of Gembrook
I thank you for your faith in me.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I now call on the
member for Frankston to second the motion.

ladder reach down and help others up. That is the role
of good government.

Mr HARKNESS (Frankston) — Yesterday the
Governor in his speech outlined a program that will
bring confidence to the Victorian community. It is
therefore my great privilege and pleasure to second the
motion by making my inaugural speech.

John Maynard Keynes in The End of Laissez-Faire
identified his understanding of the role of government:

Let me start by asking a question: is there a role for
government in the 21st century? It might be argued that
in contemporary times there is not. It is nevertheless my
contention that now particularly is the time that our
society requires active leadership from government.
The issues facing us in a modern world are many and
varied. Imminent warfare, significant societal and
technological change, an unsure and economic future
and the planet at an ecological turning point are all
factors influencing our lives. Yet the underpinning
strength of our society is a sense of community and its
quest for sustainability.
As a young parliamentarian, I have lived my entire life
in a world of unprecedented change — technological,
social, economic, environmental. The past 28 years
have been turbulent and often marked by chaotic
events. I have observed that the strongest turbulence
has been created when at various points government
has withdrawn from a proactive role in society. I have
observed the proponents of neo-liberalism and market
forces delude us with promises of a trickle-down effect,
of a better future, of a wait-and-see approach —
promises, promises. I have observed some of those at
the top of the ladder assure us that we will all be
beneficiaries of their model, and yet we stand by and
watch as they pull up the ladder as others attempt to
climb it.
I am often asked what motivated me to enter Parliament
to become part of government. The answer for me is
simple, although I appreciate that it is a very complex
task. I want every person in Frankston, in Victoria and
in Australia to have the opportunity to reach their full
potential, to reach the top of life’s ladder. I want to
ensure that there are no rungs missing from the ladder
and that nobody — no citizen — is left stranded
without a ladder to climb.
Government has a significant role to play in providing
everybody with opportunity — free and equal access to
a decent education, reliable and responsive health care,
the ability to walk the streets at night without fear, or
simply a roof over their heads. It is government’s
responsibility to provide the mechanisms for ensuring
this, for ensuring that those already at the top of the

The important thing for government is not to do the things
which individuals are doing already, and to do them a little
better or a little worse; but to do those things which at present
are not done at all.

Government is about facilitating a compassionate
society — one in which we can all live together, work
together and grow together. Government is not about an
unbridled, uncompromising blinkered devotion to the
benefits of market forces. Government is not about
turning people against each other, all competing for a
share of the cake — for access to resources or
assistance. Government is certainly not about creating a
duopoly of citizenry — the haves and the have-nots.
Anthony Giddens in his text The Third Way observed:
The restructuring of government could follow the ecological
principle of getting more for less; understood not as
downsizing but as improving delivered value.

The Bracks government has built a reputation of
promising what it can deliver and delivering what it
promises. I applaud my colleagues who have delivered
three years of great government.
In 1996 my conscience was pricked and I joined the
Australian Labor Party. I found myself unable to sit idly
by and observe the social fabric of our society — our
schools, hospitals, police force and other public
institutions — torn apart by a zealous adherence to
monetarist principles. Seven years later I stand here as a
member of a social democratic government: a
government which believes that such an entity as
society exists and encourages a sense of enlivened
community and a commitment to the common good, as
Rousseau would have it; a government that governs for
all Victorians, without fear or favour; a government that
plays an active role in delivering basic services to all
Victorian citizens; a government dedicated to designing
and implementing good public policy; and a
government that will reach down and help those
without the energy or ability to climb the ladder.
I am proud to be a Fabian. The Fabian Society emerged
in the 19th century as a social movement to bring about
reform by small eclectic change rather than by
revolution. As the society’s national president, Gough
Whitlam, has observed:
The Fabian approach is a stubborn faith in human ability to
solve the problems of human life through the application of
human reason.
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It insists on the importance of ideas in politics.

There is renewed public expectation for policy options
expressive of left-of-centre values and principles. The
role of government is to face up to the challenges of our
changing society and to meet the needs of people. My
role in this chamber will be to encourage radical
thought, searching debate and well-thought-out public
policy — as Whitlam said, to apply reason.
If the recent elections indicated but one actuality, it was
that people want good basic services. Basic services are
a right and not a privilege.
I have a strong belief in the role of government. In
times of great and varied challenges, people are looking
for leadership. They are looking for parliamentarians
who will take the firm but fair decisions; for
parliamentarians who will be creative; for
parliamentarians who will stand up for their
communities; and for parliamentarians who will be
there for them. People are expecting government to
deliver for them. Increasingly they understand there is a
cost involved to themselves when making demands of
government. Underlying this realisation is also the
acceptance that it is an accountable government which
is best placed to deliver for all.
Youthful exuberance is a good thing and I am dedicated
to facilitating and delivering the best outcomes for
Frankston. I am committed to standing up for
Frankston. It is a humbling experience to join the
expanded ranks of the Bracks Labor government. It is
with much respect that I take my place in this historic
chamber.
I am proud to be here today as the new member for
Frankston, the first Labor member for Frankston since
Jane Hill in 1979. My parents, Heather and Stewart,
migrated to Australia from New Zealand in 1971. They
made the courageous decision to emigrate and start a
new family and a new life in Australia, making the
same physical and spiritual journey as so many others
before them and after them. Victoria has been a
welcoming place marked, in the main, by a spirit of
cohesiveness and goodwill. I salute them and the many
others who have chosen to adopt Victoria as their home
to contribute to the milieu of our society and to add to
the social and economic value of our community.
My interest in public affairs was stimulated by them —
through many hours of listening to our national
broadcaster, the ABC, of which I am a loyal and
dedicated friend. Victorian politics is not new to my
family. Two ancestors were actively involved in public
affairs — both as the mayor of Bendigo and one was
also twice a candidate for the state seat of Sandhurst.
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My foremost task is to be an effective local member of
Parliament. I thank the people of Frankston for electing
me as their representative. As a successful candidate in
the seat of Frankston, I will represent all residents of the
electorate whether or not they voted for the Australian
Labor Party. I will not take the seat for granted.
Frankston is not the property of an individual or a
group — it is the collective property of the 30 000
Frankston electors.
My belief in the positive role of government is
underpinned by my unambiguous commitment to good
governance. There has been, in contemporary times, a
growing gulf between the electors and the elected. It is
incumbent upon parliamentarians such as me to break
down this barrier through community building and
cooperative partnerships between different tiers of
government, the corporate sector and the community,
and by insisting that all decision making should be
transparent, accountable and participatory — good
governance at work.
The strong support I received at the recent elections
carries with it certain obligations. It means making
Frankston a better place. It means encouraging
Frankston’s residents to become advocates for our city.
It means providing Frankston with its fair share. It
means delivering the capital infrastructure it both wants
and needs. Most of all, it means that government takes
an active role in improving the wellbeing of
Frankston’s citizens.
My office is an accessible, efficient and pleasant
environment for the community. It is a place where I
meet regularly with community members and
stakeholders, and my electorate officers and I act as
community facilitators in fostering good relations
between constituents, community groups and all levels
of government, and in taking an innovative yet
commonsense approach to constituents and policy
matters. In my office, at a local level, constituents can
see how government works well.
John O’Sullivan, in The United States Magazine and
Democratic Review, said in 1837:
All government is evil, and the parent of evil … the best
government is that which governs least.

Thoreau agreed, adding that:
Government is best which governs not at all.

Alternatively John Ralston Saul, in The Unconscious
Civilisation, argues that:
… the individual and the government are linked together by
an artery.
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If we act to sever that artery by replacing or opposing the
central role for government, we cease to be individuals and
revert to the status of subject.

I wish to debunk O’Sullivan and Thoreau by way of
example.
Without government, would the provision of health
care be provided on the basis of personal wealth rather
than real human need? Without government, how many
people would live on the streets without food or
shelter? Without government, would our foreshores be
crowded with overdevelopment? Without government,
how many more lives would be lost on the roads?
Without government, would our young people miss out
on a best start in life by not receiving a decent
education? Above all, without government, do we have
a sustainable future?
Ralston Saul is indeed correct in characterising
government as the artery necessary to provide a truly
civil, productive and clean and green community.
In The Sacred Balance David Suzuki poses the
challenge that Victorians are grappling with:
Economies were once created to serve people and their
communities.
Today economic rationalists contend that people must
sacrifice and give up social services for the economy.
As we reflect on our fundamental needs as social animals, it is
clear that families and communities assured of biodiversity,
full employment, justice and security constitute the real
non-negotiable starting point in the delineation of a
sustainable future.

For too long government has spoken of the need to
protect our environment and to preserve our
biodiversity. Now is the time to stop paying lip-service
to environmental sustainability and get our hands dirty.
Whether it is better managing our forests, removing
plastic bags from Kananook Creek or providing support
for our volunteer friends groups, the clarion call has
been sounded for our natural environment.
The key challenge facing our society is to find an
equitable synergy between the competing demands of
the economy, the environment and society to ensure
sustainability for future generations. Sustainability
cannot be dictated. It must be initiated at the grassroots
level and championed by the people in partnership with
government.
The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organisation Biosphere project on the Mornington
Peninsula is a leading example of what can be achieved
with a collaborative approach between a determined
citizenry — or as Robert Putnam termed them,
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‘grassroots gladiators’ — and responsive governments.
Governments in the 21st century need to adopt a
collaborative style — to listen and act. Government
needs to work with its citizens and not treat them
merely as clients. It must empower, not patronise; it
must be a builder of social capital, not just capital
works; and it must genuinely care for the environment,
heeding the insightful words of David Suzuki — that
there is no economy with no environment!
A government active in community building,
facilitating a vibrant economy and caring for the
environment encourages trust, cooperation and
individual personal commitment to a better future — a
sustainable future. This is a crucial role for government
in the 21st century — investment in its citizens, its polis
and its environment. A healthy dividend is guaranteed
for any government that makes this investment.
In conclusion, a former Labor Prime Minister, the
Honourable Ben Chifley, talked about the light on the
hill. The light has not gone out. The Bracks government
will continue to illuminate Victoria with progressive
ideas and fair decision making — working towards a
sustainable future.
Labor governments are distinctive. We believe in the
critical role of government. We believe that strong and
active government leadership best manages change to
provide security and opportunity for all Victorians. We
believe that government is not an impediment, but
rather a crucial force in building and realising the full
potential of a robust economy, a just society and an
environment in which biodiversity is assured.
Labor stands for the people, and Labor stands firmly
against those who take advantage of the people. As the
Labor member for Frankston I look forward to the
challenges over the months and years ahead as we
continue to deliver good government and governance
for Victoria.
The SPEAKER — Order! I now call the
honourable member for Bass, and I remind the house
that this is his inaugural speech.
Mr SMITH (Bass) — It is a great pleasure to be
here as the youngest new member for the Liberal Party
on this side of the house! It is an honour and privilege
to be here as the first member for the seat of Bass in
Victoria.
Firstly, I congratulate you, Speaker, on your
appointment to the highest office in the Parliament. As
the first woman Speaker in the history of the Victorian
Parliament you have the opportunity to make your
mark for the women of Victoria, and it will be
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interesting to see whether you are able to achieve the
high accolades that were given to former Speaker Tom
Edmunds during the debate on the condolence motion
last night. Honourable members spoke about the
fairness of his treatment of all honourable members of
this house, and it will be up to you to make that happen.
I wish you all the best, and I can assure you of my
support.
While I am extending my congratulations, I would also
like to take the opportunity to pass on my
congratulations to the previous Speaker, Alex
Andrianopoulos, whom I had a great deal to do with
over the years. He was a good and fair man who
conducted his role with great dignity. I wish him well in
his retirement. I am sure he will have an enjoyable time.
He certainly put in a great deal of effort in this house.
Some honourable members will be aware that I do not
come to this chamber without some parliamentary
experience, as I had the honour of serving the people of
South Eastern Province for a period of 14 years. I
enjoyed my time in the Legislative Council, and I now
look forward to many years in this place.
Ms Asher — Hear, hear! So do we.
Mr SMITH — Again, so do I. I also offer my
congratulations to the Honourable Bruce Chamberlain,
the former President of the Legislative Council, whom I
worked with there for a period of eight years. He also
conducted himself very fairly, and the decisions he
made were always very good.
I must say, however, that I read with great concern
about the changes proposed by the government to the
structure and the workings of the Legislative Council.
The action strikes at the very heart of democracy in
Victoria. You may not believe it, but it was a house of
review. The Legislative Council has its traditions, and it
did not abuse the privilege, as the government has done
with its proposal to change the sessional orders and
move towards proportional representation.
The government proposes cutting honourable
members’ speaking times not only in the Legislative
Council but also in this chamber. The changes will not
allow for full and proper debate or enable honourable
members to have the chance to properly put forward
their arguments on behalf of their constituents. And that
is what it is all about. That is what the 132 members of
Parliament are here for — to be able to talk on behalf of
their constituents, who cannot be here but who have
elected members to represent them in this place. The
government is taking away from them the right to be
able to do that by restricting the time they will have to
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put forward their case. I have a problem with that. The
government will stifle debate in this house, and it will
stifle debate in the other house. We do not need that in
Victoria. The government has a very large majority in
both houses, but it will still abuse the system. The
arrogance that will be shown by this government will
bring it to its knees.
As John Ferguson said in the Herald Sun of Saturday,
2 February, when writing about the proposed changes
to the upper house:
But never forget who did it, why and what a pack of
hypocrites they really are.

