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Wednesday, 20 April 2005
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion: removal
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise the
house that under standing order 144 notices of
motion 220 to 242 inclusive will be removed from the
notice paper on the next sitting day. A member who
requires a notice standing in his or her name to be
continued must advise the Clerk in writing before
6.00 p.m. today.

NATIONAL PARKS (POINT NEPEAN) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to amend the National Parks Act
1975 to make provision in relation to certain land at
Point Nepean and on the Mornington Peninsula and
for other purposes.
Read first time.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to amend the Local Government
Act 1989 with respect to the appointment of chief
executive officers by councils and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

CITY OF MELBOURNE (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — I
move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the City of
Melbourne Act 2001 with respect to the application of
differential rates by Melbourne City Council and for other
purposes.

527

Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I ask the
minister to provide a brief explanation of the bill.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
The bill will set out a scheme for differential rating by
the City of Melbourne, which has a different provision
than other councils. Currently there is a particular
process that is adopted, and the new process will be set
out in the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

COMMONWEALTH GAMES
ARRANGEMENTS (MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to amend the Commonwealth
Games Arrangements Act to provide for
miscellaneous matters, including the management
and regulation of areas being used for the
Commonwealth Games and associated events, to
exempt Commonwealth Games venues, facilities
and other areas from various laws to facilitate the
efficient delivery of the games, to make various
other amendments necessary for the effective
conduct of the Commonwealth Games and
associated events or the effective operation of that
act and for other purposes.
Read first time.

CHILDREN AND YOUNG PERSONS
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Children and
Young Persons Act 1989, the Children and Young Persons
(Age Jurisdiction) Act 2004, the Children and Young Persons
(Koori Court) Act 2004, the Bail Act 1977, the Road Safety
Act 1986, the Melbourne City Link Act 1995 and the
Mitcham-Frankston Project Act 2004 and for other purposes.

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I ask the minister
for a brief description of this bill.
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — The bill is a follow-up to the age change
for juvenile justice. It deals in particular with changes to
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the PERIN system as it will apply to those young
people who now go to the Children’s Court rather than
to the adult courts.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

ELECTORAL LEGISLATION (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — On
behalf of the Attorney-General, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Electoral Act
2002, the Constitution Act 1975, the Constitution
(Parliamentary Reform) Act 2003 and the Local Government
Act 1989 and for other purposes.

Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I ask the
minister to give a brief explanation of the bill.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
bill makes a number of electoral changes. There has
been consultation with the Victorian Electoral
Commission. Some of the provisions, for example,
relate to electors over the age of 70 being able to apply
to become general postal voters, and there is a range of
other measures.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

COURTS LEGISLATION (JUDICIAL
PENSIONS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — On
behalf of the Attorney-General, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the
Attorney-General and Solicitor-General Act 1972, the
Constitution Act 1975, the County Court Act 1958, the
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989, the Public Prosecutions Act
1994 and the Supreme Court Act 1986 and for other
purposes.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I ask the minister to
give a brief explanation of the contents of the bill.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
bill relates to certain constitutionally protected schemes
and the interrelationship between the family law
provisions and equal opportunity provisions.

Wednesday, 20 April 2005

Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

MAGISTRATES’ COURT (JUDICIAL
REGISTRARS AND COURT RULES) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — On
behalf of the Attorney-General, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Magistrates’
Court Act 1989 so as to provide for the appointment of, and
the powers exercisable by, judicial registrars in the
Magistrates Court and for the making of rules of court in
relation to criminal proceedings in the Magistrates Court and
for other purposes.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I ask that the minister
give a brief explanation as to the contents of the bill.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) —
There are other changes, but the principal change
relates to the establishment of the office of judicial
registrar in the Magistrates Court.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

LONG SERVICE LEAVE (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — On
behalf of the Minister for Industrial Relations, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Long Service
Leave Act 1992 to make the law relating to long service leave
more consistent with modern working practices and for other
purposes.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I ask that the minister
give a brief explanation which goes beyond the long
title of the bill.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I will
have to speak more slowly then! The primary purpose
of the bill is to make the operation of Victoria’s long
service leave scheme more flexible, so that employees
who, for example, have a break in their career due to
family responsibilities are not unfairly penalised.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

OWNER DRIVERS AND FORESTRY CONTRACTORS BILL
Wednesday, 20 April 2005
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OWNER DRIVERS AND FORESTRY
CONTRACTORS BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — On
behalf of the Attorney-General I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to regulate the relationship
between persons who contract to transport goods in a vehicle,
or harvest forest products using motorised equipment,
supplied by them and persons who hire them, to amend the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998 and for
other purposes.

Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I seek a brief
explanation of the bill from the minister.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
purpose of this legislation, which goes to owner-drivers
and the forestry contractor arrangement, concerns the
requirement for information to be provided by parties in
connection with dispute settlement regimes, as well as
other purposes.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.
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PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Wonthaggi State Coal Mine: future
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of Friends of the State Coal Mine, residents of
Wonthaggi, residents of Bass Coast shire in the state of
Victoria, draw to the attention of the house that Parks Victoria
have ceased underground tours at the Wonthaggi State Coal
Mine tourist attraction after advice from engineering
consultants that haulage and electrical equipment is no longer
in line with the new regulations. This means that all
underground workings, operations and maintenance done by
volunteers have stopped. All tourist mines must now operate
to working mine standards.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria provide Parks Victoria, Bass Coast
Shire Council and Friends of the State Coal Mine with the
means to carry out major upgrades to bring all underground
operations and equipment up to the same standard as a
working mine. We, the undersigned, will gratefully accept
every possible assistance you can offer us to have this
valuable tourist attraction in working order so that
underground tours can resume.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr SMITH (Bass) (183 signatures)

HIGHER EDUCATION ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and
Training) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend various acts
establishing Victorian universities to make further provision
for their governance and operation and for other purposes.

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I ask the minister to
give a brief explanation as to the contents of the bill.
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and
Training) — The bill basically puts in place the
provisions agreed nationally around governance
requirements for universities.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

Boating: Bass Landing ramp
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The state government, through Parks Victoria, recently closed
the Bass Landing boat launching ramp, a small man-made
launching ramp on the Bass River, which has for decades
provided access to a very popular recreational boating and
fishing area, most of which is on private land. The ramp has
very low environmental impact.
We, the undersigned concerned citizens of Victoria, ask the
Victorian Parliament and the Minister for Environment to
allow the Bass Landing boat launching ramp and parking area
to remain open to the boat users and fishermen and women of
Victoria, who have used this area for many years.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr SMITH (Bass) (245 signatures)

Cats: control
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house the indiscriminate breeding of cats leading to
thousands of cats and kittens tragically being destroyed by
Victorian animal welfare shelters annually.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria enact legislation to require that all cats
over the age of 12 weeks are desexed unless registered to a
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licensed breeder and require that all cats and kittens offered
for sale or acquired be desexed.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) (27 signatures)

Schools: physical education
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria, who support excellence
in physical education for children in Victorian schools, draws
to the attention of the house the fact that the minister for
education has directed the Victorian Curriculum and
Assessment Authority to undertake a curriculum reform and
as part of this reform the Victorian Curriculum and
Assessment Authority is proposing to implement a
curriculum model that will marginalise physical education in
schools and diminish its status as a discipline, costing children
the opportunity to develop the skills, experience and
knowledge to develop healthy living behaviours.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria act to require that the government
restore physical education to a discipline and position it in the
discipline core area in the Victorian curriculum reform being
undertaken for the minister for education.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr NARDELLA (Melton) (15 135 signatures)

Harness racing: St Arnaud
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly assembled in Parliament:
The petition of the citizens of the state of Victoria draw to the
attention of the Legislative Assembly a decision by Harness
Racing Victoria to discontinue the St Arnaud Harness Racing
Club track as a TAB race venue with effect from 30 June
2005.
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And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) (406 signatures)
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Swan Hill be considered next day on
motion of Mr WALSH (Swan Hill).
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Bass be considered next day on motion
of Mr SMITH (Bass).

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 4
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) presented Alert
Digest No. 4 of 2005 on:
Justice Legislation (Amendment) Bill
Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill
Parliamentary Administration Bill
Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill
together with appendices.
Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION
COMMITTEE
Violence associated with motor vehicle use

The petitioners therefore request that the Minister for Racing
forthwith:

Mr COOPER (Mornington) presented report,
together with appendices and minutes of evidence.

1.

Tabled.

2.

3.

4.

conduct an investigation into Harness Racing Victoria’s
decision to terminate the St Arnaud Harness Racing
Club track as a TAB race venue;
that any decision by Harness Racing Victoria to
terminate St Arnaud Harness Racing Club track as a
TAB race venue be rescinded;
that the Minister for Racing require Harness Racing
Victoria to comply with sections 44, 44B and 44C of the
Racing Act 1958 in respect of its decision to terminate
the St Arnaud Harness Racing Club track as a TAB
racing venue;
that the Minister for Racing recommend to the Governor
in Council to terminate the appointment of the board of
Harness Racing Victoria and call for nominations of a
replacement board forthwith.

Ordered that report and appendices be printed.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Budget outcomes 2003–04
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) presented report,
together with appendices.
Tabled.
Ordered that report and appendices be printed.

DOCUMENTS
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DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Performance Audit Report —
Management of occupational health and safety in local
government — Ordered to be printed
Medical Practitioners Board of Victoria — Report for the
year ended 30 September 2004
Mitcham-Frankston Project Act 2004 — Orders varying the
Project Area and the Extended Project Area (two orders)
National Environment Protection Council — Report for the
year 2003–04
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Responses of the
Minister Assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs and
Minister for Employment and Youth Affairs on the action
taken with respect to the recommendations made by the
Economic Development Committee’s Inquiry into the
Economic Contribution of Victoria’s Culturally Diverse
Population
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Ararat Planning Scheme — No C8
Ballarat Planning Scheme — No C65
Banyule Planning Scheme — No C6
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Nos C44, C47
Brimbank Planning Scheme — No C69
Campaspe Planning Scheme — No C32
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Nos C50, C57
Casey Planning Scheme — No C65
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Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Fisheries Act 1995 — SR No 12
Forests Act 1958 — SR No 13
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 — SR No 15
Mineral Resources Development Act 1990 — SR No 11
Public Administration Act 2004 — SR No 16
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — SR No 14
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Ministers’ exception certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 14, 15
Ministers’ exemption certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 11, 12, 16
Surveyor-General — Report for 2003–04
Victorian Environment Assessment Council Act 2001 —
Response to submissions on the proposed terms of reference
for investigation into Riverine Red Gum forests
Wildlife Act 1975 — Wildlife (Control of Hunting) Notice
No 2/2005.

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were tabled by the Clerk in accordance with an order of
the house dated 26 February 2003:
Primary Industries Legislation (Further Miscellaneous
Amendments) Act 2004 — Section 55 on 1 April 2005
(Gazette G12, 24 March 2005)
Public Administration Act 2004 — Remaining provisions of
Part 1 and Division 1 of Part 4 on 4 April 2005; remaining
provisions except Part 5 on 5 April 2005; and Part 5 on 1 July
2005 (Gazette G13, 31 March 2005).

East Gippsland Planning Scheme — No C44
Glen Eira Planning Scheme — No C44
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Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Nos C40, C59
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — Nos C87, C88,
C92
Hume Planning Scheme — No C54
Knox Planning Scheme — No C37
Latrobe Planning Scheme — No C37
Loddon Planning Scheme — No C11
Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme — Nos C31, C36
Manningham Planning Scheme — No C45

Message read advising royal assent to:
5 April
Corrections (Transition Centres and Custodial
Community Permits) Bill
Courts Legislation (Judicial Appointments and
Other Amendments) Bill
Retirement Villages (Amendment) Bill
Water Efficiency Labelling and Standards Bill.

Mansfield Planning Scheme — No C4
Melbourne Planning Scheme — No C94
Port Phillip Planning Scheme — No C50
Surf Coast Planning Scheme — Nos C7 Part 1, C19,
C22
Wyndham Planning Scheme — No C49

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending appropriations for:
Justice Legislation (Amendment) Bill
Parliamentary Administration Bill.
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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
move:
That, pursuant to standing order 94(2), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 21 April
2005:
Justice Legislation (Amendment) Bill
Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill
Parliamentary Administration Bill
Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill
Statute Law Revision Bill

Speaker, this is a short week in relation to a normal
program as a result of condolences taking the whole of
yesterday, so we only have two what I will call ordinary
parliamentary days this week rather than three. As a
result, what we would otherwise essentially call the
work program has been tailored by the government to
fit into what is appropriate for two parliamentary days.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — The Nationals will
not be opposing the government’s business program,
but I want to make a couple of comments. First, it is a
short business week; we are all aware of that. I do not
think that is the reason, though, why we have not got
more bills to debate. There are lots of other bills on the
notice paper. I wonder why the government is not
bringing forward the very important one about channel
deepening.
I also want to make the comment that the government
really does need to get its act together in giving
members of the opposition due notice of what is to be
debated during the week. Week after week after week
we find out on about Thursday what the government’s
proposed business program is. That is not good enough.
If as opposition members we are to know what is going
to be debated in the ensuing week so we can prepare
adequately, we would prefer to have a little more notice
than we have been given. I do not think it is too much
to ask to have the cabinet make its decision on what
needs to be debated earlier than this. By Monday
afternoon at the latest opposition parties should be
informed of what is going to be debated in the coming
week so they can adequately prepare for that week.
I give notice to the government that if we are not going
to be told what is going to be debated more than a few
days in advance, then we will not be as cooperative as
we have been in fitting in with the government’s
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chopping and changing to suit its convenience. I would
ask that the government give a little more consideration
to the convenience of members of the opposition
parties.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — The Liberal Party
will not be opposing the government business program.
However, I want to comment on the fact that one bill
has been on this notice paper since December last year.
This bill — the Channel Deepening (Facilitation)
Bill — will affect a great many people in this state, not
just those who live on the coastline of Port Phillip Bay.
I understand from what has been said in the media that
the government is now having to go back over the
environment effects statement on channel deepening
and that therefore it will be quite some time before we
get any decision. But it is incumbent upon the
government, now that the bill is on the notice paper, to
inform the house on what the future of the legislation is.
It is not good enough for it to leave something on the
notice paper forever and a day in the hope that nobody
in this state and certainly nobody in this Parliament will
comment on it or ask questions about it. This bill was
brought in to facilitate very important actions for the
future of this state, yet the government is now putting
the handbrake on it. It should be part of the government
business program this week; it should have been part of
the government business program in the last sitting
week — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member for Mornington should be aware that this
bill is not on the business program. He may make a
fleeting reference to it but not debate it.
Mr COOPER — Precisely, Acting Speaker; that is
what I am doing. I am inquiring about why it is not on
the business program. It is important that this bill be on
the business program, because it interests a great many
people in this state. This government is running away
from and clearly hiding from debate on this legislation.
No doubt at some stage when it thinks it can do it
without anyone in this place being awake to it the
government will try to withdraw it from the notice
paper.
We are disappointed indeed that the minister has stood
up here today and moved this government business
program without making reference to this bill, which is
the only one that has been hanging around since last
year. It is incumbent upon the government to stand up
and be honest, open and accountable with this
Parliament and the people of this state. It made that
promise at the last election. In particular, it is
incumbent upon the government to be honest, open and

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Wednesday, 20 April 2005

ASSEMBLY

accountable and to say what its intention is in regard to
the Channel Deepening (Facilitation) Bill.
Whilst not opposing the government business program,
like the member for Rodney I put this government on
notice and say that we are not just going to sit around
and not comment and not ask questions of and seek
answers from the government. Members of the
government have since the last election stood up in this
Parliament and talked about how important channel
deepening is. We know some members of the
government backbench oppose this bill. We want to
know when we and they are going to get a chance to
stand up and be counted and deliver on this legislation.
We want to know who in the government is going to
vote for it and who is not. We want to hear their words,
and we also want to make a contribution.
It is not good enough for this government to hide this
important debate from the people of Victoria.
Therefore, when we next sit, which will be in a couple
of weeks, I am expecting — as is everybody on this
side of the house — the government to stand up and
divulge its plans and proposals for the future of the
Channel Deepening (Facilitation) Bill.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I support the
proposed government business program. This week has
been shortened by the condolence motions yesterday.
We have two days. There are five pieces of business in
the government business program following this
morning’s matter of public importance and other
matters before the Parliament. It is quite appropriate
that we do that.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr STENSHOLT — I should note that if anyone is
divided in this Parliament it happens to be the Liberal
Party members. They are the ones who are fighting in
Scoresby and have no idea what to do about channel
deepening. They are the ones who are divided, not the
government.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — If anyone is
divided it is the Labor Party, which just shafted its
secretary, Erik Locke. We farewell him after yet
another week of internal turmoil.
On the government business program, the situation we
have this week was dismissed by the Minister for
Agriculture as a normal government business program,
notwithstanding the fact that the government avoided
another question time yesterday due to the condolence
motions. It behoves the house to recognise that we are
at the end of the fourth month of the year and we are in
our third sitting week — and a curtailed, two-day sitting
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week only. What does that say about openness and
transparency? What does that say about making
Parliament sit more often? We have sat for three weeks
in four months; we are sitting one week every month.
We turn up to collect our pay cheques one week every
month and away we go again. So much for open
Parliament! It is a farce.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HONEYWOOD — I know the member for
East Gippsland thinks it is okay. He is quite happy
about coming here one week every month. Given how
far he has to travel we can appreciate that. We do not
like to interfere with his other business, but some of us
believe Parliament should sit more often, that we
should have more question times and we should make
the government of the day accountable.
Quite apart from the minister trying to dismiss this
program as just that of a normal week, this morning we
will debate a matter of public importance and then
straight after question time we will have another
ministerial statement instead of going on to five fairly
important pieces of legislation and instead of debating
the way in which this Parliament is to be properly
administered. One of the so-called minor bills on this
week’s notice paper will effectively get rid of the
independence of the Parliamentary Librarian. The
permanency of that position is going to be lost for all
time.
Of course this is just another device by a government
that wants to ensure that the opposition is not able to
hold it up to scrutiny. It is another device to make sure
that the resources of the Parliamentary Library are
wound down so that it is not a research facility for the
opposition of the day to access properly, given that it
has cut back on the staffing of the opposition as well.
Quite apart from the fact that it is an important
parliamentary administration bill that goes to the heart
and nature of how we run this Parliament — when we
bother to sit once a month — straight after question
time today there will be another ministerial statement.
And what will this ministerial statement be about? It
will be about making Victoria a sustainable state. Of
course, beyond the glossy literature it is just more
window dressing, more attempts by this government to
ensure that we do not have proper debate on
legislation — which is what we are meant to be here for
after all — in the interests of the Victorian community.
At the end of the day — quite apart from the Channel
Deepening (Facilitation) Bill yet again being pushed
back into the never-never — we have two other pieces
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of legislation, the Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill
and the Courts Legislation (Judicial Conduct) Bill,
which also have been pushed back despite briefings
being belatedly provided to the opposition and despite
their being on the government business notice paper
week after week. They are two more pieces of
legislation that are not going to see the light of day
because of this government’s scheduling and its internal
difficulties in bringing this legislation forward.
So we have three pieces of fairly important judicial
review legislation. We also have yet another land
revocation bill, which is going to take more parkland
away from the people of Victoria. I would have thought
that my colleagues in this chamber would like to stand
up for parks in Victoria, that they would like to defend
the fact that this Labor government is addicted to taking
public parkland away from people for all sorts of pet
projects of ministers.
We only have to go back to the Cain Labor government
to see that it built a tennis centre on very important
parkland — it took parkland away from the people to
build the tennis centre. Look at Royal Park. Julianne
Bell was one of Labor’s greatest supporters, but it has
lost her for all time because it took Royal Park from the
people of Victoria. Here we have yet another bill
coming forward that proposes taking even more
parkland away from the people. This government is
hooked on flogging off public land.
We would like to hear more members debate this piece
of legislation — more parliamentarians from both sides
of the Parliament — rather than just see the mushrooms
opposite sit there numbly wondering why they are here
and allowing this sort of legislation to go through
without any debate whatsoever. We are not opposing
the program — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — The previous
speaker obviously decided he really had to fill out
5 minutes, because he pulled absolutely unrelated items
out of the air to pad out his speech — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, you were quick to pull up the member for
Mornington when he strayed in a very small way from
the government business program. I have yet to hear the
member for Pascoe Vale, who is making her second
coming in Parliament this week, get onto the topic.
Ms CAMPBELL — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, I was 20 seconds into my contribution.
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Obviously the Deputy Leader of the Opposition did not
like the contribution because it was factual.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I do not uphold the point of order, but the honourable
member for Pascoe Vale will confine her remarks to the
business program.
Ms CAMPBELL — I am delighted to refer my
comments directly to the government business
program. The first point I will make after the
contribution of the previous speaker is this: guess who
asked for yesterday’s question time to be deleted? It
was the opposition, not the government. Now
opposition members come in here lamenting that we do
not have enough time to debate the bills. Guess what?
We are embarrassed, and I am sure they are
embarrassed, by their contributions during question
time. No wonder they did not want question time
yesterday. They have been appalling in this session of
Parliament — absolutely appalling — and now they
have to perform only twice this week, instead of three
times.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also made points
about ministerial statements. How many times have we
heard the opposition say, ‘Do not give extensive
answers during question time. Make a ministerial
statement instead.’? Guess what? We have so much
good news to talk about in relation to sustainability that,
believe it or not, we have taken the advice of the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and formulated a
ministerial statement to help him along so that he
understands just a smidgen more about sustainability.
He cannot get it in the briefing sessions, so we will take
time out to give him a really detailed explanation in a
ministerial statement. Maybe after that he will be a little
better informed.
In regard to the comments that have been made, this
government is proud of every piece of legislation we
have brought in relating to national parks. We are the
government that has put in place marine national parks
and extended national parks in this state. We do not shy
away from the fact that this is a good government
business program that we will be able to deal with — —
Mr Maughan — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I wonder what this has to do with the
government business program. I do not see anything
about national parks — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s last words were related to
the government business program. I do not uphold the
point of order.
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Ms CAMPBELL — The government business
program can be adequately dealt with in the time
available. If we wish to get on with the government
business program right now, perhaps the people
opposite might decide to sit down and make no further
contributions.
Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Sewerage: Peterborough
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — On Saturday,
16 April, the Honourable John Vogels, a member for
Western Province in another place, and I attended a
presentation by South West Water to the residents of
Peterborough on a proposed sewerage scheme for the
town. Peterborough is in desperate need of a scheme.
You only have to look at the town’s water drains, which
have had their inlets cemented over due the stench from
sewage leaching into the stormwater, to understand the
urgency of the situation.
Like anyone who lived in a town that required a
sewerage scheme to improve public health,
Peterborough residents believed the Bracks
government, when it claimed in 2000 that no individual
would pay more than $800 to be connected to a
sewerage scheme. What a difference an election makes!
The $800 scheme has been shut down by the Bracks
government. Peterborough residents are faced with bills
of up to $10 000 per household, along with charges for
plumbers to connect them to the new scheme and
remove and decommission their septic tanks.
I understand the Moyne shire and South West Water
have applied for the residents of Peterborough to be
included in the government’s $42 million sewerage
scheme to help break the back of the up-to $10 000
contribution from Peterborough residents, along with
any funding that may be available due to the
improvement in the health of the Curdies River because
of Peterborough being sewered.
I urge the Minister for Environment to ensure that
Peterborough residents are not left out in the cold and
receive their fair share of any government funding that
may be afforded to towns requiring sewerage systems.
Peterborough is not without its retirees, pensioners,
single-income earners and families struggling with
mortgages. Many of those who own small holiday
homes are basic, hardworking family people, and they
should not be treated in a different manner from the
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residents of any other towns that are going to get a
government-funded scheme.