What about that for the truth from John Ferguson! He
was right about that. When the arguments regarding
sessional orders were being put forward earlier we
learnt what hypocrites government members are. They
had their own words spoken back to them — things that
had been said by the Leader of the House and the
Treasurer. They need to have a look at the history of
this Parliament and think a bit about the damage they
will do to democracy in this state.
When I look around this chamber I see some of the
young faces who will have the expectation of making
their mark in this place. Will they ever get to the front
seats here? Will they ever be in a position where they
will be appointed as parliamentary secretaries, ministers
in the government or maybe even the Premier of the
day? Let me assure them that that is not a decision they
will make. It will be a decision made by the Trades Hall
and by their union mates who support them. I can
assure them that if they do not do what they say it will
be a case of ‘Bad luck!’, because they will not make it
to the big time.
The opposition knows that the people of Victoria made
their decision on 30 November last year when they
re-elected a Bracks government. We on this side were
rejected by the people, but we are a resilient group of
people.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SMITH — We may not be here in huge
numbers, but we are a resilient group of people who
will get back, do not have any doubt about that. We
have had a good, long, hard look at ourselves, and we
have listened to what the people of Victoria have said.
We will make our way back, and you lot on the other
side, the Guilty Party of the 1980s — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr SMITH — The Guilty Party of the 1980s
should not forget the election results of 10 years ago.
Look where it is sitting now. We are on our way back
already!
The opposition will be returning to the government
benches in the not-too-distant future, and it knows the
Bracks government is already beginning to show its
arrogance. It is already bowing to its political
puppeteers and not consulting with the people in the
business community. One only has to look at Easter
Sunday trading, which this government will bring in. It
has told everybody what is happening, but whom did it
consult with? Did it consult with the employers? Did it
consult with industry groups? No, it did not consult
with any of those people, and it is not something that
jumps out at me as being one of the election promises it
made. I cannot remember it, and I am sure the people of
Victoria cannot remember it. So it should not even talk
to me about having a mandate to make the change,
because I do not believe it ever raised the issue of
Sunday trading.
If it wants to be fair dinkum instead of just bowing to
its mates from the Shop, Distributive and Allied
Employees Association, the government needs to have
a look at what the people of Victoria might want — the
people who enjoy their shopping and the people who
like to go out on a Sunday. Just remember: they are the
people who are not going to be voting for the
government at the next election. They are the people
who will understand just how compliant it is to its trade
union mates.
We must ask where the consultation was with those
employers and businesspeople who have to pay. The
government has to remember that they are the ones who
have to pay. It is not the government who pays; it is the
business people, the employers and the people who are
running the shops — the small business people — who
have to make that major contribution towards paying
the wages.
I was very disappointed to hear the Premier on the radio
criticising the Cole royal commission. That
commission, of course, is inquiring into the building
industry here in the state of Victoria and the way the
thugs from the Construction, Forestry, Mining and
Energy Union have ruined an important and vital
industry for Victoria. Daniel Grollo knows, Saizeriya
knows, Kraft knows, GMH knows, Woolworths knows,
Australia Post knows, Multiplex knows, MAB knows
and every other building company in Victoria knows
that the government will fall over for whatever the
unions want it to do and will offer no protection
whatsoever to the people out there who are trying to
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make an honest quid and, more importantly, employing
people here in the state of Victoria.
The building unions have control over a very compliant
government, and that will be the case for at least the
next four years. But let me warn the government: the
opposition will not be sitting over here idly, just
allowing it to continue this ongoing disaster. We will
raise the issue at every opportunity. The government’s
close association with the trade union movement will
be exposed for all Victorians to see. Members on that
side — the Guilty Party — are the ones who are
holding Victoria to ransom, like their union mates are
telling them to do. We have a problem with that, I can
assure you. I just hope that the thugs who are holding
this state to ransom will be made accountable by the
Cole royal commission, and I also hope that when the
time comes the government might start to understand
the damage they have done here in Victoria.
I will talk a little about the electorate of Bass, which is a
magnificent area. I had the great privilege to serve the
area in my capacity as a member for South Eastern
Province in the other place, and I enjoyed that time.
The electorate goes from Inverloch across to Cowes on
Phillip Island in the south, and from Pakenham to
Bunyip in the north. It represents one of Victoria’s
strongest tourism areas, with the penguins, the
motorcycle grand prix and, of course, the disaster
sitting down at Point Grant called Seal Rocks, which
this government sent broke. Because of that the
government cost the people of Victoria $60 million.
Government members should hang their heads in
shame, because they were employing people down
there until the last minute. I heard the Premier on
radio — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Mr Deputy
Speaker, the addresses-in-reply of the mover and the
seconder of this motion were heard in absolute silence
by members on this side of the chamber. It behoves the
honourable member for Werribee — —
Ms Gillett — Tarneit.
Mr Honeywood — It does the honourable member
for Tarneit no good at all to continually interject on an
inaugural speech. If she wants to play that game, we
can play it too.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! It is
customary that inaugural speeches be heard in silence
within the chamber. I also remind the honourable
member for Warrandyte that it is customary for a
member to raise points of order from his own seat.