Friends of Scotchmans Creek and Valley
Reserve
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I was very
pleased to see that the Bracks government is providing
a grant of $6700 to the Mount Waverley environmental
group, the Friends of Scotchmans Creek and Valley
Reserve. The grant has been provided through
Melbourne Water for assistance with revegetation work
and support for newsletter production. The grant has
been allocated for Valley Reserve boardwalk
revegetation, Fairway Reserve revegetation and Crosby
Drive Reserve revegetation. In addition funds have
been provided for newsletter production.
It is great to see this support for the valuable work that
the Friends of the Scotchmans Creek and Valley
Reserve does for our local environment. It will further
improve the creek and surrounding parklands as well as
acknowledge this group’s important role in
strengthening our community. The secretary, Ted
Mason, the president, Murray Smith, and the entire
group are outstanding environmentalists. This volunteer
group works really hard to preserve the environment of
this lovely nature reserve in the centre of Mount
Waverley.
I joined the group earlier this year on Clean Up
Australia Day, when an effective clean-up was
conducted around the reserve and retarding basin.
Further investment is being undertaken by Melbourne
Water in the adjoining retarding basin, with over
$1.5 million being provided to construct a wetland to
reduce nitrogen flow into the bay. I look forward to its
completion later this year.

Benalla: youth awards
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — Last week I joined young
people in Benalla and Euroa in celebrating their
achievements. At Benalla, along with nearly 200 young
people and their families, I attended the Up Youth —
Get Out There youth awards (GOTYA).
The evening was very professionally managed by
young people, and the awards recognised a wide range
of achievements, including awards for extreme sports,
art, community service, academia, music and the
performing arts, as well as awards for young
employees, youth projects, youth support and
leadership.
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At Euroa I attended a production of Shickered and
launched the comic book version of the play. Shickered
is written by local young people and highlights the
problems associated with drugs and alcohol, including
violence, road trauma and emotional suffering.
Shickered also highlights the fact that young people are
responsible for their own lives and can make the right
choice about risk-taking behaviour, in doing so
enjoying life and becoming contributing members of
our communities. Lukas Hausler revealed a great
artistic talent with his comic book version of Shickered,
as well as a large chunk of stickability in completing
the comic on schedule.
These two events, like many others in my electorate,
highlight the wide range of talents of our young people
and their preparedness to have a go, take responsibility
for their own actions and help each other. With young
people such as these growing up in our communities,
our future is in good hands.

Gas: Yarra Ranges supply
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — Yesterday, along
with the member for Evelyn, I joined the Minister for
State and Regional Development and the member for
Seymour in Yarra Glen to witness the minister turning
the sod for the commencement of the natural gas
reticulation to the Yarra Ranges. Within days the first
pipes will be laid in a system that will ultimately
connect 80 per cent of Yarra Glen to natural gas. The
opposition’s criticism of the natural gas program will be
proven unnecessary once again. The pipes will then be
extended through the Evelyn electorate and up along
the Warburton Highway, ensuring that the communities
of Woori Yallock, Launching Place, Yarra Junction,
Wesburn and Millgrove receive the economic and
social benefits that will result from the Bracks
government’s commitment to regional Victoria.
I also wish to congratulate the Emerald community on
its success in securing a $500 000 grant through the
Living Libraries program to provide Emerald with long
overdue permanent library facilities following the
announcement by the Minister for Local Government in
Emerald on Monday. Congratulations to Peter
Weatherhead, Dawn Wilson, Mike Shaw, John King
and Brian Hannon, and congratulations to the Minister
for Local Government for her dedication to library
facilities in Victoria.

Anzac Day: remembrance
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — Both allies
and former enemies, now friends, will soon mark the
90th anniversary of Anzac Day. My grandfather landed
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at Gallipoli on 25 April 1915. The battle commenced at
4.40 a.m. One soldier’s record refers to ‘the dead, the
wounded and the hopeless’. In following paragraphs he
talks about:
… a beautiful day, grand and smooth sea … the landing
troops letting out an awful roar before charging and storming
the hill and digging themselves in … brave wounded …
fierce fighting … too excited to write … machine guns going
full pelt … shrapnel all over our troops … awful to look at …
our men charge gallantly …

The Anzac story — courage, determination and
mateship.
Other trenches had their stories too. The Gallipoli
dead — 76 000 Turks, 21 000 British, over 8000
Australians, 2700 New Zealanders, and 1300 Indians.
In 2005 Australians of Armenian background
remember a related series of tragic events between
1915 and 1923 noted by the Australian war historian
C. E. W. Bean — massacres and starvation. One and a
half million Christian Armenians lost their lives as their
country was torn apart. In 1915 the Armenian Relief
Fund was established in Melbourne to raise money for
the survivors. The patron of the organisation was the
Lord Mayor of Melbourne, and the driving force behind
it was the Anglican Church.
It is about remembrance, forgiveness. A Jewish war
memorial has an inscription:
Never a victim, never a perpetrator, but above all never a
bystander.

On the 90th anniversary of those tragic events we
convey our deepest sympathies to the survivors and
their families.

Country Fire Authority: Yarrambat brigade
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — Today I want to
congratulate the brilliantly successful Yarrambat fire
brigade competition team, which competed at the state
fire brigade championships held at Bendigo
Showgrounds over the weekend of 9 and 10 April.
Members of the team were Captain Darren McQuade,
Warren Emery, Marcus Milne, Paul Elso, Scott
Dinnage, Travis Dinnage, Michael Moreira, Simon
Barnard and Andrew Halas.
For the seventh time in two years the brigade won the
grand aggregate trophy, recognising it as the best
brigade in the state. This is the third consecutive win for
the brigade and follows a huge commitment over many
months of training. From the six events that make up
the state championships, the Yarrambat brigade’s two
teams gained three first placings, one second, two thirds
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and one fourth. For the final aggregate the points were
close between brigades, with the result being
Yarrambat B, 52 points, Hurstbridge — also from my
electorate — 50 points, and Yarrambat A, 22 points.
The Yarrambat teams broke state records in two of the
six events, which now adds to the tally of four current
state records being held out of six events. A great
result!
In another great first for Yarrambat fire brigade,
firefighter Sue Mountain was elected by her peers to the
rank of 4th lieutenant, the first female in the brigade to
hold an operational rank. This recognition of Sue’s
ability and commitment to the brigade and to the
community builds on her success as a member of the
brigade’s winning marching team. She has been a
member of the brigade for the past five years, having
joined in 2000. Her husband, Dennis, is also a member
of the brigade, and both are committed to their
volunteer involvement and to serving the community of
Yarrambat and beyond. I take the opportunity to thank
all brigades in my electorate.

Major Projects Victoria: staff
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to draw to the
attention of the house the expansion of the bureaucracy
in Major Projects Victoria (MPV). In a nutshell, under
the Kennett government, when all projects were
delivered on time and on budget, there were 17 staff.
Now there are 85 staff delivering no projects at all on
time or on budget. I will refer to the exact numbers: in
1999–2000 there were 17 staff in MPV; the following
year, 16; the next year, 18; the year after, 29; the
following year, 24; and as at November 2004, there
were 85 staff in Major Projects Victoria. Yet at the
same time this bureaucracy has increased, the new
Minister for Major Projects, the Honourable John
Lenders in the other place, is divesting himself of
responsibility for major projects.
I note in a document provided to the opposition that he
has given all transport projects to the Minister for
Transport and that one health project has been removed
from major projects and given to the health minister.
He is only responsible for nine major projects and some
minor projects. He has a supporting role in six projects
involving the Commonwealth Games, Kew Cottages
and Spencer Street, but the message from the new
minister is clear — more staff and less responsibility for
major projects.

Country Fire Authority: Olinda brigade
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — On Wednesday,
13 April, I had the pleasure of joining the Minister for
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Police and Emergency Services for the official launch
of the Olinda Country Fire Authority (CFA) brigade’s
new $220 000 tanker. Its new tanker is fitted with
state-of-the-art equipment ranging from a 3000-litre
water tank, a full complement of firefighting equipment
in purpose-designed stowage areas, a three-person
rollover protection structure complete with padded
headrest and lap-type seatbelts, and heat-shielding side
body panels.
Olinda CFA was originally formed in 1927. Currently it
has 28 operational firefighters, including 25 fully
accredited wildfire firefighters. A quarter of its
accredited firefighters are women. As we know the
Dandenongs is one of the highest fire-risk regions in the
world, and Olinda CFA attends an average of 90 calls
annually. The brigade has also provided support to
other areas in recent years, including New South Wales
and north-east Victoria. Olinda CFA is very much a
community organisation.
Three words define the brigade: humour, camaraderie
and community. It played an active role in the
establishment of the community emergency assembly
area, and it conducts education programs in schools and
distributes community safety newsletters.
Congratulations to Noel Cliff and Neil Grenfell for
30 years and 20 years of service respectively; to David
Heading, Ruth Heading and Peter Robinson for 5 years
service; to Laurie Galimany, Tony Galimany, Evelyn
Hughes, John Hughes and Richard Trevena for 10 years
service; and to Steve Donner, Martin Embery, Yo
Heading and Robby Thwaites for 15 years service.
Congratulations to all those terrific volunteers.

Sunraysia Steam Preservation Society
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I would like to place on
the record in this place the tremendous work performed
by the Sunraysia Steam Preservation Society. For
nearly 10 years this group of dedicated individuals has
restored and operated the Psyche Bend pumping station
at Mildura. I believe this is the only pumping station of
its type still operating in the world with a Tangye
pump. This pumping station is an icon and draws
thousands of visitors each year.
The recent dispute between the Sunraysia Steam
Preservation Society and the First Mildura Irrigation
Trust (FMIT) over the management of the pumping
station has placed the future of this icon in jeopardy.
The volunteer component of the Psyche Bend pumping
station must be preserved, and the FMIT must find a
way to resolve the dispute. An agreement was brokered
two weeks ago for two members of the steam
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preservation society to be on the management
committee of this site. The FMIT has broken that
agreement, and things are back to square one. The
FMIT’s slogan when it had its 100-year anniversary
about five years ago was ‘The vision unfolding’. The
vision is not unfolding. It is now folding!

Planning: Montrose quarry
Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — STOP is a residents group
formed in 2004 in an effort to prevent a proposal to
expand the Montrose quarry. The quarry has been an
issue since around 1963, when nearby streets began
filling with houses. Although a buffer of 500 metres
was originally recommended between houses and the
quarry, this has not happened. Since then development
near the quarry has created more problems. In the
1980s the local community expected the quarry to close
upon expiry of the permits, but approval to continue
was gained. In 1999 the Yarra Ranges council defeated
an attempt to expand the quarry. Now Boral has again
applied for expansion, which would extend the life of
the quarry for another 25 years.
STOP believes that although some improvements are
included in the current proposal, there are many
problems to be solved. One of the main concerns is the
dust that flows off the quarry and settles on houses and
businesses. Some dust is microscopic and can penetrate
blood and lungs, affecting community health, especially
among the elderly, the ill and the young. There are
schools nearby, which are also affected. Noise, fumes,
vibration from blasting, threatened vegetation,
unsightliness and a detriment to tourism are all issues
causing concern to residents. If approved a large chunk
of the ridge above Glasgow and Sheffield roads would
be taken, with adverse consequences for visual amenity
and property values.
In September last year more than 150 residents attended
a Shire of Yarra Ranges forum at the Montrose town
centre to voice their concerns. I congratulate Darren
McCrorey, the Hindley family, Dr Graeme Lorimer and
the Montrose environment group on their work.

Tivendale Road–Princes Highway, Officer:
traffic lights
Mr SMITH (Bass) — This morning I wish to
congratulate the residents of the township of Officer,
who have finally been given the right to meet the
Minister for Transport regarding probably one of the
most dangerous traffic intersections in Victoria — the
corner of Tivendale Road and the Princes Highway at
Officer. These residents have pleaded for years to have
traffic lights installed at the intersection, yet the Bracks
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government has turned its back on them until now —
and may still do so if the minister does not listen at the
meeting scheduled for later today and then act.
There is no doubt that this is a killer intersection, with
tens of thousands of vehicles a day passing through it.
Yet when people from Officer, the parents of kids and
the kids themselves who attend the local school in
Tivendale Road, all of whom risk their lives each day,
have asked for help, they have been ignored or fobbed
off. What a disgrace! We as members have a duty to
listen to our constituents and act for the benefit of the
greater community. Yet the local member does not
seem to care. She has fobbed off these people for years
over this issue and left them with no traffic lights and
no hope. The member for Gembrook has neglected her
people at Officer, and for this she will be a oncer.

HMAS Sydney
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — As Anzac Day
approaches and we honour the Australians who fought
for and served our country during war, I would like to
make mention of a poignant piece of Australian history
as told to me by Mr Len Crabbe, one of my constituents
in Mordialloc. I thank Mr Crabbe for sharing his
knowledge with me and giving so freely of his time.
Mr Crabbe was a wireless operator and sailor on
HMAS Sydney. The Sydney was lost on 19 November
1941 in battle with the Kormoran, a German fighter
ship off the coast of Carnarvon, Western Australia,
where a wall of remembrance to the ship and its men is
now located.
Six hundred and forty-five Australians were killed, and
the ship has never been found. Mr Crabbe was not on
the ship but lost many of his comrades who were.
Mr Crabbe is anxious for commonwealth funding to be
provided to search for HMAS Sydney. Grieving
families are still in the dark over what happened on that
day and over the final resting place of their 645 loved
ones.
War came close to Australia and we have an amazing
wartime history. Many Australians gave their lives for
our country, and many families were affected. This
Anzac Day is a time for reflection on their bravery and
their loss. Lest we forget.

Rail: XPT service
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I join with New
South Wales country members of Parliament in calling
for an investigation into the major difficulties being
experienced by the XPT passenger train service
between Melbourne and Sydney. The service, which
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runs twice per day each way between the two capital
cities, had the potential to provide a fast, efficient,
comfortable and state-of-the-art service for passenger
rail users. But it has been continually dogged with
problems that are now being highlighted in the media,
particularly in the Albury-Wodonga Border Mail
newspaper. They include problems such as not meeting
timetables; often being late by hours; breakdowns with
locomotives; difficulties with some passengers, causing
lengthy stoppages at major rail stations; and staffing
problems.
Representations to the New South Wales government
seeking investigation into the XPT service, the
implementation of a major upgrade and the reform of
its operations have resulted in the intervention of the
New South Wales Premier, Bob Carr, who has
requested a full report. The Victorian government has
an obligation to join in the investigation, as the service
could be critical to the transport of passengers between
Melbourne and Sydney, recognising also that the train
stops in parts of Victoria such as Benalla, Wangaratta
and Albury-Wodonga.
I call on the transport minister to immediately become
involved to ensure corrective action is taken. I call on
him to join with the New South Wales government to
upgrade the service and provide a modern, efficient
means of transport between Melbourne and Sydney,
also servicing north-eastern Victoria.

Grace McKellar Centre: upgrade
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — On Thursday, 7 April,
I took great pride and pleasure in attending the opening
of the magnificent new Barwon Health rehabilitation
centre at the Grace McKellar Centre in Geelong. The
centre was opened by the Premier, ably assisted by the
Minister for Aged Care in the other place, Gavin
Jennings. I must say it was also as a result of hard work
done by the Minister for Health, who is in the chamber
at the present time. There were many people in
attendance, quite a few of whom were people who have
had a long and productive relationship with the Grace
McKellar Centre and its ongoing development over
many years. The new rehabilitation centre, which cost
$22 million, consists of 100 beds and state-of-the art
equipment and facilities.
It has increased the rehabilitation capacity at Barwon
Health by 25 per cent. Importantly, this new facility is
only one stage of a total upgrade to the Grace McKellar
Centre currently being undertaken by the Bracks
government to the tune of $70 million in total. The state
government has also allocated $50 million in the 2004–05
budget for the construction of a 108-bed-capacity
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residential aged care facility and a new 90-bed mental
health unit. This is a far cry from where the centre found
itself in the late 1990s. At that time the Kennett
government had all but placed a for sale sign on the front
fence of the Grace McKellar Centre. The centre was
earmarked for privatisation and it was to be flogged off to
the highest bidder. Thankfully, the community rallied to
save this Geelong icon, supported by the present
government.
I was proud to be part of the fight to save the Grace
McKellar Centre; I was proud to be at the opening of
the new centre; and I will be proud to watch the new
development as it continues.

General practitioners: Mornington electorate
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — Most Victorians are
well aware that there is a shortage of general
practitioners in Victoria. In Mornington, for example,
there is a significant shortage, with most doctors unable
to accept new patients. The minority of doctors that are
prepared to take on new patients are overstretched and
under stress. Many in my electorate have been made
aware by media statements from the Bracks
government that it is, apparently, doing everything it
can to remedy this shortage of doctors, but it seems,
like most other things that emanate from this
government, the reality does not come anywhere near
the rhetoric from its publicly funded publicity machine.
Recently my attention was drawn to the situation of a
doctor based in Queensland where he has been
practising since December 1999. He is fully qualified
and has previously worked in Victoria for five years.
This doctor recently sought approval to return to
Victoria to take up a position at a clinic in Mornington.
His application for registration to practice in Victoria
was approved, but he was told that he could not practice
in Mornington. The only place he would be permitted
to go was in rural Victoria. Not surprisingly, he has
decided to remain in Queensland.
What sort of madness is this from the Bracks
government? It is turning away a well-qualified doctor
who wants to practise as a GP in Mornington where
there is an urgent need for more doctors. This is an act
of gross incompetence and stupidity that will not be
forgotten by the Mornington electorate.