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
132

ASSEMBLY

Mr SMITH — I was talking about Seal Rocks and
the problems that have been caused down here. I have
great concern for the people who were promised jobs
there. Twice I heard the Premier on radio assure them
that they would be picked up and that they would have
employment after this problem occurred.
What has happened to these people? I heard the
Minister for Community Services, the previous
Minister for Environment and Conservation, say
exactly the same thing. The promise is there, it is on the
record; they cannot deny it. There are still people who
have not got a job and who have not got any money. In
fact, two of them that I know of have to sell their
houses so they can live. They believed the Premier
when he said at the time, ‘You will have jobs’.
One would have thought that a Labor government
would have had at least some interest in workers. It has
just proven down at Seal Rocks that it does not. It is not
prepared to stand up for those people. It was not
prepared to say to the nature park board, ‘Employ these
people, get them to do something. Give them a job, and
give them some salary’. They deserved it; they were all
properly employed before this government took over. It
is the Guilty Party, believe me!
Further into my electorate are the great farming pursuits
that are carried on from Lang Lang and up and around
the Pakenham area across to Bunyip — and of course
there is a rapidly growing population around
Pakenham. It is not growing as fast in Pakenham as it is
in Cardinia. I think about 8 or 10 families per week are
moving into the area. It is a problem keeping up the
necessary infrastructure for those people so they are
able to live a lifestyle that they deserve to live.
Great planning has gone on in that area, and the council
is working extremely hard to ensure that the people
have what is required to enable their area to grow. I had
the great honour to be at the opening of their cultural
centre the other night. It was fantastic to see a facility as
good as that built in Pakenham.
It was wonderful. That is the sort of thing they are
doing. They are looking for assistance. They are
looking for funding from this government to be able to
get a swimming pool over there. They are looking at
this government to try to get some funding to build
some further community facilities over there. Let us
hope the government comes good because I am going
to be here and I am going to be reminding the
government that it has to look after the people in my
electorate as well as looking after people in Labor
electorates.
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Bass came from the joining of two electorates in the last
redivision, part of that being Gippsland West and the
other part being Pakenham. I would like to speak of the
honourable members who I replaced. Firstly, I would
like to speak about the Honourable Rob Maclellan who
served this Parliament well for in excess of 30 years.
He particularly served well the people in the Pakenham
area that he represented over that period of time. He
was a master. I always gave him great credit. I think he
was probably one of the smartest and most
knowledgeable people and one of the great visionaries
that we had in this Parliament. He is going to be missed
from this Parliament for the advice and assistance he
could give to people.
He is a great bloke. He is a former deputy leader of our
party; he was a minister; and he was in fact probably
one of the best members there was. He never in his time
ignored his constituents. He always made time to meet
with them, and not just of a weekday: he was happy to
meet with them on a Saturday or a Sunday or at night
time. Rob is going to be missed.
The other one, Susan Davies, took 20 minutes at the
declaration of the poll to tell me and the people that
were there how good she was and what a great job she
had done over that period of time. I certainly could not
do a better job talking about what Susan had done in the
time she was here, so I will not say anything, because
they say if you cannot say something nice about
somebody, do not say it at all.
This government made a number of commitments
through various ministers to things that were going to
happen in the Pakenham area — things like the
Pakenham bypass. We know this government has a
history of being able to walk away from promises it
makes. We know it talked about the Eastern Freeway.
We know it talked about the Scoresby freeway. We
know of the promises it made to the people before the
1999 election, and we know it walked away from those
commitments that it gave to the people.
I can tell the government now — and I am pleased to
see the Minister for Transport sitting here — do not
think it is going to walk away from the Pakenham
bypass. The minister should not think he can do that
like he is walking out of the chamber now when things
are getting a bit hot, because I am going to be here for
some years and I am going to give government
members a hard time until that is built. I am going to
enjoy standing there when we cut the ribbon for the
opening of that bypass.
An Honourable Member — The reckoning.
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Mr SMITH — Yes, the reckoning. I am not here for
my good looks, I can tell you that. I am here to give
members on the other side a hard time, and that is what
I am going to give them.
We talked about getting gas down into the Bass coast
area and into areas around Leongatha and Korumburra.
Here is an area that is so close to the Bassgas fields, yet
it does have not natural gas. We have people down
there paying 80 bucks and more for a bottle of gas.
Some of the public housing units down there that were
not built as well as they should have been because most
of them were made out of concrete slabs and are
freezing will use a bottle of gas a week during the
winter months. It is crazy that we are so close to the
source of the gas, yet we cannot get gas in. There is a
Bassgas project that is going in where the gas is going
up through Kilcunda to the processing plant at Lang
Lang.
There is our great opportunity to be able to get that gas
back into the area, to be able to allow the people in
Inverloch, Wonthaggi, Cowes and Kilcunda — all of
those areas — to be able to have gas, to have the same
opportunities that most honourable members have to be
able to promote their area for business and industry to
come into it to create jobs. That is what it is all about —
creating jobs for the people in my little patch of ground.
I want to see that happen, and I am going to ensure that
that happens. The Minister for Transport will not be the
only one that I will be pursuing in regard to that.
I am sorry the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services is not here. He has made commitments to a
police station at Lang Lang, which I understand has
actually started. I think they have started to level the
ground off a little bit, but that was around the time he
told the people that they were not going to build a
police residence to go with that one-man police station,
like they have done in other parts of Victoria. He said,
‘All we are going to build is a police station that will
only be manned for a few hours a day’, when the
people down in the Lang Lang area had some
expectations that there would be a policeman around
the corner when they needed him.
We are in a position where we need a new police
station at Pakenham. That was another commitment
that was made by the government. That was a
commitment that was also made by the Liberal Party
leading up to the last election.
Mr Wells interjected.
Mr SMITH — As my colleague the honourable
member for Scoresby has just reminded me, it was
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no. 1 as far as we were concerned, being the most
important police station to be replaced in the state of
Victoria. It really needs to be done. We really need to
have a 24-hour service down there. We really need to
have that station manned, and manned properly, to look
after a rapidly growing population in that area.
Can I also say to the government and to those
honourable members who are in the chamber that
Labor is into its second term. It cannot just turn around
all the time and blame the Kennett government. We
have heard tonight the arguments the government put
forward that ‘The Kennett government did this, the
Kennett government did that’. What I am saying is that
the party is over, boys and girls. It is all over. They
should not think the government will be able to blame
the former Liberal government for everything. They
should not think it is going to get away with it because
the people of Victoria know that Labor has been in
government for three years. The people of Victoria
know that the government has been making decisions
for the last three years. The government talks about all
the great things it has done. We are in a position where
we know what the government has done, and it is not
going to be able to blame us anymore for the problems
it has.
The Treasurer was in here before, and he felt it
necessary to give some opposition members,
particularly the deputy leader, a bit of a spray across the
table when the house was talking about the changes to
the sessional orders. Can I say that the Treasurer really
should not have been picking on our people. I had some
experience with the Treasurer when he was a humble
backbencher in the Legislative Council. And let me tell
you that my colleague in that place, now the honourable
member for Brighton in this house, had his measure. In
fact a couple of times he did not even have the ability to
finish his speech. And what did the then opposition do?
It lifted him out of the upper house and brought him
over here to take over the job as leader. He failed there
too. He was not able to make it as leader. So the
incoming Labor government put him in as Treasurer,
and he had a very nice fat surplus when it won office.
They were in a great position, but the surplus has since
been whittled away a fair bit and he has been living in a
fool’s paradise. He has had all of the money that has
been coming in from gambling, speeding fines and
stamp duty. All that glistens is not gold, and I can
assure the Treasurer that before he is finished he is
going to make it three in a row — failed in the upper
house, failed as Leader of the Opposition and failed as
Treasurer in the state of Victoria. I can tell you, Deputy
Speaker, that this government is going to be held
accountable from members on this side of the chamber.
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I would like in closing to pass on my thanks to my
electorate office staff — to Neville Goodwin and to the
late Paula Bennett, one of my staff people who was an
absolutely fantastic lady. Can I say to any of the
members here, particularly the new members, make
sure you have great staff, people who are strong in the
community and who have a great understanding of
what is happening in the community in which you
work. Those two people I have mentioned — Neville
and Paula — were fantastic at that.
They are responsible for my standing here today, but
please do not ring Neville up tomorrow and blame him.
Neville and Paula are responsible for my being here
because we worked as a great team, and I can assure
honourable members of that. I now have a new
electorate officer because Paula passed away just before
Christmas. I can tell honourable members that that took
some of the wind out of our sails — from the joys of
winning the election to plunging into the depths of
despair and sadness at Paula’s passing. It was very sad.
I also thank my campaign committee, whose members
worked extremely hard for me not just in the lead-up to
the election but also in the time I have been down in the
Wonthaggi area. They worked extremely hard as a
team, and I am very grateful to them. If I named them
all I am sure that I would miss some, but I certainly say
thank you to them.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! As the
honourable member for Warrandyte said, it is
customary to hear first speeches in silence.
Mr SMITH — The other issue I would like to raise
is that as honourable members will know I have always
taken a great interest in China, and we will be starting a
Victoria-China parliamentary friendship group for the
next four years so that we can work at the relationship
between our two countries and make it strong. I say to
honourable members who have not had much to do
with China that we are in a position here where we have
so many opportunities to develop business links with
China. As members of Parliament we can go over there
and be introduced to the highest levels of government
and people in the business community. We can link
those people together with members of our business
community and our government to ensure that as
Australians, and particularly as Victorians, we will be
in a position to benefit from that strong relationship.
That can be done with a group such as we have.
I finish by passing on a word of thanks to my wife,
Dawn, who is celebrating her birthday today.
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Unfortunately I am up here having to give you lot a bit
of a pull through, but I must say I have enjoyed it —
and it is only the start, boys! I also pass on my thanks to
my kids, Matt, Adam and Nick, and to their ladies and
my magnificent and beautiful granddaughter, Ruby,
who was a great support and inspiration to me in the
campaign we ran.
I am looking forward to the next four years here. I look
forward to the government’s arrogance starting to show
and to it starting to fall apart. I am looking forward to
being one of the people who are going to kick Labor
out of government so we can install a decent, proper
government in power at the next election!
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — It is
my pleasure to join the debate on the address-in-reply
to the Governor’s speech. I pay due regard to the
Governor and Mrs Landy for the wonderful way in
which they discharge their duties in the role that they
fill for all Victorians.
I have had the great pleasure of being in the company
of each of them on many occasions since the time of
their appointment, and recently I had the pleasure of
being at Leongatha with them, where at my invitation
the Governor was good enough to come and open the
100th agricultural show. It was a very well-attended
day, enjoyed by all, and was part of a three-day tour to
South Gippsland where the Governor, in his usual
fashion, absolutely charmed all in the district. Again I
say that he discharges his duties superbly, and
Mrs Landy is such an enormous assistance by ensuring
that the important role for all Victorians is appropriately
fulfilled.
It is also a pleasure to follow the inaugural speech of
the honourable member for Bass. This house is steeped
in the tradition of apolitical inaugural speeches. I am
not quite sure just where it falls, but suffice it to say that
for the purposes of a first speech in this place it was an
inaugural speech. Of course in another sense it was not
an inaugural speech in that the honourable member for
Bass has come to this chamber from the other place.
Therefore he no doubt saw himself as having a touch
more freedom than normally applies to the traditions of
making apolitical inaugural speeches. I make those
comments so we can keep the high moral ground, as the
Labor Party has about another 25 inaugural speeches to
go!
I was present in the chamber when the Governor made
his comments at the opening of the Parliament on
Tuesday. I have with me a transcript of what he said,
and I have had the opportunity to carefully review it.
He started by making reference to the fires, and I want
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to talk about issues relating to the fires and various
aspects arising from them.
I suppose for a start I should establish my credentials in
this discussion in the sense that the Treasurer saw fit
today in question time in the course of answering a
question to say that he had been to various locations
where the fires had been fought. It is probably only
appropriate therefore that I do likewise. I can tell the
house that three or four weeks ago I went over to
Myrtleford. I did so on the morning after that
extraordinary tennis match when Younes El Aynaoui
played Andy Roddick. We sat down at the tennis centre
at about 8.00 p.m. on the Wednesday and got up from
our seats at 1.15 a.m. on the Thursday. It was an
absolutely remarkable sporting competition.
A few hours later I jumped in the car and drove to
Myrtleford. I went to the Italian Club there, which is
one of the staging points for the strike teams that were
working up in the north-east at the time. It is run by a
great guy by the name of John Williams. I said to him
when I arrived there that I was just another pair of
hands anxious to lend some assistance where I could,
which meant I was immediately escorted into the
kitchen. There I was introduced to the team who were
doing fantastic work preparing the food and feeding the
firefighters. I was drafted into their number, and
standing there looking for what I might be able to do I
was invited by Jenny, I think the lady’s name was, to
get into action. She said to me, as I recall, ‘Come on,
Darls, you can come over here and cook the eggs’. And
I did, Mr Deputy Speaker; I did.
I went over and cooked the scrambled eggs and did a
great job. They were terrific. Later that morning I
graduated to the dishwasher and had the task of loading
and unloading that for a couple of hours. The point of
all this is that I had plenty of opportunity to have
discussions with the people in that local vicinity and in
other places because I stayed up there for a couple of
days, during which time I went to Bright and
Beechworth and Yackandandah and various other
places around the immediate area.
I have subsequently been up to Bruthen and to Omeo,
to Benambra and back over to Anglers Rest. On
another couple of days I went up through Buchan and
stayed at Gelantipy overnight one night, then went up
to Seldom Seen — and I will come back to that
wonderful little establishment later — and to
Wulgulmerang and eventually up to Black Mountain.
On another trip I flew over to Delegate and eventually
drove back to Bonang, to Tubbut and to Dellicknora,
and I have also been around the fires at Willung, just
south of Sale, where about 8000 hectares were burnt
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out. Really, in context, that is about the size of a camp
fire, but by the same token it produced enormous
difficulties for the crews involved in the fighting of it.
The point of all this is that I have spent literally hours
and hours talking to different people, mixing on the
ground with people who have been affected by the fires
or who were assisting those who were fighting the fires,
people who have been defending their own properties,
people who have been in small businesses devastated
by the effect of people not coming to their areas — any
and all who have been the subject of what has happened
in the devastation we have seen wrought across the
state over these past few weeks. Truly, you have to see
it to believe it. I suppose the worst areas I saw were on
the road heading up from Bruthen on the Snowy River
road, eventually going up to Black Mountain.
I did not go up as far as Suggan Buggan, although the
Honourable Peter Hall, my colleague in the upper
house, did so on another trip, and I know Peter
McGauran has also been roaming around in that area as
well. I know the honourable member for Gippsland
East has been in various locations and the Honourable
Phil Davis, a member in the other place, has also been
through the area. But to see it is absolutely
extraordinary.
Mr Baillieu — Denis and Ian went to fight the fires.
Mr RYAN — And Denis — no, not in Gippsland he
hasn’t, has he?
Dr Napthine — Yes.
Mr RYAN — Where were you?
Dr Napthine — Swifts Creek.
Mr RYAN — Well done, mate. I am remiss. It has
only now come to my attention that the honourable
member for South-West Coast was involved in fighting
the fires at Swifts Creek, and if the honourable member
for Narracan — and I accept the assurance that he
was — was fighting fires somewhere or other, then I
congratulate him upon having done so.
To see it is to believe it. It is absolutely staggering to
see the extent of the devastation that has been wrought
in various places. There is a spot as you make your way
up the Snowy River Road, a place called Boundary
Creek, and another similar spot only a couple of
kilometres up the road at Seldom Seen Creek where the
devastation is nothing less than amazing. You have tens
of thousands of these trees that are standing there now
just absolutely blackened with no crown on them, as a
sort of silent testament to what has gone through this
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place as it did. It is an amazing sight. And on the
ground there is nothing. There is no growth on the
ground. It is absolutely bare. When you go to different
spots where you can look out from the high ground and
see the surrounding country, it is burnt for as far as the
eye can see. It is truly extraordinary.

areas of trees just in serried ranks. When you stand on
top of the hill and look at the crowns of some of the
trees there, you can see that the branches at their end
have been curled back as if they have been treated with
a curling wand. They have been petrified in time. It is
the most amazing sight.

The people who are involved are, as I say, amazing —
those firefighters and what they have done! We owe
them a debt of gratitude that surely can never be repaid.
The fact that we have not lost a life is nothing less than
a miracle. Many of the people I have met — and I am
not going to talk about all the people here, because I am
conscious that time is on the wing — do deserve to be
talked about. However, naming names is always a
problem. You invariably leave people out, but it is this
style of person that I think will eventually feature in the
stories of heroism and bravery and the commitment
people have made.

We were up there on a day last week or the week before
when there was no wind. The absolute silence was
astounding. It was completely quiet — no animals, no
birds, absolutely nothing, just an eerie stillness. It is
reflective of the way the fire has gone through the area
and the damage it has done in doing so.

I instance Paul and Judy Sykes, who run Koorunda,
which is the facility up at Gelantipy that was also used
as a staging point. They have at different times had one
or two strike teams there, and as honourable members
would know, a strike team is five fire trucks and
25 firefighters from the Country Fire Authority. They
are aided by people from the Department of
Sustainability and Environment, and they have been
just fantastic in their local community. They have done
superb work. It was in fact on Thursday, 30 January,
that things went very much awry up in East Gippsland.
The expectation was that the fire would not come
through until the following Monday, but on that
Thursday morning Paul Sykes was suspicious of the
fact that the fire had crossed over into the bottom of the
Buchan Valley, and he went up to Mount Seldom Seen.
It is a mount by our standards — it is about
4300 feet — and from the top of it he could see down to
the bottom end of the Buchan Valley. It is something
rising on 30 kilometres away. That was in the early
hours, round about 9.30 that morning.
The wind was howling to the point where, he told me,
he had to hold onto a tree on the top of the mountain to
keep himself upright. The fact is that within 3 hours
that fire went those 30 kilometres — the whole length
of the Buchan Valley, stripping it clear. The only thing
that is left when you stand up there, as I did the other
day, and look over the edge is this vast vista of what
remains of the trees, with absolutely nothing around
them.
The damage is staggering: whole trees, 70 or 80 metres
or more in height, have been pulled out by the roots or
lifted bodily out of the ground by the firestorm. As they
have gone through, the fireballs have flattened other

I met an extraordinary lady by the name of Sally Moon
who is just that — an amazing person. It is a humbling
experience to sit in the kitchen of her home and have
her talk about what happened in the middle of that
Thursday, 30 January. She and her husband, Gordon,
live at that property with their two children. They knew
by about midday that they were going to be in trouble
and started rounding up stock. Without going through
the whole tale, by mid-afternoon, when the fire was
right on them and they had the sight of fireballs coming
through the sky at them, they got to the point where
Gordon eventually had to say to his wife, ‘We have to
leave the house’.
Their house is built on the side of a hill, with an
excavation underneath it. They were able to shelter
under their house as the fire came upon them. Gordon
and Sally were there with their two children and a
friend, who helped them fight the fire for about
11/4 hours in the company of their 15 farm dogs, 2 of
which they have to tie up because they fight.
They had enough water to keep themselves going. Sally
told me that the force associated with the fire was so
fierce that she had to back up to the door to stop it being
blown open. Within about 15 minutes of the fire
striking the power went out. They had an hour under
their house in those circumstances, while this monster
railed around them. It is truly amazing to hear that
lady’s story.
A guy at a nearby farm is named Buff Rogers. He
featured years ago because he had the temerity to
illegally, as it was subsequently found, back-burn about
2000 acres. He was charged and fined, I think, a couple
of thousand dollars. You would have to say that that
issue will need to be dealt with in time to come,
because it is one of the things that will come out of all
this.
Peter and Dianne Moon suffered enormous losses of
stock and property. I spoke with them briefly in the
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driveway of their home. The man is absolutely
traumatised by what has happened. He and Dianne have
been married for less than 12 months. They have lost if
not everything then nearly everything. This is not an
issue where insurance will prevail and all will be made
good and put back together again, because the stock in
particular cannot be replaced. They included decades of
breeding in some instances.
They had a fire plan. They had decided that before the
fire was upon them but as it was coming they would
actually jump into their underground water tank, which
holds a couple of thousand gallons. Its top has concrete
across it, but with a hole in its centre through which
they could jump to get themselves into their
shoulder-deep water. They thought they would be right.
They did that, but after being there for a while they
started to sense a tingling sensation through the water.
One of the outbuildings — I think it was the woolshed,
but I stand to be corrected — had burnt down as the fire
went through. The power cables had dropped off the
shed and landed on the outside of the water tank. They
were getting an electric shock through the water. With
all the rest of the fire happening they had to get out of
their sanctuary. Fortunately they were able to get out
alive.
They are but some of the stories. Different people have
different versions, and we will hear about them for a
long time to come. I come back to the fact that these
firefighters have done a fantastic job. The people who
support them have done likewise — the Country Fire
Authority, the Department of Sustainability and
Environment and all the emergency services in their
different forms.
That includes the contractors who have been seconded
to it. What will happen in time to come if the timber
industry continues to be destroyed, which is the path
that has been followed over particularly the past three
years? The Otways is celebrated in the Governor’s
speech as being an area where new national parks will
be created. The timber industry is going to be
decimated. You wonder what will happen when
inevitably there will be a fire event. Who is going to be
there to fight it when it happens?
The volunteer supporters in all their forms and the
property owners have had to suffer some dreadful
agonies. A guy I met near Bownang — and I emphasise
that this was an agreed course of action — had to have
about 500 acres of his own land back-burned to take it
to where the fire would inevitably come. Another lady
whose property I went to had 1000 acres of pasture — a
lot of it improved pasture — that had been back-burned
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to try to stem the fire that was coming at them. It is a
miracle that there were no deaths as a result of the fires.
While I am making reference to those who have done a
fantastic job I will mention the ABC. In Gippsland and
across country Victoria the ABC has done an absolutely
sterling job. On Australia Day, when Omeo was under
assault by the fires, Mark De Bono, who is one of the
reporters at the Sale office of the ABC, was on the
scene. As I travelled around the different functions on
that day, as I am sure we all did on Australia Day —
having my first sausage at about 8 o’clock in the
morning and having the last one at about 6.00 p.m.,
with various ports of call in between — Mark was
reporting from Omeo that that town was at risk that day
of being burned again, as happened only a few decades
ago.
It was the most compelling reporting that one would
ever want to hear. He and the team he had with him,
including Kelly Wilson and others, did an absolutely
fabulous job. When I was in the north-east I similarly
found that the ABC in that area and in the different
areas which reported as time went by and which are
continuing to do so also did a great job. I think it would
not be possible to afford them too many plaudits.
We are still fighting the fires. There is a story that the
fires are out. That is a myth; that is not the case. Yes,
we have had some rain, but one of the great ironies for
those fighting the fires is that even if they do not get
enough rain to put the fires out, the rain stops
back-burning and makes it very difficult for the
machines to work in the steep country. We are not out
of it by any stretch. The fires are still out there, perhaps
to a lesser degree — but they are still there.
The other aspect is that we are starting to move into
recovery mode. In terms of the first issue, and I want to
address these two issues individually — that is, fighting
the fires which are still going on, and the whole attempt
at fighting fires — I believe it is imperative that we
eventually have an independent inquiry. The state of
Victoria has to have the courage to set up an
independent inquiry and be prepared to have the
difficult questions answered.
I assure the house that there are a great number of
people across country Victoria who want to come and
have their say. I say again, and I emphasise it — and I
will be unremittingly right throughout all this — that
the firefighters have done an absolutely fantastic job.
However, issues particularly relating to fuel reduction
burning need to be examined. We have to learn the
lessons. I saw a lot of instances in the course of my
travels across those areas, and people pointed them out
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to me, where some reduction burning had been done
and that had saved them. Sally Moon, whom I have
already described, ascribes the saving of her house —
which they found out when they emerged from their
bunker — to the further fact that in about October last
year she did a relatively limited back-burn on the house
block in the immediate vicinity of their home.
It saved them. When you stand there and look at it now
the trees are crowned, the crown has not been burnt out
from them. The heat in the fire has not been nearly as
intense.
As you go back down that Snowy River Road there is
an area of about 50 acres which was burnt late last year
and similarly, even though the fire was as its most
intense through there, in all those areas the trees have
retained their crown. These are the sorts of things that I
know people want to talk about.
I have today moved a motion by leave to set up an
inquiry. The government has refused to debate that
motion, and I must say I find that particularly
disappointing. The Premier, when asked about it in
question time today, kept saying, ‘Oh well, we are still
fighting the fires’. I wrote to the Premier three weeks
ago plus a bit more saying to him that I was going to
move the motion that I have moved here today and
giving him the terms of reference, which are essentially
represented in that motion I moved. As I stand here
tonight addressing this Parliament I have not had a
response from the Premier in any way, shape or form. I
have had nothing from him. I do not believe that is
good enough.
In the end the government is going to have to commit
itself to the fact that an independent inquiry must be
conducted. I am the first to say, Mr Deputy Speaker,
that governments do not like inquiries, particularly
independent inquiries, because they cannot control the
outcome.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr RYAN — I am very aware of what the realities
are, and it is no good the new minister sitting at the
table sounding all innocent about it. This is the
pragmatics of politics — I recognise that fact — but
this government is going to be tested on this issue by
country Victorians. They are not going to let this go.
They want an independent inquiry conducted, and I
hope the government sees fit to commit to it in due
course once the fires are out.
The second aspect of the issue is in relation to the
recovery effort. The recovery effort is, of course, under
way in various places now. I say this with deliberation:
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I do not believe that the state government of Victoria
has done nearly enough on behalf of those people who
are trying to recover from the horror of these fires. It
has not done nearly enough, and I want to run through a
couple of aspects of why that is so.
The government was slow to react in the first instance. I
do not know who was advising the government
internally but there was no recognition from it, certainly
not in an East Gippsland sense, that the difficulties and
the extent of the problems we have are as bad as they
are. It took far too long to react. Certainly in
north-eastern Victoria the whole of the government, as I
understand it, went to Beechworth and spent a couple
of days up there. I think that is commendable. It was a
darned good thing to do because the people there no
doubt got a lift out of it, and I hope the government
members left absolute bucket loads of their own
money. But even when advertisements were being
placed encouraging people to go and tour over in
beautiful north-eastern Victoria, East Gippsland did not
feature.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr RYAN — It was not mentioned.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr RYAN — I hear the Minister for Education
Services, who is at the table, say it was still under
threat. Let me address that issue for a moment, because
I think it should be addressed. On the night of
11 February I was up at Gelantipy. I mention that night
because it was the evening of the day when the
Treasurer of the state of Victoria was on ABC radio
explaining why he had not earlier been to East
Gippsland. He was telling the world that he could not
get up there because it was not safe to be there.
That was very interesting commentary in the context,
and the context was that I was standing at the back of
that place called Karoonda that I have already described
as the staging point for some of the firefighters. They
had heard it, and they were just in hysterics. They
thought it was an absolute hoot. You see, parked about
30 feet from us was an Oz Experience bus. You know,
one of those big coloured buses in which young people
from around the world can buy a ticket and get on and
off it and just tour as they like. The Oz Experience bus
was up at Gelantipy the night I was staying there, which
was the evening of the day the Treasurer of Victoria
was saying he could not get permission to go up and
have a look at where the fires were. He only needed to
have asked, and we could have got him a seat in the
back of the Oz Experience bus!
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There were lots of other options. He could have gone
up with one of the trucks that were taking up there hay
donated by people who are generous enough to provide
it. I am sure one of them would have taken him up. He
could have gone up with the lady who is doing the mail
run every other day. Some days she has not being able
to do it because people have told her that it was not the
day to go, but she has been going up there every other
day, no problem at all. Our big brave Treasurer could, I
am sure, have got a seat in the mail run with the lady
who delivers the mail. I will tell you what, even I would
have given him a ride in my car. How is that for an
offer?
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr RYAN — The question is put to me across the
table by a new and very naive minister, ‘You didn’t
fly?’. The answer is no, I did not fly. I got in the car and
I drove up there through it. I stopped and talked to the
people who have had to wear this. I did not fly in for
5 minutes and fly out again, and I did not pick a special
group that I would specifically talk to. I did it
properly — and at all the other places I did it properly;
all right?
On that day you had the Treasurer of the state saying
what he was saying on radio and people will remember
that. They will remember what he did and what he did
not do up in East Gippsland.
I said I would come back to Seldom Seen. I do not
mean to trivialise the issues, but I must say that the
Treasurer of Victoria has seldom been seen at Seldom
Seen. He could have been seen at Seldom Seen, and he
should have been seen at Seldom Seen, but to my
knowledge, at least recently, he has never been seen at
Seldom Seen. They would love to see him at Seldom
Seen if he wants to take the trouble to go up there and
have a look. The same applies to all government
members. I think it would be a great idea for them to go
up there have a look first hand at the devastation these
people are having to accommodate.
I say the government failed to see the urgency of the
situation. Let us have a look at some examples. We
have stock up there that are at threat of starving. I put to
the Minister for Environment today in question time the
question I put to him about three weeks ago when I
made a call to the government to open up some of the
game reserves. I live in Sale and within limited driving
distance of it there is Dowds Morass, the Sale Common
and Jack Smith’s Lake, as it is colloquially known,
although there is no water in it at the moment. At all of
these places and others the feed is so prolific that if you
put 5000 head in there you would not find them. That
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would serve the double purpose of reducing the risk
that a lot of these areas have had to suffer through being
burnt out.
It would be a very good option. The minister was
standing here today telling me that he does not think it
is feasible, or he does not think there is enough feed or
whatever. Within the last week I drove around the
nearest area to Sale, but what is the government’s
answer? ‘The task force is considering it!’ We have
stock up there now that need to be fed. They are 4 hours
away by truck from these locations and could go there,
and that ought to be done. It is not a chequebook
solution. This could be done straightaway, and I urge
the government to do it.
We have the issue of fencing. It is no good saying that
the task force will have a look at this. I heard the
Treasurer say it is going to release the report on Friday.
I would prefer it to be released when Parliament is on,
so we can all have a look at it and talk about it.
We have to replace about 3000 kilometres of fencing
that has been burnt out at $6000, $7000 or $8000 a
kilometre, depending on the territory in which it is
located. How are we, as a matter of sheer logistics,
going to replace this fencing? What the farmers want to
know is why they should have to bear the whole of the
cost of replacing fencing that is immediately adjacent to
the national parks where for the main part these fires
started, because at the moment that is what they are
faced with. Someone has to give them an answer to
this, for heaven’s sake. We need the government to
react to this. For example, you cannot hope that up in
Omeo and in those parts in East Gippsland where about
1500 kilometres of fencing have been lost these people
are somehow themselves going to manage to handle all
of this. It is inconceivable to me.
The government has a part to play in this, and that is
what it should do. I know it did it in Stawell in a
financial sense, but that is only one part of it. I am
talking about the sheer logistics of organising it. How
do you get the thousands of fence posts and droppers
and the kilometres of wire — all these practical issues?
The government is still considering it through the task
force. In the meantime we have stock wandering
around on the roads up there, and the government will
not react to it. People are savage about it, I can assure
the house.
I raised various other issues in a recent press release.
The opening of the game reserves was one thing, and
the extension of the drought assistance packages — the
ones we have had running in northern Victoria. To its
credit the government eventually got those going —
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$20 000 each — and it has spent about $24 million on
them with an average of about $17 500 each. Make
them available. I know times are tough. Make them
available.
Mr Nardella — They will be made available.
Mr RYAN — It is no good saying they will be
made available. They should have been available two
or three weeks ago. The government of Victoria, which
clearly has the first obligation in this, should have been
reacting in a way which reflects the urgency of the
situation facing these people.
We called for discretionary funding of some $500 000
to be given to each of the Alpine, Indigo, Towong and
East Gippsland shires. At least we got $50 000 out of
the government as some part of the contribution. There
are those and various other matters to which the
government really needs to react to enable an
appropriate recovery to be made by those afflicted by
these fires.
The fires have pushed the drought issues off the front
page. Fortunately we have had some good rainfall in a
lot of Victoria. Hopefully it will have been enough to
break the drought or make a hole in it for some time to
come. After a slow start the government has done pretty
well in giving these people a hand. Over these past
months I have spoken with a lot of them throughout the
northern parts of the state, up in the Goulburn system in
particular, but also across in the north-west. Let us hope
that with a bit more time we will have the good fortune
to get those extra follow-up rains and we can get people
back on their feet properly.
In the midst of it all, though, when otherwise doing
some good work for these people, why did the
government make that niggardly move to shut down the
packages on the day after emergency concessions were
granted to the Goulburn dairy farmers? It was a stupid
thing to do. I am pleased to see that the government
relented, because a lot of people had already spent
money on accountants and filled out forms and were
part way through the process. Certainly the days were
extended by the Minister for Agriculture. It was a
sensible thing to do.
An Honourable Member — By three days!
Mr RYAN — By three days? Well, it was better
than the nothing that we had already. In Gippsland it is
still very dry. I have asked the Minister for
Environment if he would authorise the release of
20 000 megalitres out of the Thomson. Gippslanders to
this day feel dirty on the construction of the Thomson
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Dam; they reckon they have been robbed. I emphasise
that that is under governments of all persuasions.
Some years ago when we were troubled by drought I
was able to negotiate the release of 10 000 megalitres,
for which farmers paid $100 a megalitre, and it made a
big difference. I have now called on the minister to
authorise the release of 20 000 megalitres. The farmers
are prepared to pay a commercial price for it, but get
that water going down the Thomson very soon because
in the Macalister irrigation district 650 farmers out of
about 900 or 950 are either out of water or on their last
watering. Another week or two and that will be it for
them, and of course the season does not finish until
about mid-May, so now is the time for urgent action.
The Thomson now has about 50 000 megalitres in it —
honestly, Melburnians would not miss the 20 000
megalitres — and if the minister would act now it
would make an enormous difference to the farmers in
the district as well as all the communities around the
area.
These people, like others around the state, are
contending with very high feed costs and the dairy
prices are down, so there are issues there they are
having to battle anyway. There is an opportunity here
for the government to assist.
I want to refer quickly to the Governor’s speech, but the
one I want to refer to is the speech of 3 November
1999, because it is instructive in terms of this
government. I am only going to flick through it because
the hour grows late. Some of the issues that were
discussed by the Governor on 3 November 1999 were
the initiatives the new government of the time was
going to pursue. They are worth examining in the light
of where we are today. They are: establishing the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund — that was
a good move — —
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr RYAN — I hear the myth being tossed about.
You have not done too well tonight; I would stay out of
it if I were you!
In fact we never opposed that legislation, as the record
shows, never ever. We moved two amendments which
were opposed by the government and we did not persist
with them, and the legislation was supported by us and
passed. So the legislation passed in its entirety; it was
never going to be a problem.
The fund was $170 million. From memory, I think
$120 million of it was spent, maybe $130 million. The
question is what has happened to the other $30 million
or $40 million? What is our Treasurer going to do with
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the money he did not spend out of the $170 million?
Because of this campaign the government has rolled in
a new $180 million fund, but over five years. Part of it
has gone into one of the many areas where the
government blatantly pinched National Party policy. It
established a specialist gas fund and put $70 million
into it. With all the gyrations of the numbers it will be
interesting to see how it pans out as we follow over the
next little while the intricacies of that original
$170 million and where the money has gone. The old
pea and thimble trick beckons!
Then we have this great paragraph, and although it is a
bit late I have to read it out. This is about fast rail:
The government has an innovative transport plan to link the
state’s regional cities and towns with Melbourne through the
provision of affordable and safe transport routes. It will
arrange for feasibility studies on a number of major
improvements.