Box Forest College: examination results
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — Congratulations
to the successful 2004 Victorian certificate of education
graduates from Box Forest College. It is a testament to
their long hours of hard work and study and to the
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diligent teaching. It is always heartening when the
community can see young people achieving their
personal best. At Box Forest, where 90 per cent of the
students who aimed for tertiary placements were
successful, it was particularly great to see.
I single out students successful in gaining
apprenticeships and several who achieved high
equivalent national tertiary entrance rank, or ENTER,
scores, such as Hasna Ameti with 96.4, earning her a
scholarship at Melbourne University studying medical
science. I also want to mention Shawn Isbister and
Mirela and Dijana Ibric. Congratulations also to the
students who gained full-time employment. I am proud
to be a member of a government that respects the
dignity of work, be it apprenticeships, tertiary studies or
full-time work. The college regularly holds study skills
seminars and senior students are reaping the benefits as
a result.
I have spoken before in this house about the wonderful
leadership of Cheryl Baulch and the students who are
shouting the praises of their school through their
transition program from local primary schools. I trust
personnel in the Department of Education and Training
recognise that future improvements at Box Forest
would be greatly enhanced if capital works funding was
allocated in the forthcoming budget. This year there
were over 106 new enrolees at the school. There are
106 students in year 7, as well as 49 additional students
who joined other year levels at the college.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

The Compassionate Friends Victoria
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — I was
recently fortunate enough to meet with the Ballarat
convenors of The Compassionate Friends Victoria.
TCF is part of a worldwide self-help organisation
offering friendship and understanding to families
following the death of a son or daughter, brother or
sister. TCF offers support in the grief and trauma that
follows the death of a child at any age and from any
cause. Its primary purpose is to assist parents, siblings
and grandparents in the rebuilding of their lives after
the death, and to support their efforts to achieve
physical, emotional and mental health. TCF provides a
number of services, including 24-hour grief telephone
support, where people can talk to another bereaved
parent who has been specially trained.
I commend and thank Mr Rod Kindred and Mrs Julie
Jones who are members of the Ballarat support group.
They are trained to help families immediately following
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a death or at any time family members may need them.
The support they provide to Ballarat families is
invaluable. They are selflessly available at any time of
the day or night. TCF offers special understanding from
people who have ‘been there’, and a place where people
who have suffered a loss can talk to people who have
already lost a child. The Compassionate Friends
Victoria offers no miracle cure, just comfort and the
consolation and hope that the broken pieces of their
lives can be picked up once again.

Rotoract: training dinner
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — Once again I had
the pleasure of speaking at the incoming district
Rotoract representatives annual training dinner for
Rotary zones 7 and 8 for 2005–06. It was held at
Jumbuna Lodge in Launching Place last Wednesday
night. As I am sure most members are aware, Rotoract
is a Rotary-sponsored service club for young men and
women in the 18 to 30 age bracket. Through the
Rotoract program young adults not only refine their
knowledge and skills, but also address some of the
physical and social needs of their communities whilst
promoting international understanding and peace
through a framework of friendship and service.
I was invited to the dinner to impart some of the
knowledge that I have acquired during my sporting
career, in my sports administration period, and now
through politics. The attendees were particularly
interested in how I managed the successful transition
from sport to politics. The purpose was to have
someone close in age to the incoming leaders speak to
them about how to set goals, overcome obstacles, and
convert perceived challenges into opportunities, rather
than seeing and treating them as setbacks.
I was greatly impressed with the calibre and talent of
the leaders, and thrilled to engage in a robust dialogue
with them about how to improve leadership skills via
improving communication, teamwork and effective
management. After speaking to this group of
individuals I have no doubt that Rotoract, and Rotary
more generally, will be in great hands in the future with
these rapidly developing leaders. I take this opportunity
to thank Patrick Hartley and Dianne Fisher from
Rotoract.

Edible Gardens initiative
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — On 7 April I
launched on behalf of the Minister for Community
Services the Edible Gardens initiative. I wish to
commend today Andrew Laidlaw, landscape architect
and expert gardening commentator with ABC radio; the
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Horticultural Therapy Association of Victoria and
Cultivating Community, which is contributing
significantly to this initiative; the Department of
Human Services’ Office of Housing and Better Health
Channel, which have partnered with the disability
services division on this initiative; and the Melbourne
International Flower and Garden Show organisers for
providing the exhibition space and facilities.
The aim of the Edible Gardens initiative is to enhance
the health and wellbeing of people with a disability
through improved nutrition, physical activity and
opportunities for increased social interaction within the
community. It is about encouraging people to become
actively involved throughout the whole process of
creating an edible garden. This includes the
development, design, building, planting and
maintenance of the garden.
We need to acknowledge that, compared to the general
population, people with a disability are at higher risk of
conditions related to poor nutritional intake and low
levels of physical activity. One way of addressing these
issues is by creating and working in a vegetable garden
where people with and without a disability can meet
and work towards a common goal. In this way the
Edible Gardens initiative has the potential to bring
about an improvement in overall health and wellbeing.
In broader terms, this initiative fits well within the Go
for Your Life campaign.
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of the meeting were satisfied that V/Line
representatives were listening to their concerns and
would adjust the timetable to meet as many of those
concerns as possible.
The people were certainly pleased to know that the
Bracks government has committed so much investment
into the new rail service, and they know that it will be a
great benefit to their region.

Anzac Day: Burwood
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I invite
everybody to the Anzac Day ceremony at Wattle Park
in Burwood next Sunday. This will be the fifth year that
the reinstated service will be held. We have a
committee for the patriotic area there and we have a
lone pine from Lone Pine in Gallipoli planted there.
The former mayor of Box Hill will be leading the
ceremony supported by the Melbourne Tramways Band
and various regiments associated with Lone Pine.
Legacy has strong links with Wattle Park. In the 1930s
about 30 000 people used to attend the trooping of the
colour at Wattle Park.
I invite everybody to come along to the ceremony this
Sunday at 1.00 p.m. It will be followed by a concert by
the tramways band at 2.30 p.m.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Rail: Ballan service
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — On Monday night
I was pleased to be able to organise a public meeting in
Ballan to enable residents of the broader Ballan,
Gordon, and Mount Egerton region to have their input
into the new rail timetable due to be implemented next
year when the upgraded rail service will formally
commence.
About 100 people attended the meeting, and they were
pleased to feel that their views about the timetable were
being heard by V/Line representatives. No-one present
challenged the view that this rail upgrade was to be
welcomed, and they accepted that the new service —
the first major upgrade for 120 years — was already
providing a smoother journey and that when the
signalling upgrade is completed later this year and the
new V/Locity trains are introduced patrons will also
have a safer, more reliable, quicker and more modern
rail service with more daily services available.
The concerns of present and potential rail users were
able to be presented at the meeting. The clear majority
of people who expressed their views at the conclusion

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Land tax: increases
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The Speaker has accepted a statement from the member
for Box Hill proposing the following matter of public
importance for discussion:
That this house condemns the Bracks government’s deliberate
policy of massively increasing the land tax burden on
Victorians and the Treasurer’s failure to realise the
devastating consequences of this policy, particularly for small
and medium-sized taxpayers, and calls on the government to
provide genuine land tax relief as a matter of urgency.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — It has taken a long time,
but now even the Bracks government has as good as
admitted that Victoria has a land tax crisis. It is not by
accident that Victoria’s land tax revenue has risen from
$378 million in 1998–99 to $926 million this year. Nor
is it accidental that at the same time as land tax has
been rising stamp duty has also increased from around
$1 billion in 1998–99 to over $2.2 billion this year.
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The land tax crisis and the increase in stamp duty have
been due to a deliberate government policy of
increasing revenue from property taxes — a policy that
has been compounded by the failure of the Treasurer to
grasp the effect of his policy on small to medium-sized
taxpayers. The Treasurer figured that he could just sit
back, make no or minimal adjustments to the tax scales
and let rising property prices and bracket gallop push
up the average tax rates and push up his revenue take.
Of course the government has tried to blame this all on
the Kennett government. This government ignores the
fact that when the Kennett government left office land
tax collections in Victoria in 1999–2000 were around
$411 million, and as I said, they were $378 million in
1998–99, compared with around $490 million when the
Kennett government came to office. That government
made two major rounds of adjustments to the land tax
scales in order to reduce the land tax burden, but this
government says, ‘Oh no, these are the scales we got
from the Kennett government. Don’t blame us’. That is
about as absurd as if Paul Keating, when he came to
office and served as Treasurer and then as Prime
Minister, were to have left the commonwealth income
tax scales unchanged and said, ‘Don’t blame us for the
rising income tax burden; it’s all the fault of the Fraser
government’.
The penny does not seem to have dropped with this
government that as property prices change the tax scale
needs to be changed. The government should and could
have made those changes, just as has happened in the
past. Former Labor Treasurer Rob Jolly made those
changes over many years, and it was not until he
refused to make those changes that he got into serious
difficulties over land tax issues — justifiably — just as
the present government has done.
On top of this problem, behind the scenes the
government has been putting increasing pressure on
valuers to put the highest possible valuations on
property so as to bring even more revenue into
government coffers. One only needs to look at one’s
council rate notices to see that effect, to see that what
used to be the lag between official valuations and
market valuations has closed. The valuations that are
now turning up on council rate notices are right up on
the limit of the market value, and that effect has
produced even more revenue for the government.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CLARK — If honourable members opposite,
particularly the member for Burwood, do not believe
me, let them only speak to a few municipal valuers who
will privately assure them as they have assured me that
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they are constantly being scrutinised by the
Valuer-General’s Office and coming under pressure if
they do not return high enough valuations.
Last year even the Bracks government realised that it
might have gone a bit too far in its grab for extra land
tax revenue. In March last year the Premier said that the
government’s economic statement was not going to
include any tax changes, but then exactly a year ago
today the government released its economic statement
Victoria — Leading the Way.
In that statement, as I am sure all honourable members
in this house will recall, the government boasted that it
was delivering $1 billion worth of so-called land tax
cuts over five years. Of course, they were not real cuts.
Land tax revenues continued to soar. Land tax last year
brought in $748.5 million; this year it is budgeted to
bring in $926.2 million — some cut, I may say! The
opposition warned within 48 hours of that statement
that small to medium-sized landowners were still facing
massive increases. Indeed I told this house on 21 April
last year:
While the government is out there with its slick advertising,
telling the business community that its call for land tax cuts
has been met, many small businesses are going to be very
disillusioned and very angry when they find out the truth
about what has been done to them.