So far, so good, Deputy Speaker!
Working in partnership with the private sector —

oh, oh! —
the government will contribute $20 million for a rapid transit
link from Melbourne to the airport and $20 million for a fast
rail link to Geelong.

Oh dear! This was on 3 November 1999. The fast rail
link to the airport — very sorry, no appearance, Your
Worship. It hit the wall. I do not know how much
money went down the hole on that one, but it did. Then,
of course, we had the $20 million for a fast rail link to
Geelong. I will come back to the money in a moment.
The speech goes on to state:
These initiatives will cut travel times to 15 minutes from the
airport to Melbourne —

oh dear! —
and 45 minutes from Melbourne to Geelong.
The government will also contribute $20 million for a fast rail
upgrade to Bendigo —

wait for it —
aiming for an 80-minute link to Melbourne. The government
will also contribute $15 million to upgrade the Traralgon line
and $25 million for a fast rail link to Ballarat — cutting travel
time to under 60 minutes.

Where are we with these fast rail links? It depends on
which version you pick. I think that it is generally
accepted that what emerged was it became an
$810 million project, with $550 million of public
money and $260 million from the private sector. That
was the plan. Unfortunately the private sector looked at

141

it and decided that it would not work, so not a cracker
turned up. All the times I asked the Minister for
Transport in this chamber about where he would get
this private sector money, he said that there was no
problem in getting the private sector money, but not a
zack, absolutely nothing turned up. We have
$550 million of public money being put into this and
we will end up with slightly faster trains. We will have
the trains ordered under the contract when the
privatisation occurred under the previous government,
which is a very good thing. The travel times will be
marginally better and a helluva lot of public money will
go down the hole. That is what the Governor’s speech
said on 3 November 1999.
The Governor’s speech talks about rail standardisation.
It says:
The government is committed to driving that new growth and
new prosperity beyond Victoria’s provincial cities and into all
of country Victoria by contributing $40 million to the
standardisation of the rural freight network from the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RYAN — How much rail standardisation have
we had? Not a lot. That is a ‘watch this space’. There is
also a reference to returning common-law rights — —
Mr Nardella — Tell us about the Mildura railway
line.
Mr RYAN — No, I will get the honourable member
for Mildura to tell you about that. Common-law rights
were supposed to be returned. Even the union
movement know that was wool over the eyes. How
many serious injury certificates have been issued under
this new common-law regime? If it is more than 25,
I would be surprised. I might be wrong, but I would be
surprised. There has been no return of common-law
rights. It is a complete fiction.
The government said it would introduce industrial
manslaughter legislation. That did not make the cut,
either. It will be interesting to see if the government
reintroduces it now that it has the numbers.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr RYAN — You bet we opposed it, and we will
oppose it next time too. The government said that it
would have five heroin injecting rooms. I do not know
what happened to that policy. What did happen to that
policy of the Labor government?
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr RYAN — Yes, we did oppose it. The
government had such faith in its policy that it
abandoned it because it got a bit twitchy before the
election knowing that people did not want the stupid
things and it was at risk of losing votes, so in typical
fashion, because it looked like it would cost Labor a
few votes it abandoned that policy. The government
knocked over the prospect of building a dam on the
Mitchell River, as is its right. As a matter of passing
interest, about six weeks ago all irrigation from the
Mitchell River ceased. They cannot pump irrigation
water, which means that all the industry in that area is
being put under a heck of a lot of pressure with literally
hundreds of jobs at stake.
Last but not least the Governor’s speech states:
The government will also act immediately to start
negotiations with the Australian Football League to explore
all feasible options to retain Waverley park as an AFL venue.