Anybody who knew the land tax system at all could see
that the minimal changes made to the mid-range tax
brackets last year meant that huge further increases
were inevitably still on the way for small to
medium-sized landowners. Take a property worth, for
example, $800 000 for land tax last year, and take a
15 per cent increase in land valuation: that translates
into a 55 per cent increase in the land tax bill. If the
land valuation goes up 20 per cent, it produces an
80 per cent increase in the land tax bill.
The Treasurer either could not or would not see the
problem then. A year ago today the Treasurer boasted
in this house:
If you are a manufacturer on a block of land, whether you are
in Geelong or the outer suburbs of Melbourne, you are paying
land tax and we are bringing that rate down as well.

A lot of landowners in Geelong and Melbourne will be
realising what false words those were from the
Treasurer. If you look at the land valuation factors in
Geelong for this year, you will see there has been an
increase of 46 per cent, and that is the valuation factor
increase. The land tax increase has been even higher.
Even after these so-called tax cuts that the government
claimed it was making last year, the tax on an $800 000
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property in Geelong has risen by 223 per cent this year.
So much for tax cuts!
As the crisis gathered momentum the Treasurer first of
all tried to put his head in the sand, tried to deny there
was a crisis and tried to rule out further tax cuts. I quote
from an article in the Herald Sun of 13 December 2004
entitled ‘Land tax pinch for thousands’:
Mr Brumby ruled out further land tax cuts, saying the
government’s priority remained winding back the top land tax
rate …

I quote from an article in the Australian Financial
Review of 11 March entitled ‘No help with land bills’:
The government’s reforms to the tax last year … would strip
$200 million annually from state coffers … I’ve done what I
can afford to do at this point in time.

When the Treasurer realised that line of argument was
not going to work, he tried to dismiss those who were
suffering these horrendous problems in the most
contemptuous words. In the Age of 13 December last
year, in an article entitled ‘Only a few thousand will
feel land tax rise, says Brumby’, he said:
You’re talking about a relatively small amount of people in
those middle scales that are affected. You’re talking about
10 000 to 20 000 people only …

What contempt it shows for all those people whose life
plans have been crippled by what the Bracks
government has done, whose businesses have been
forced to close, whose employees have been laid off
and who have been forced to put their properties on the
market, for the Treasurer to say, ‘Don’t worry about it.
We are only sacrificing 10 000 to 20 000 people for the
greater public good. It’s not a problem’. As the pressure
has mounted the government has realised that that line
of argument is absolutely indefensible. We have had the
Premier come out and say, ‘There are going to be some
tax cuts given’, and the Treasurer has had to fall into
line behind that, but we are not getting any idea at this
stage as to what exactly those changes are going to be.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CLARK — I look forward to the parliamentary
secretary, who I assume is going to try to defend the
government’s position on this, telling this house exactly
what is going to be done about land tax. If it was good
enough for the government last year to come out ahead
of the budget and announce this so-called billion
dollar’s worth of tax cuts over five years, why is it not
good enough for the government now to come out and
announce this package? Why make all these businesses
and all these self-funded retirees and other property
owners wait until budget day before they are able to
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make a decision on whether or not they can continue or
whether they have to fold and sell? If it was good
enough to announce those changes in advance last year,
why is it not good enough to announce them this year?
This whole land tax crisis has been a combination, as
I say, of deliberate government policy in the first place
to raise the tax burden on Victorians, compounded by
massive bungling when it tried to back off last year. But
the crisis that has now broken upon Victorian taxpayers
was inevitable, given the scale of the announcements
the government made last year and the way land tax
was going to be rolled out this year. Land tax bills this
year are based on valuations as at 2002, increased by an
indexation factor for each municipality that raises
valuations to 2003 levels.
The Treasurer has admitted to the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee that at the time he put last year’s
package together he expected there would be a
statewide average 15 per cent increase in valuations for
2005 land tax. If he had simply checked that level of
valuation increase against his revised land tax scale it
would have shown him the order of magnitude of the
increases that I have mentioned earlier — such as the
55 per cent tax increase this year for an $800 000
property. It is all very well for the Treasurer to be
shedding crocodile tears now. If he had been doing his
job properly, he would have seen the crisis coming and
he could have avoided it. But in fact instead of making
things better even at this stage the Treasurer is making
things worse.
In the face of this crisis the Treasurer has the audacity
to be supporting a move by the State Revenue Office to
extend the land tax net to impose land tax coverage on
nursing homes and other facilities that care for the aged
and frail that have previously been exempt. In
defending that extension the State Revenue Office used
the argument that:
Repeated use of the word ‘residential’ in the retirement
village definition requires that the facility must be
predominantly occupied for an indefinite or fixed term by
persons who have chosen to retire there on account of
agreeable lifestyle considerations.

We have the absurd situation of the government saying
it will grant exemptions for elderly people who choose
to live in a retirement village for lifestyle
considerations, but if people change their place of
abode and end up living in a nursing home because they
need care and support in their latter and frail years, then
tough luck — their institution will be taxed and that
will put its continued viability under threat or put
pressure on charges or service levels. That is the absurd
situation we are getting out of the Bracks government.