That is what happened in 1999. The current Governor’s
speech features many of the same things. He talks about
firefighting. There is a section on stronger regions. It
nominates a series of issues that would bear very close
scrutiny, and we will be doing that over the coming
months. I ask honourable members to read page 8 of
the Daily Hansard of the Legislative Council reporting
the Governor’s speech, where they will see a number of
areas which have a remarkable resemblance to the
promises made on 3 November 1999.
There is talk about the Otways and this brand new park.
For the life of me I still do not understand why it was
for this wonderful initiative, this thing that is of such
quintessential importance to Victorians — the creation
of this new national park in an area of magnificence —
that in the second week of an election campaign the
Premier suddenly tore down to the Otways to make the
announcement that, no. 1, he was going to destroy the
timber industry, and no. 2, that we would have this
national park created. Of course the answer is he saw
the value in the votes from the Greens, and they were
ultimately duly delivered, but I fear for the future of
that area because one of the great industries will be
destroyed.
There are many other areas around the state that I could
refer to, but I will not. I will finish with a brief
discussion in relation to my own electorate. I have the
great good fortune to represent the best electorate in the
Legislative Assembly of Victoria — Gippsland South.
It has been my great pride to represent it for a bit over
10 years. It features a huge dairy industry, and the
industry statewide faces a big challenge with what
happens between Murray Goulburn and Bonlac. In the
end we need an outcome that is in the best interests of
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suppliers, because this massive industry, which drives a
lot of Victoria’s fortunes, is dependent upon a good
outcome in that regard.
Honourable members may not know that together with
New Zealand, Australia represents only 3 per cent of
the world’s production of milk, but it has 50 per cent of
the world’s international trade, and these two big
players are essential to us since Victoria produces
around 68 per cent of the nation’s milk. It is an
important issue. We need the extra water, and I have
referred to that. We continue to be a major producer of
oil and gas, and with the completion of the East Coast
pipeline we are now supplying Sydney out of the
Longford Basin and supplying Tasmania. We have
natural gas in huge quantities.
As I have said, the government is making huge
promises about natural gas, having hijacked the
National Party policy. I endorse the comments of the
honourable member for Bass, who said that we need it
desperately in South Gippsland, and I am sure it will be
productive for much development in the region when
we eventually have natural gas connected.
Yarram is still living under the threat of the closure of
the prison. With no further ado in the budget a couple
of years ago the government announced it would close
the prison. It established one of these task forces —
they are rippers, these task forces — which would solve
it all by creating new jobs. I stand here tonight and say
that not a single new job of any type has been created
over the intervening two years. It is typically mickey
mouse from this government. Nevertheless we are
facing the loss of 40 direct jobs and the same number of
indirect jobs out of a town of 1800 people. It is a
tragedy.
There is a significant issue about the water levels of the
aquifer and offshore subsidence issues that have been
raised over a number of years. I have written to the
Minister for Environment to see if we can have a public
gathering to wrestle those things to the floor. At Foster
we have half the secondary college rebuild done. That
was approved by the former government, but to its
credit the current government put up the money for the
first half and we now need the money for the second
half. Foster is a strong town and a great place. It is one
of the gateways to Wilsons Promontory and is a
beautiful town. I had the pleasure of being at the show
last Saturday when it was opened. They have had a
reasonable season in the area, so there is a spring in the
step down Foster way. The other little towns such as
Toora, Fish Creek and Yanakie leading into the Prom
are great areas for tourism, with development of the rail
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trail going well, so I think the future is positive for
those locations.
There is a problem with wind farm development. This
government has completely made a mess of the
regulatory aspects of the wind farm development. It has
completely botched the planning arrangements. We
now have neighbour against neighbour, with public
meetings being held and the ticket for the local
government elections based around who favours wind
farms and who is opposed to them. That is an absolute
tragedy in circumstances where we could have had a
real winner of an industry for the region, yet we have
this problem.
We have the issue of the toxic dump — —
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr RYAN — I am told from the back bench of the
Labor Party that that is what you call democracy. I am
prepared to take the judgment of the honourable
member who offered that bit of wisdom. The
government is persisting with the toxic dump at Dutson
Downs. For those on the government benches who do
not know, this is the toxic dump they are proposing to
establish. Initially it is to be a soil recycling activity
which will take about 35 per cent of the waste, but
Gippslanders and I are interested in the other 65 per
cent.
This is going to be located at Dutson Downs,
immediately adjacent to the magnificence of the
Gippsland Lakes. As I have said several times in this
place, it will be near the bombing range. I want to
assure the house once again that the Royal Australian
Air Force (RAAF) bomber pilots who fly from East
Sale and practice at Dutson Downs are very good —
they hit the target almost every time. When this soil
recycling facility cum toxic waste dump is eventually
built there, as this government seems bent upon, I am
sure it will be the subject of much interest. I hate to
think what is going to be painted on the roof — I hope
it is not a target.
In addition, we have issues around Sale. The extension
of the RAAF base is a big thing. We need extra help
from the government to make sure that the Nylex
factory is extended. A great civic centre is being
built — with the assistance of a $2 million grant from
the current government. That grant was approved by
the former government and, to its credit, the current
government has continued to make that money
available.
Over at Leongatha, after a year of fighting the
government eventually conceded and caved in, and we
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are on the list to get a new police station. Despite the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services standing
here time and again telling me that we would not get it,
we are going to get it. There are various issues there.
Last but not least, Korumburra. It is a great town, a
strong town. Under the redistribution Nyora, Loch and
Bena are all places that came into the electorate I
represent. We want that natural gas. Burra Foods is a
great business. The industrial estate is one of the great
strengths of the area. I think there is a strong future
there for Korumburra.
We are looking at a deep sea port that is advancing very
well in its development down near Welshpool. It will
be a great addition to the area. Tourism-wise we are
looking good. I tell you, Mr Deputy Speaker, get in
early, because this could be the Riviera of the south.
This is going to be something else around those lovely
port areas.
The only blot on the horizon is the Basslink pylons.
With the limited time available to me I will simply refer
honourable members to my previous contributions on
that matter. However, I must say that had the fires that
recently went through Willung gone through at a time
when this Basslink structure had been built, there would
have been a very serious risk of extensive damage to
the Basslink cable — which is yet another reason it
should be undergrounded.
Last but not least I wish to thank the supporters of the
Vic Nats. I want to thank all those people out there who
backed the National Party at the last election. All the
doomsayers, all the people who said we were gone, all
the people who said we were finished should look at us
now. We have the honourable member for Benalla —
isn’t it great to see him elected? Isn’t it wonderful? I
want to thank all the constituents of Benalla for electing
him. I want to wish the former member for Benalla
well. I understand that she has now joined the payroll of
the Minister for State and Regional Development as an
adviser of some sort, shape or kind. With the best will
in the world, I wish her well, she is a decent lady.
However, I am delighted to have Bill Sykes as the
honourable member for Benalla sitting here.
The honourable member for Swan Hill, Peter Walsh,
will do a fantastic job when he eventually gets the
chance to make his maiden speech, which he was going
to do tonight until I rudely interrupted him. Of course,
we also have the honourable member for Shepparton,
Jeanette Powell, who has come to this place after being
in the Legislative Council for some six years.
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They join the honourable members for Murray Valley,
Rodney and Lowan. What a spectacular success that
was! All the portents of doom were out for the
honourable member for Lowan, and he topped the lot
for us. What a great player!
We are delighted to be back better than ever in the
Assembly of recent times. I can assure you, Deputy
Speaker, that we will be looking to keep the
government honest all through — 7 of us and 62 of
them is about the right odds, I reckon. The other
important thing we are going to do is keep promoting
what a fantastic place country Victoria is to be.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr ANDREWS
(Mulgrave).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of Ms ALLAN
(Minister for Education Services).

ADJOURNMENT
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Hampton Rehabilitation Hospital:
hydrotherapy pool
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — The issue I wish to raise
for the Minister for Health is in relation to the Hampton
Rehabilitation Hospital in my electorate and
specifically the hydrotherapy pool. The action I am
seeking from the minister is that she ensures
hydrotherapy services are available for the
Brighton–Hampton area, notwithstanding changes the
government may wish to make.
The fundamental issue here which makes this pool
different from others is that community money went
into the establishment of this pool. The pool is old, I
understand that, and the changing rooms are also old. I
understand the government wishes to dispose of the
site. It will bring a fair price, I would assume, given the
location of the land. The ideal situation for my
constituents and users of the hydrotherapy pool would
be for the pool to continue operating. I ask the minister
to provide any advice to the house as to whether it is
possible to excise the pool from the land, although I
understand that this may not be possible. However, I
seek the assurance of the Minister for Health that local
facilities will be provided, especially given the fact that
local funding went into the pool in the first instance.
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My constituents, as clients of this service, unfortunately
have been advised that there is a facility in Dandenong.
I am unsure if the operators of this facility understand
that Brighton is a long way from Dandenong, and I
think it is completely unreasonable to ask people who
reside in Brighton and Hampton to use a facility in
Dandenong.
I am aware that there are a number of non-bayside users
of the pool, but obviously it is those people who are my
constituents who are of key interest to me. Many of
them are elderly and some of them have been injured.
Clearly these people are in need of services, and given
the demographic of these people and that many of them
are frail and/or recovering from injuries, it is an
unreasonable expectation to ask them to travel to
Dandenong — or indeed, to ask them to travel too far at
all.
Should the government proceed with the sale of the
Hampton Rehabilitation Hospital site, I also ask that the
minister allocate the relevant proportion of that money
to new local facilities. I understand the previous
Minister for Health had some sympathy for that view,
and indeed had written to me to that effect. I understand
that inpatients and outpatients are transported to
Dandenong. I would urge the minister to consider
possible equivalent transportation for the hydro-only
groups and self-help groups that use the pool.
I am aware of a well-advanced proposal to build a new
hydrotherapy pool at the Kingston Centre. Again I
would point out to the minister that it is not easy for my
constituents to get to that centre and that she may wish
to factor in the issue of transportation. I would urge her
to consider local facilities for local people and would
request that she consider this request for my
constituents seriously.