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
544

ASSEMBLY

What should be done to end this crisis? There are at
least five measures that could readily be adopted by the
government not only to end this crisis but to avoid any
future crisis. First of all, the government must unwind
the massive increases caused by last April’s bungled
measures. It must cut 2005 land tax as well as future
land tax and send out refund cheques to those people
who have already paid their bills. It is not good enough
just to promise some modest reductions or a slowdown
in increases in next year’s land tax when this year’s
land tax is sending businesses to the wall.
Secondly, we must go back to the past practice of
making frequent adjustments to the land tax scale to
prevent properties being pushed rapidly into ever higher
tax brackets and huge increases in tax bills. Thirdly, we
should scrap the use of indexation factors and instead
base tax bills on individual property valuations. I have
mentioned the huge increases in valuation factors, such
as 46 per cent for the City of Greater Geelong. That is
by no means an isolated example. This year the vast
majority of municipalities have had increases in land
valuations of over 15 per cent. Privately many valuers
and agents are questioning whether these indexation
factors are accurate, but that entire issue could have
been avoided if 2005 land tax had instead been based
on the midpoint between a property’s 2002 and 2004
land valuations.
Next, and by no means least, land valuations should be
based on genuine assessments of the market value of
sites, not on highly artificial assumptions about possible
alternative uses. On this score the government is
moving in completely the opposite direction to the way
it should be going, proposing changes to valuation law
that will give even greater weight to possible permits
for more intensive development that could be granted
over a property. Finally, we should allow taxpayers to
object to their land valuations at the time they get their
tax bills.
At present taxpayers need to object months before they
even receive their bills, when they get their council rate
notice. In this era when virtually no councils, if any, are
basing their rate notices on site valuations it is
increasingly unjustified to maintain this rule in place.
The basic principle should be that if you object to your
tax assessment, you should be allowed to lodge that
objection at the time you get that assessment, including
all aspects such as land valuation.
If those five reform measures were introduced, they
would go at least some way to repairing the damage the
government has caused to businesses such as the
Whitehorse Inn and the Metung Hotel. Unfortunately, it
may well be too late for those two businesses, but
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countless others that are now teetering on the brink of
being forced to close, lay off their employees or put
their properties on the market could be saved, and we
could ensure Victoria was never again put in a land tax
crisis such as it has been in recent times thanks to the
deliberate policy of the Bracks Labor government,
compounded by massive incompetence.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — What a load of
cobblers from the member for Box Hill! What
breathless hypocrisy do we get from this man! This is
the man who was former Treasurer Alan Stockdale’s
parliamentary secretary. He just sat in the corner of the
Treasurer’s office for seven years. What did he do
there? Did he just count the pennies or something or
other while he sat in there? Was he the architect of the
changes made during the former government? He did
not tell us about the changes made by the former
government. The member said the former government
made two changes to reduce the land tax burden on
businesses. I thought one of the two changes was
actually doubling the land tax on business. Double the
rates — that is reducing the burden! That is the
hypocrisy of the opposition here — the member for
Box Hill calls doubling the rates reducing the land tax
burden. This is a brilliant economist that we have on the
other side!
What was the second change? The previous
government actually lowered the threshold. That was
under the watch of the member for Brighton, who was a
previous Minister for Small Business. It actually
lowered the threshold to $85 000 so that it could catch
all the small businesses. We have actually increased the
threshold three times in the last five years.
Did the member for Box Hill look to argue or
implement his ideas when he was parliamentary
secretary in the office of the Treasurer? Did he seek to
implement a policy which was simple, fairer and better
for small businesses? The answer is no. He has no
credibility. What were his policies? I am actually
reminded of his policies in the latest issue of the
Economist that I have with me — I am sure he reads
this magazine — which talks about the flat tax
revolution. This is what he advocated in 1991. He is on
the record as saying he supports flat land taxes. That is
his great contribution. He did not actually implement it
while he was in the office of Alan Stockdale, but if he
were Treasurer — God forbid if the people of Victoria
have to suffer that! — he would like to introduce the
flat land tax revolution.
What is flat tax all about? Which countries would he
join? He would join Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Russia,
Serbia, Ukraine, Slovakia, Georgia and Romania.
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An honourable member — Economic
powerhouses!
Mr STENSHOLT — The economic powerhouses.
Russia is, now it is getting out of the clutches of the
Mafia. He wants to take us back to them. Does he want
us to join in their policies and their tax regimes?
The member for Box Hill advocates land tax. He did in
1991 when he was the member for Balwyn. He waxed
eloquent about the virtues of land tax. He said that
property is an immovable object and therefore able to
be easily taxed. He said it was good that the community
contributed to the enrichment of its value and therefore
it was right that its owners should be taxed. He went on
to advocate the virtues of flat land tax. I must return to
the Economist. It actually got something right on the
front page, where it refers to simpler, fairer and better
taxes. This is what the Labor government has actually
delivered for businesses in Victoria. Let me make a
number of points in this regard.
I should make a few points first in terms of what the
member for Box Hill said. I actually reject the
imputation he has made against the integrity of the
Valuer-General by saying the Valuer-General is forcing
municipal valuers to jack up the rates on the land
valuation. I reject that imputation against the integrity
of the Valuer-General. You ought to apologise to the
Valuer-General!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
Through the Chair!
Mr STENSHOLT — I am actually appalled by that
imputation. In terms of what valuers are dealing with,
they are dealing with market valuations, as they always
have, and they will continue to do so.
One point I would like to make is that the Bracks
government, under the present Treasurer, has shown
real leadership in financial and fiscal matters. Victoria
is the leader throughout Australia in sound economic
management and fiscal responsibility on the revenue
and taxation side as well as on the expenditure and
capital investment side — that is, both for outgoings
and for incomings. Indeed we can see from today’s
paper that Victoria is leading the way once again in
forging sensible arrangements for federal-state
economic cooperation.
Following the burst of hubris by the federal
Treasurer — the Goldilocks Treasurer, the federal
member for Higgins — who is going around beating
his chest about the GST and threatening the sensible
economic management and viability of the Australian
states, what are we doing here in Victoria? We are
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actually running a balanced budget. We are doing so in
such a way that we have a surplus every year. We are
investing in Victoria in a way the previous government
did not. It did not invest at all in Victoria. It liked to
save the pennies. The member for Box Hill was
probably there counting them in the corner of the
Treasurer’s office. That huge surplus which it refused
to spend, we are investing in Victoria.
We are investing it in hospitals, and there is a hospital
opening very soon. I am sure the Minister for Health
will be able to confirm that. I think it is the Austin
Hospital. It is the biggest hospital which has actually
been built in Victoria. The former government was
going to privatise it, I think, but here we are with this
first-rate public hospital being built for the people of
Victoria. We are investing in hospitals, not closing
them down. We are investing in schools, not shutting
them down. We are investing in police. We are
investing in teachers, not sacking them. We have not
actually been putting them off.
The Kennett government was spending less than a
billion dollars a year in investment in public
infrastructure; we are spending over $2.5 billion — we
will invest over $10 billion in four years — and we are
rebuilding the schools, the police stations and the
community health centres. We are providing new
trams, new trains, new buses and new bike paths right
across Victoria. And we are looking after country and
regional Victoria as well. The Labor Party is the party
for regional and country Victoria. We are looking after
those who suffer disadvantage. We are looking after the
poor and the weak here in Victoria while the Liberals
talk about cutting disability pensions at the federal
level. Shame on that!
My second fundamental point is that the Bracks
government has already made historic changes to
taxation. There was not much done in terms of taxation
by the previous government. I think it actually cut one
tax, if I remember correctly, and that was a cut in tax to
business of $1 million. We did a review of taxation
when we came to office, and we resolved to have fairer,
simpler taxes. Quite a range of those things were done,
and I will come to them in a minute, but as we are
talking particularly about land tax I should note that that
review of taxation suggested a flat land tax — the
member for Box Hill may well have influenced some of
the people. I personally talked to quite a number of
small businesses in my electorate regarding this, and I
immediately urged the government to reject the
suggestion because it would have meant a huge impost
on small business. The imposition of a flat land tax of,
say, up to 2.9 per cent or even 2 per cent would have
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had many small property holders facing enormous and
immediate massive increases overnight.
While the member for Box Hill might have applauded a
flat rate, I did not, and the government made sure it did
not happen. Indeed we raised the threshold at that stage
from the $85 000 to which the previous government
had lowered it, and we also made sure that small
businesses could manage their cash flow by paying in
instalments rather than facing just the one-off hit the
previous government had set up.
What are the taxation changes that we have made to
date? We have a proud record in Victoria in terms of
taxation. We have cut payroll tax, not only once but
several times, and we have made a number of changes
to land tax. We have raised the threshold three times.
We have improved the payment mechanisms, and last
year we cut $1 billion out of land tax over four years.
We have also abolished duty on non-residential leases.
That is worth $50 million a year in terms of this year’s
figures. We have abolished financial institutions duty.
That is worth $470 million a year. We have abolished
the duty on quoted and unquoted marketable securities.
Together that is worth hundreds of millions of dollars
each year. We have taken the lead — we do not need
any Goldilocks Treasurer to tell us what to do here in
Victoria — in abolishing the stamp duty on mortgages.
That is $230 million a year. The bank accounts debit
tax, as promised, will be abolished on 1 July this
year — and that is worth $250 million. We are not just
talking about $1 billion in land tax, we are talking about
$2 billion worth of taxes — and it multiplies every
year. The changes are worth billions and billions of
dollars.
We have made no change, as the member for Box Hill
has mentioned, to stamp duty on property — we have
kept the same rates. However, from 1 January 2003 we
exempted maternity leave from payroll tax. We have
made many changes in terms of taxes on business,
resulting in fairer, simpler and fewer taxes. In Victoria
we have the lowest number of taxes on business.
The third point I would like to make is that the
opposition has form on land tax. It has no credibility
when it comes to economic management, and it is not
fit to fill the Treasury benches — and I will repeat that.
It is not fit to fill the Treasury benches. The opposition
and the member for Box Hill have form, as I mentioned
before. He was sitting in the Treasurer’s office when
together they dreamed up this scheme to double the
land tax impost on small business, passing it off as an
attempt to reduce the land tax burden on business. They
have to be fair dinkum. What are they trying to spin?
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There is a story in crikey.com — read it for yourself —
about the spin doctor extraordinaire in former Treasurer
Alan Stockdale’s office and how he fooled a poor
woman working in the city. He went round and talked
to her. Now this spin doctor extraordinaire is exposed in
crikey.com by a person who was working in
Stockdale’s office alongside the member for Box
Hill — the member for Balwyn at that stage — when
they doubled the land tax.
What might the opposition do? We have a Leader of
the Opposition who goes around threatening to rip up
contracts and cause an impost of $7 billion on the
Victorian economy. We have an upper house
opposition member who wants to build a floating dock
off Flinders. We have a party that promises to spend
billions — —
Mr Andrews interjected.
Mr STENSHOLT — Yes, Gilligan’s Island! It
wants to spend billions on undergrounding power poles.
I might add in terms of ripping up contracts that the
Leader of The Nationals is not supporting the Leader of
the Opposition in that regard. He has actually turned his
face away from the Liberal Party and its irresponsible
promise. We have a shadow Treasurer who believes in
flat land tax. Opposition members cannot be trusted.
They are economically irresponsible, and they are not
fit to fill the Treasury benches.
The further point I would like to make is that the
Bracks government continues to support business and
to consult and listen to it. Personally I have talked to a
wide range of businesses over a number of years in my
local area, and I know my colleagues have also done
that. We make it our constant endeavour to talk to
people in business. I have had longstanding discussions
with the Camberwell business group, and we have put
forward proposals over a number of years, which I have
supported. We have had some success. As I have
mentioned, we have raised the threshold and improved
the payment arrangements, and last year there was
$1 billion worth of cuts to land tax. That includes not
only raising the threshold yet again for the third time
but also changes of 5 to 10 per cent over two years in
two middle bands, as well as a cut over a number of
years in the top rate from 5 per cent to 3 per cent. The
5 per cent was actually a Liberal Party idea. It was
probably put in by the parliamentary secretary at the
time, but certainly it was put in by the previous Liberal
Treasurer, who actually increased it massively up to
5 per cent for the top rate of $2.7 million and above.
We worked closely with business in terms of making
sure that when we changed the act land tax was no