Schools: Macedon
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — The matter I wish to
raise is for the Minister for Education Services. It
concerns the very high level of school construction
works which are currently occurring in my electorate
and, I might say, which have been occurring in my
electorate over the past three years. I ask that the
minister take whatever action is necessary to ensure that
these projects are completed on time so that the schools
and their communities can make the necessary
preparations to occupy these facilities.
In particular, I raise the following schools for the
minister’s attention, where in some instances
construction projects have been announced and
committed to and some have been commenced. The
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schools that I raise for her attention are: Macedon
Primary School, Sunbury West Primary School,
Sunbury Secondary College and Gisborne Secondary
College. I will just say that in the case of Gisborne
Secondary College and Sunbury Secondary College
these are part 2 works that have been commenced under
the government’s previous term, and what a thrill it is
to see schools like Sunbury Secondary College, which I
do not think have had any works done to them for the
last 30-odd years, actually starting to receive the
attention they deserve.
In my electorate schools have already benefited from
the Bracks government’s massive investment in
education, in both infrastructure and staffing. That is in
direct contrast to the previous government, which was
intent on closing down schools, increasing class sizes,
cutting teacher numbers and putting them on short-term
contracts, giving them absolutely no security
whatsoever and under which schools competed with
each other rather than cooperated with each other. What
a great day it is now that we have turned that entire
philosophy on its head and we are seeing from the
Bracks government education as a priority, where it has
been investing for the last three years and is now
reinvesting in education.
Unlike the previous Kennett government, which closed
schools down and left others to rot, the Bracks
government clearly understands the priority that
education is and needs to be. We understand that good
school facilities are vital to successful learning, as is the
enormous investment in school staff. I also understand
the government is committed to providing communities
in Victoria — the public — with a greater capacity to
use many school facilities such as halls, libraries and
computer equipment. As she is a country member the
minister would appreciate that this is of enormous
benefit.
I ask the minister that schools with these recently
announced projects be promptly informed of the next
steps in the department’s processes so they can make
the necessary plans to accommodate these
improvements.

Drought: Murray Valley
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Environment, who is
also the Minister for Water, and I am disappointed he is
not here for the first adjournment debate in the new
Parliament. I give credit to the government for work
that has been done on drought conditions and the
support which is still occurring in country Victoria.
Many people in some of the desperate areas of the state
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have been able to access support that has been provided
by both the state and federal governments.
I wish to bring to the attention of the minister the issue
of funding of the development of bores and water
supply outlets. The government provided $1.2 million
to drought declared municipalities so they could
develop bores and water supply outlets. In the eastern
end of my electorate some municipalities were not
drought declared initially, but were drought declared in
the latter part of last year — that is, the Rural City of
Wangaratta and the shires of Benalla and Indigo. In
particular the Shire of Indigo and the Rural City of
Wangaratta were drought declared in the latter part of
last year, so they did not have access immediately to
some of the drought assistance that was needed.
In this area we have found that not only are there
continuing drought conditions but in many places the
farmers and the people living in the country areas do
not have a reasonable supply of water. In fact, the Shire
of Indigo contacted me early in February indicating that
it sought from the government about $80 000 to assist
in producing and developing bores and water supply
outlets. It was told that the $1.2 million had been
expended and there was no money available for these
projects.
The Rural City of Wangaratta was in the same
situation. It also is looking to develop areas for water
supply through bores to assist people in those country
areas who are without water. A resolution of the Rural
City of Wangaratta last week led to $25 000 being
provided to start making areas available for water
supply and producing supplies.
What we need from the government is immediate
assistance. I hope the Minister for Education Services is
listening to me and will make sure that the Minister for
Environment responds immediately. I have had contact
with the drought relief committee, I have written to the
Premier and to the minister, and I have received no
response to date. I have spoken to people within the
department who continue to tell me, even today, that
there is no money available in this area. What is going
on? The government is going around saying it has
money available to assist people in the drought areas;
they only need to apply and they will be able to get
funding support under various programs. The federal
government is also providing support. What we are
finding is that no money is being put into this area. Up
to $100 000 in each of those municipalities — not huge
money — would assist in providing the water supply
which is desperately needed. They are carting water and
for longer distances. We need bores and a water supply
in the closer area.
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I ask the minister to ensure that the appropriate
minister, the Deputy Premier, who is also the Minister
for Water, has a look at this immediately and provides
money to those two municipalities that desperately need
it, the Rural City of Wangaratta and the Shire of Indigo.

Olympic Games: Victorian volunteers
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — May I take this
opportunity, Deputy Speaker, on behalf of the
constituents of Mitcham to congratulate you on your
elevation to high office.
I wish to raise an issue for the attention of the Deputy
Premier in his capacity as Minister for Victorian
Communities, particularly with regard to his
responsibility for volunteers. I want to seek his
consideration of a very sensible suggestion which has
been made by a constituent in the Mitcham electorate.
The gentleman, who lives in Nunawading, was a proud
participant in the Sydney Olympics as one of many
hundreds of Victorian volunteers. I think all of us
remember the wonderful effort that was made by many
hundreds, if not thousands, of Victorians, who gave up
their time to travel to Sydney and assist many other
Australians and visitors from overseas in enjoying what
was a wonderful spectacle.
Sadly, Deputy Speaker, I have to declare that I was not
in the country at the time of the Sydney Olympics. I
was overseas at the time, attending as a member of the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, about
which something has been said today, a conference in
Mexico on regulatory reform. But lest anyone think I
was not behaving myself, I was in the company of the
honourable member for Nepean. Had sessional
order 17, as a digression, been in practice in the last
Parliament, I could have extolled, along with the
honourable member for Nepean, the virtues of
regulatory reform as it applied at that Mexican
conference. Sadly that was not the case, but we live in
hope.
We all know that the Sydney Olympics were, in the
words of His Excellency Juan Antonio Samaranch, the
best ever. But we all know in this place that it was only
the best ever because of the contribution of Victorian
volunteers! That is a great thing.
The worthy suggestion made by the constituent is that
the government support a reunion of volunteers from
Victoria who went to the Sydney Olympics. It would
build upon the wonderful spirit of cooperation which
was established at the time. I am not so sure we would
make it an annual event unless the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Premier wants more work, and I do not
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think he does. But if he wants, we could perhaps pursue
it to that extent.
We have seen some great examples over the past few
years of volunteer cooperation, particularly the efforts
made at times of bushfire. I take up the comment, again
as a slight digression, made by the Leader of the
National Party in his contribution earlier tonight, where
he talked about the wonderful effort by so many
Victorians in not only fighting fires but dealing with the
current fires.
I am old enough to recall Ash Wednesday some
20 years ago and the great difficulty that confronted
members of the police force — including police
officers who in the confusion of that holocaust did not
clearly understand what powers they had to remove
people who were endangered. That is something which,
with the benefit of that experience, we have dealt with
far more effectively now. It is a great tribute to people
that they have enacted their emergency plans and we
have seen such a comparatively modest loss of property
given the size of the fires.
I acknowledge that there would be some practical
issues associated with my constituent’s suggestion, but
it has merit. I hope the minister will consider it and
instruct his department on how it might give effect to it
at the earliest possible opportunity.

Moyne Health Services: funding
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — Mr Deputy
Speaker, I also congratulate you on your elevation to
your position.
I raise an issue for the Minister for Health, and I seek
immediate action from the minister to provide special
funding to Moyne Health Services to enable it to
combat a significant white ant infestation in its primary
care building. Moyne Health Services is based in Port
Fairy in south-west Victoria. It is a vital community
service providing multipurpose health services to the
Port Fairy and district community. It has 15 acute beds,
30 nursing home beds and 25 hostel beds, including
8 dementia and 2 respite beds. It also provides a wide
range of primary care and community services,
including such very important services as podiatry,
asthma education, adult day activity and support
services, district nursing, physiotherapy, nutrition and a
myriad of excellent primary care and community-based
services.
However, the ability of Moyne Health Services to
deliver its primary care services is significantly
hampered by a massive termite or white ant infestation
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in its primary care building. I recently inspected this
building and saw first-hand holes in the floorboards,
skirting boards which were disintegrating and walls
which were unsafe. Overall the rooms which were
infested were simply unusable and absolutely unsafe.
This has forced staff to work in restricted and cramped
conditions and made access for members of the
community and visitors to staff and services very, very
difficult. I believe this matter needs to be remedied —
and remedied immediately — to deal with the white
ants that are infesting the primary care building and also
to prevent them from spreading into other parts of the
excellent Moyne Health Services site.
Mr Nardella — It’s the old team again!
Dr NAPTHINE — The honourable member for
Melton may not be interested in health services in
western Victoria, but I suggest he take more notice of
what the constituents of all of Victoria need. I ask the
Minister for Health to provide the $100 000 that would
be required to deal with the white ant infestation and to
clean up the termite infestation in the primary care
building so this building can be utilised by staff to
provide high-quality primary care services to the people
of Port Fairy and district.

Disability services: ethnic communities
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — Deputy Speaker,
may I congratulate you on your elevation to your
position. We are very confident you will do a
magnificent job on behalf of this institution.
I refer this matter to the Minister for Community
Services, and I seek action from the minister in relation
to addressing the needs of culturally and linguistically
diverse people in Victoria, particularly those in the
disability sector. There is a real need to boost the level
and accessibility of services for Victorians who are of
an ethnic or non-English-speaking background. Indeed
I can confirm that that is the case in my electorate, as it
is in the wider western suburbs area.
There is a need to ensure that we strengthen the strategy
of the state disability plan in order to ensure that the
services are relevant to members of our community
who are of linguistically and culturally diverse
backgrounds — for themselves, their families and their
carers.
The problems of providing services that can adapt to
the needs of a diverse community have been
exacerbated by the rigid and underfunded service left
over by the Kennett government. I am very confident
that arising out of the state disability plan, which was
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established under the Bracks government in the last
Parliament, we in this Parliament will begin to address
the needs of these communities.
The government through the state disability plan has
recognised the need to build a new and better service
and system and to work both with the disability sector
and Victoria’s many ethnic communities and
stakeholders.
There is a sharp need to build on the state disability
plan with a strategy that will help provide greater
delivery of services to these communities. I will put the
following on the record: we need to promote the
participation of ethnic communities in the planning for
and delivery of services to people with a disability, their
families and their carers. We need to provide
information about services in forms that are accessible
and relevant to people from other backgrounds. We
need to raise cultural awareness across the disability
sector, and we need a genuine partnership between the
government and these communities in order to address
the issues that are pertinent to them.
It is now time for the government to move away
completely from the former Liberal government’s
approach of seeing ethnic communities as part of a
problem. They are not part of a problem; they should be
part of a solution. As a member of this government I
am strongly committed to ensuring that by
strengthening the state disability plan we deliver
adequate services to these communities.

Bannockburn: community health centre
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — The issue that I wish
to raise is for the Minister for Community Services and
concerns the fair town of Bannockburn in the Golden
Plains shire.
When I took over as the honourable member for
Polwarth in 1999 and visited the centre of
Bannockburn, the Liberal Party had built a new school,
it had sewered the town of Bannockburn and it had put
in place a new industrial estate and a new recreation
centre. It was an absolute pleasure to move among that
community and note in particular all the very young
families who had moved into that area. Indeed you,
Deputy Speaker, would be aware of Bannockburn
being very close to your electorate and those of the
other Geelong members. I hope that I will get the
support of the Geelong members in particular in
relation to the next step in the growth of Bannockburn.
A good community health centre is now required in
Bannockburn. Towards the end of last year I received a

ADJOURNMENT
148

ASSEMBLY

deputation here at Parliament from Bannockburn’s
kindergarten council, along with representatives from
the Golden Plains shire, to put their case to the shadow
minister in relation to Bannockburn and their
requirement for a good community health facility in
that town. As a result of that deputation the Liberal
Party was prepared to commit in excess of $500 000
towards that project.
The problem in Bannockburn is that the kindergarten is
well out of town and on a very sharp bend in the road. It
struggles to meet the audit requirements every time the
kindergarten is audited. The maternal health centre is
located on the other side of town in a very run-down
dwelling and some of the community health services
delivered via Hesse Rural Health Service are run out of
a commercial building in the middle of town. I am sure
the minister will be aware that there will be significant
lobbying from both the Golden Plains shire and
community members in Bannockburn, with my full
support.
The project overall is worth around $1.5 million. The
Golden Plains shire, which has been a champion of
small town projects, has once again excelled in getting
this project up. It has always been able to meet its side
of the commitment in fifty-fifty funding. The
kindergarten community and other groups in the town
have also come to the party with a funding
commitment. They are now asking the Minister for
Community Services to meet with them, take on board
their concerns and support this vital project that is
needed for Bannockburn. I assure the minister that if
she were to visit a school in Bannockburn and do a little
bit of work around the kindergarten, which is
overprescribed at this time, she would have a very good
understanding of the enormous growth in the town and
the tremendous family community that exists in
Bannockburn. Because of the huge number of young
children, this service is vitally needed. I ask the minister
to meet with Golden Plains shire and these groups and
to support this vital project for Bannockburn.

Water: saving rebate
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Water. I ask the
minister to consider a very innovative suggestion raised
by Mr Domenic Pizzoferrato of Pascoe Vale in relation
to the $150 rebate for the installation of water-saving
devices. Around Pascoe Vale many people take great
pride in their homes and gardens and Mr Pizzoferrato is
certainly one of those people. He has developed an
operational water-saving system constructed from a
mixture of recycled goods and some new material.
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Honourable members would be aware that the current
$150 rebate to offset some of costs associated with
water-saving devices requires that they be installed by a
licensed plumber. Mr Pizzoferrato is not a licensed
plumber, but he certainly has a very innovative system
in operation, and I would like to outline it for the house.
He has installed water collection and grey water
recycling in his backyard, and he has also recycled
industrial waste to do this. The system has been
installed at a cost of around $400 to him and his family,
and I am told that the nine blue bins that he uses have
been recycled from the local salami manufacturers.
They cost $25 each to obtain.
Most people do not think of water recycling systems
beginning through their local salami factory, but
Mr Pizzoferrato certainly has. In addition he has spent
$75 on spouting pipes and connections. I note the
honourable member for Narre Warren North is in the
chamber at the moment, and a Mr Rose, believe it or
not, raised a similar suggestion with him.
I am advised that people who are absolutely
enthusiastic about water conservation should be
encouraged. We certainly are encouraging them, and I
think it is pretty impressive when a gentleman comes
up with such an innovative suggestion that does not
require rain tanks to be installed, and when a pizza
manufacturer is helping with the recycling system in
Pascoe Vale.
Again I ask the minister to consider some of the more
innovative suggestions that have been raised by home
handymen. Some members of the Victorian community
are actively engaged in such projects, and the minister
should be encouraged to support them.

Trams: kerb access stops
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I raise with the Minister
for Transport my continued concern about proposals for
either so-called kerb access or easy access tram stops
being installed in Whitehorse Road, Mont Albert,
between Union Road and Elgar Road, in conjunction
with the extension of the tramline to Box Hill.
As the minister knows, these proposals involve either
the extension of the kerb towards the middle of the
road, narrowing traffic towards the centre lane of the
road or creating a split-level road surface and narrowing
all traffic other than trams to the left-hand lane of the
road. These stops were not part of the original proposals
for the tramline extensions that were locked in by the
coalition government under its rail franchising
arrangements. Rather they are a last-minute attempt by
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the government to try to help Yarra Trams comply with
its obligations under the Disability Discrimination Act.
While I have strongly supported the extension of the
tramline to Box Hill for many years, the threat of this
tram stop design being imposed on the community has
been causing a great deal of concern to local residents
for many months. The minister was quoted in a local
paper in early October as saying that Vicroads would
speak to affected residents and then carry out more
general consultation and that ‘A final decision will be
made later this year’. Since that time, apart from a
briefing provided in mid-October by Vicroads officers
to members of the Tram 109 Action Group, there has
been very little if any further public consultation or
information provided on the issue.
Residents have quite reasonably put forward a range of
alternative proposals regarding ramps or lifting devices
on trams, hydraulic road-based ramps and centre-road
and other tram stop designs. None of these alternatives
has been properly responded to. Most recently I wrote
to the minister about these issues late last year, but I
have not yet received a substantive reply.
Given the lack of say that residents have had so far, and
given that the extension project is now at least
10 months behind schedule, it seems to me that the best
way forward from here is to open the extension using
conventional tram stops between Union Road and Elgar
Road while a full range of accessibility options are
canvassed with the community. I seek the minister’s
support for that approach.
Despite all of the ostensible offerings of consultation to
the community that have been part of the present
government’s litany, that certainly has not been part of
the experience of the residents in my community. They
originally were to have one particular design forced on
them on very short notice. Later on, after repeated
resident protests, an alternative design was put forward
three or four months ago, but since then residents have
been kept in the dark.
It is important that they know what is going on, and it is
most important of all that these half-baked ideas for
tram stops not be imposed on the community and
instead that conventional tram stops be installed until
this matter has been resolved.

Responses
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) —
The honourable member for Macedon raised with me
the issue of a number of capital works projects for
schools in her electorate. I start by congratulating her
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on her outstanding result on 30 November last year.
She is a local member who is very keen to see these
major works in our schools, and particularly those in
her own electorate, undertaken in a timely way. The
honourable member will be well aware, as will many
honourable members on all sides of the chamber, that
these capital works projects are part of a $656 million
allocation the Bracks government made to school
capital works programs during its first term in
government. This is more than double what the former
government spent on capital works in its last three years
in office.
I am pleased to say that right across Victoria one in
three schools has received a capital works upgrade.
That is a marvellous achievement over the past three
years. Unlike the former government, which was more
interested in closing down schools, we are building
schools and upgrading their facilities. Over the next
four years the Bracks government will continue to build
on its strong achievements in capital works. At the last
election we announced further commitments for major
capital works upgrades around the state, including
$180 million for 15 new schools, $80 million for the
modernisation of specialist facilities, $50 million to
replace older portables, $30 million for community
facility funds and $10 million for the schoolyard blitz.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Would
honourable members lower the volume of their
conversations or leave the chamber.
Ms ALLAN — As part of this the honourable
member for Macedon will already know that in
addition to the specific projects that she named there are
currently another four schools involved in planning
facility upgrades in her electorate. They are Lancefield
Primary School, Sunbury Heights Primary School, New
Gisborne Primary School and Killara Primary School.
The honourable member is quite clearly delighted at the
capital works projects that are under way at those
schools.
I assure the honourable member for Macedon that the
schools with the specific projects that she named earlier
will be promptly informed of the department’s capital
works processes and that they can make the necessary
plans to accommodate these improvements to their
school facilities.
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — Deputy Speaker, I congratulate you upon
your election to that position. I have every confidence
that you will carry out the task very well indeed.
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I thank the honourable member for Derrimut for raising
the issue of access to disability services for people from
non-English-speaking communities in Victoria. It is an
issue he is very passionate about and of which he has
spoken to me on numerous occasions. He raises very
valid points about how members of ethnic communities
across Victoria get to understand and know what
services are available to them and how to access them,
whether they are disability services or others. There are
challenges, of course, for any government in ensuring
that these communities have that knowledge and
understanding and that they are able to access the
services.
I am happy to give a commitment that the government
will be developing a strategy to promote the
involvement of ethnic communities in determining the
very best way to deliver disability services to these
communities. I will be very happy indeed to involve the
honourable member for Derrimut. I believe he could
well take a lead role in developing that particular
strategy. Of course it will have to be absolutely
consistent with the state plan, which sets the blueprint
for the delivery of disability services in Victoria over
the next 10 years. I look forward to working with the
honourable member for Derrimut on that project.
The honourable member for Polwarth raised with me
the request by the Golden Plains Shire Council to meet
with me and discuss the concept for the Plains
community centre, where the community wants to
bring together and integrate a range of services
including children’s services and various health
services. The information points out that it is a very fast
growing community and a very young community, as
30 per cent of the population is under 18. That is quite a
striking demographic.
The council recognises that the Bracks government has
a great policy in the Children First initiative, which
talks about integrating all the different activities of state
and local government in children’s services and
bringing them together in children’s centres. We have
committed $8 million over the four years of this
government for seeding grants of $250 000 to establish
up to 30 children’s centres across the state.
We also have a commitment to upgrade local and
maternal health centres, and we have set aside
$16 million for that. We have allocated $6 million for
additional early intervention services and more for
preschools as well. So there are a number of promises
and funding commitments that we have made. I am
happy to meet with the shire council to discuss how we
might bring its ideas for a centre to fruition. Of course it
crosses into some other government policy areas and
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ministerial responsibilities, including health, but I think
we have the basis of a good discussion.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
honourable member for Box Hill raised with me the
matter of access to trams on the 109 tram route, which
is part of the extension of the tramline to Box Hill. He
requested that there be a greater level of consultation
when resolving some of the issues involved in
improving access to trams for people with disabilities
and people with mobility impairments, as well as
providing additional assistance to the aged, to people
with shopping trolleys and to women with prams. It is
about providing better access to trams with a new style
of tram stop.
The original proposal was for a design called an easy
access stop. As a result of public consultation, which
included local residents and the council, Vicroads and
other representative bodies, we have been able to get a
community outcome that will see a modification of
those originally proposed designs. A consensus for a
new design, called kerb access stops, has emerged.
These kerb access stops are an improvement.
Mr Clark interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — The honourable member for
Box Hill interjects that there was no consensus. There
was, except for the honourable member for Box Hill,
who sought to use this as a divisive issue in the lead-up
to the election — and he continues to do that. It is really
quite disappointing to see an experienced member of
Parliament try to exploit the issue. Some residents are
being asked to campaign against improvements to our
public transport that are designed to meet the Disability
Discrimination Act requirements and to provide
assistance for people who need it.
This process was not designed to allow the honourable
member for Box Hill to exploit and manipulate the
circumstance. It is a process designed to provide
assistance to people with disabilities who need some
better general access to public transport.
We will continue with this program. We will continue
to talk to local people. There are some issues with
residents, but already the process of consultation has
produced some positive outcomes. I have met with
local residents in Box Hill. We have heard what they
had to say. They raised a number of specific and
detailed issues about the original design, and by and
large we have been able to accommodate those and
also, importantly, maintain the integrity of this project
in providing vastly improved access for people with
disabilities.
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It is a shame, the way the honourable member for Box
Hill has conducted himself in the local electorate. You
would have thought the honourable member for Box
Hill would have been supportive of a tram extension
that provides modern access out to the Box Hill
shopping centre from where the tram currently
terminates and that he would have supported a new
design and concept that will provide assistance for
people with a range of disabilities and for those
members of our community who could take advantage
of being able to easily get on a tram.
I invite the honourable member for Box Hill to take a
tram ride, to talk to local people and to get behind those
residents who require improved access instead of his
trying to cynically exploit the issue. The way he has
carried on in the general public is a disgrace. I bring to
the attention of the house that this is one of the most
despicable acts I have seen for a long time.
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) —
The honourable members for South-West Coast and
Brighton raised matters for the attention of the Minister
for Health, which I will refer to her for her attention.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised a
matter for the Minister for Environment, and the
honourable member for Pascoe Vale raised a matter for
the Minister for Water. I will refer those matters to him
for his attention and follow-up.
The honourable member for Mitcham raised a matter
for the Minister for Victorian Communities regarding
volunteers. I will also refer that matter to the minister.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 11.48 p.m.
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