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Wednesday, 20 April 2005

ASSEMBLY

longer included as an outgoing for new and renewed
leases. We also provided advice to individuals and
helped them with land valuation issues when they came
into the Camberwell area. We listen to the people. I
have talked to the members of the Fairer Land Tax
Association. As there is a meeting next week, I ask the
shadow Treasurer whether he will agree to the scales of
taxation that it is proposing. Will he agree to actually
abolish land tax?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — Some
things never change, and one of them is that Labor
cannot manage money. The budget in Victoria five
years ago was $20 billion; when the budget is brought
down in the next couple of weeks it will be for
$30 billion. That is a $10 billion or 50 per cent increase
in five years, and it still cannot make it work. Labor still
cannot balance the books. Last week we saw another
example of it. The government called in the gaming
operators and snipped them for a quick $45 million.
Leave aside the treatment of business in the state of
Victoria. The key point is that Labor cannot manage
money. It is awash with cash, and it has to go out and
pinch another $45 million from that element of the
business sector. The same thing is playing out in
relation to land tax. It is an appalling and scandalous
state of affairs that this pernicious and vicious tax is
being able to run free as is occurring in Victoria.
Let us look at the bottom line. In 1999–2000 the revised
take by this government from land tax was
$425 million. In 2001 it was $516 million; in 2002,
$519 million; in 2003, $654 million; in 2004,
$768 million; and the estimated take for the year 2005
is $916 million. They are the figures. That is the actual
amount of money we are talking about. All the rhetoric
in the world that they want to trot out here does not
alter the fact they are the figures. We have seen an
increase of $491.2 million — 115.5 per cent — in the
land tax take since 2000. That is the story. There it is,
encapsulated perfectly.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RYAN — The member for Burwood spoke
about talking to and having extensive consultations
with people in small business. Well, I can tell you,
Acting Speaker, that in the last 10 days — I have noted
it down here quickly — I have been in Kerang, Swan
Hill, Robinvale, Mildura, Shepparton, Echuca,
Rochester, Wangaratta, Sale and other ports of call, and
in every single instance people have said to me that this
looming disaster that has been visited on the people of
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Victoria, both in small business and otherwise, is the
absolute, dead-set fault of this government and that it
simply cannot manage money. The thing is that the
government knows it! Can you believe, Acting
Speaker, that a month ago we had the Treasurer of
Victoria out there saying this was not a problem, that
business had to work itself properly and it was all their
fault? What have we got now? ‘Ah’, said the Premier,
‘We are going to do something about this in the
budget’.
How do you like the fact that having now admitted it is
a problem, the government has not got the common
decency to tell these people who are staggering under
the weight of this imposition what it is going to do? It is
going to make them wait until budget day. Well, people
know it is a problem. Dianne Hadden, a member for
Ballarat Province in the other place, knows it is a
problem and the people out there in country Victoria
know it is a problem. The problem is twofold: firstly,
for the individual or the organisation that might have to
pay the tax in the first place; and secondly — which
this government will not recognise — for jobs. It is
destroying jobs in country Victoria. We all know how
this tax is structured. I will not go through it in any
detail, but the fact is that the notices that people are
about to get in the course of the next part of the next
year will show a huge imposition in the extent of the
land tax placed upon them.
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr RYAN — I met with a valuer in Shepparton just
last week. His view, as an informed opinion that I can
put to the house, is that next year, if nothing drastic is
done about this, the likely take for the government will
be $1.4 billion. That was the opinion he expressed to
me.
Ms Duncan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Burwood has had his chance. The
member for Macedon!
Mr RYAN — So I say to you, Acting Speaker, and
to the house, when you are talking about the actual
imposition and the way this tax works against the
interests of Victorians, these are the figures that people
need to have regard to. Do not worry about the rhetoric
of people like the member for Burwood, who has now
left the chamber, and others of the Labor Party. The fact
is that those are the figures.
What is the basic issue? The basic difficulty here is that
essentially the brackets which are the bases upon which
this tax is levied have not been altered since the late
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1990s. There has been some tinkering at the edges,
particularly in the area between $700 000 and
$1.7 million — that is so. But in the end the real answer
to this problem is that the brackets have not been
altered as they were being altered on a regular basis by
the former government. We have seen changes to the
threshold, that is right, from $85 000 in 1997 to
$150 000 in 2003, to $175 000 in 2005, plus a bit of
additional tinkering, but in essence the threshold figures
are the only area where any change has been made.
The basic problem is that the brackets themselves are
killing the system. And all this is happening when
Victoria has probably the greatest property boom going
on since the gold rush. When you marry those increased
valuations with the fact that the brackets are not
changing, it is a deadly mix. That is the problem and
this government knows it. You can be sure that the
glassy-eyed people who work over there in the
Department of Treasury and Finance have done the
numbers for this government. This government,
including the Treasurer, knows very well what the
impact of all of this is going to be. I have just read out
the figures. The fact is that the government is
deliberately misleading the people of Victoria. It has
been carried right through to this nonsense about the
$1 billion of tax cuts over four years.
As I have just demonstrated to the house, Acting
Speaker, when you look at the bottom line of the
amount of money that has been recovered by this
government year on year you can see it is climbing, not
only steadily but also quickly. It is going to continue to
climb quickly unless this government addresses the
core issue which is very particularly related to the
bracket creeps. The $1 billion has been, of course, a
complete fiction. All it means is that the government is
going to collect $1 billion less than the enormous
amount it is going to collect anyway over the course of
this relevant four-year period. The whole thing is a
fiction.
I might say that the original justification for doing it
remains a farce anyway. Members will recall that the
so-called reason for the breaking of the promise on the
Scoresby was to put $1 billion into the transport system.
The government was crying that it could not afford the
money so it used that as an excuse. Almost one year to
the day it is announcing $1 billion worth of so-called
land tax cuts. The whole thing is absolute fiction.
We have had a bit of miserable relief in the way of
rhetoric from the government but in fact on the bottom
line these businesses are copping it. You also have to
put into it the indexation factor. That is going to come
into play and will have a disastrous result in the figures
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that are charged. It is not only conservative voters who
are copping this. As I roam around the state — and I
roam it more than most — the Labor Party voters are
talking to me about it too. They are going to get this
mob because those people, like everybody else, know
that year after year they have to front up and pay this
tax. It is not even like the once-only tax or stamp duty
you pay when you buy a house, which is bad enough
anyway.
Year after year they are going to have to line up and
pay the tax. In addition to that, it hits those people who
have been adventurous enough to risk their arm to go
out there and have a go, make some investments and try
to build something for themselves and for their kids’
futures in circumstances where they usually borrow a
substantial proportion of the cost of the property they
acquire. They then find themselves paying land tax on
the total value of the property, despite the fact that half
the value of the place lies in the hands of the bank. Year
after year they will have to pay this.
We will see this played out in the case of the Metung
pub. We have already seen it happen in the case of the
Whitehorse hotel, which is where the real demons of
this are. It is bad enough that people are being stitched
up by this terribly unfair tax, which is being imposed at
impossible levels and which is about to get dramatically
worse, but it is also about the fact that the heartbeat of
the state of Victoria, particularly in country regions, is
jobs. Those of us who live outside metropolitan
Melbourne want to know that in time to come our kids
will be able to have the dignity of employment.
This tax launches a direct and insidious attack on
people who are trying to employ others in the country
regions of the state. It will mean that businesses will
have to close, and this in turn means that people will be
sacked. Jobs will be lost, and it will happen because the
Labor Party simply cannot manage money. Some
things never change!
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — It is ironic that the
Leader of The Nationals talks about a direct and insidious
tax on country Victoria when he sat in a party room that
decided to close 5 country train lines and 12 hospitals —
8 of which were in the bush — and absolutely gut rural
and regional Victoria and did not say boo. The irony of
that is truly breathtaking. What is perhaps more
breathtaking is the absolute hypocrisy — —
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — The member for Mornington
can moan all he wants. It is a shame he was not as loud
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in his party room or around the cabinet table as he is
now.
Mr Cooper interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Mornington will get his chance.
Mr ANDREWS — As I said, it is a terrible shame
that the member for Mornington was not as loud in the
party room or around the cabinet table as he is now.
Mr Cooper — Why don’t you address the issues?
Mr ANDREWS — Let us address the issues. The
absolute hypocrisy of those opposite knows no bounds.
It is absolutely breathtaking. Let us have a look at the
track record of this government versus the track record
of the previous government — in other words, at the
facts of the matter.
This matter of public importance fundamentally ignores
the fact that the Bracks government has set about to
comprehensively decrease the tax burden on businesses
in this state. Over the last five years it has announced
over $1 billion worth of tax cuts. As my colleague the
parliamentary secretary to the Treasurer and member
for Burwood outlined, the taxes that have been or are
set to be abolished include the duty on non-residential
leases, financial institutions duty, the duty on quoted
marketable securities, the duty on unquoted marketable
securities, the duty on mortgages and — from 1 July
this year — the bank account debit tax.
These cuts to taxes and the abolition of other taxes have
been about reducing the burden on Victorian
businesses. Not only have we lowered taxes, but we
have also set out to deal with land tax. We have
substantially lowered land tax from 5 per cent to 4 per
cent to 3 per cent over four years. We have also
substantially lowered payroll tax by 9 per cent since
coming to government in 1999, and I listed those taxes
earlier. With regard to another large impost or burden
on business, we have also cut WorkCover premiums by
10 per cent.
That is a record of substantial change in lowering the
burden on Victorian businesses. Set that against the
record of those opposite, who have come in here with
this matter of public importance, ranting and raving.
They never said boo when they were in government.
They never did a thing when they were in government
other than, under former Treasurer Alan Stockdale —
and the member for Box Hill was the parliamentary
secretary to the Treasurer at the time — doubling the
tax rate for properties valued between $200 000 and
$540 000 from 0.15 per cent to 0.3 per cent. For
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valuations between $540 000 and $2.7 million, they
doubled the rate from 1.5 per cent to 3 per cent. For
valuations above $2.7 million they almost doubled the
rate; it went from 3 per cent to 5 per cent.
Here we have a situation where those opposite come in
here and pillory this government for having cut land tax
and abolished a whole raft of other taxes, increasing the
profitability of business and the attractiveness of
Victoria to invest and do business in, when their own
record is to jack up the rates. Not too many of us yearn
for Alan Stockdale to come back, but these people do.
They say, ‘If only Alan Stockdale were back, we would
get a fair deal’. How many Victorians would yearn for
that! Very few indeed, but obviously the 17 across the
aisle do.
Ours is a record of cutting business taxes and
decreasing — —
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — The member for Brighton
probably does not want, in a fairly personal sense, the
former Treasurer to make a comeback.
This government has a record of cutting business taxes,
making the economy more attractive and making it
easier to do business. The opposition has a record on
land tax of jacking up the rates — it doubled them in
fact: from 0.15 to 0.3, 1.5 to 3 and 3 to 5. The folly, the
duplicity, of all this was made very clear in crikey.com
last week, and the member for Burwood referred to this.
Stephen Mayne, the then press secretary to the former
Treasurer, Alan Stockdale, made it very clear how
delighted those opposite were to have got away with
this — to have deceived people and snuck those rate
increases under the radar, as it were. A few of those
opposite were here then. The member for Mornington
was here in 1993, and the member for Brighton in
another capacity — as the Minister for Small Business
in another place — was here. The member for
Hawthorn was not, but many opposition members were
here. They are very culpable in this.
We have a situation where this government has reduced
the burden — it has reduced land tax and other business
taxes, improved our economy and made Victoria a
better place to invest and do business.
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — I am very happy to respond to
the interjection by the member for Brighton. Indeed
Victoria is a better place to raise a family some five
years after the Kennett government was booted out of
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office. All I would say is look to the track record of
those opposite; do not look to their version of events.
The matter of public importance does not actually
provide a policy statement — those opposite are not
particularly interested in policy — but it does, I
suppose, implicitly put forward a plan from them
saying that they would somehow cut land tax. They
apparently support cutting land tax and support the
significant reform of land tax. The odds of any genuine
land tax reform coming from those opposite is 7 billion
to 1. They have no credibility at all on these matters.
You can see from their platform for the 2006 election,
or for any time in the future, that their starting position
is not zero or a budget surplus, which will be delivered
in a couple of weeks; their starting position is
$7 billion — that is, the cost of ripping up the
ConnectEast contract. They can never afford these sorts
of plans, and they would never do it anyway because at
the end of the day their track record is not one of
making Victoria a better place in which to do business.
Their track record is about cutting into basic services,
the services that people need, the services that each of
us rely upon no matter where we live or what we do for
a living.
It was interesting to see that the member for Gippsland
South, the Leader of The Nationals, was very upset that
the Victorian budget had grown from $20 billion to
$30 billion. We should not be surprised by that, I
suppose, given that this is a coalition that did nothing
but cut into basic expenditure. It cut the Victorian
budget; it cut into hospitals, schools, police and the
environment. That is its basic track record. Rather than
providing relief in terms of land tax and providing a
platform to make Victoria a better place to do business,
what those opposite would do if they came into power
is revert to type. They would go back to where they had
come from; they would jack up taxes, cut into basic
expenditure and put at risk all that we have achieved
over the last five years. They would go back to where
they were during those seven very dark years, cutting
into basic expenditures, making it harder for people to
do business in this state and cutting into the
fundamental services that each of us need.
We should look not to what they say they did, we
should look to what they actually did. They jacked up
those rates and there was no fundamental reform at all.
This government has cut taxes, particularly in relation
to land tax — there is a $1 billion cut as announced in
the pre-budget economic statement last year. The
Premier and Treasurer have acknowledged there are
other issues that need to be dealt with, and they are
being considered as part of the budget process, which
will be delivered in two weeks time. There will be some
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genuine policy change. There will be a genuine process
to try to deal with some of these issues as opposed to
the 7 billion-to-1 long shot of those opposite ever being
able to deliver any significant reform, or to do anything
other than cut into services or go into debt. That would
be of no benefit to business and no benefit to the
broader community whatsoever. We should not look to
their rhetoric; we should look to their record.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member for Hawthorn should not interject. I will
do my best to protect the member for Hawthorn when
he is on his feet.
Mr ANDREWS — Their record is one of
increasing taxes, closing hospitals, closing police
stations, closing schools, sacking teachers, sacking
nurses and putting up taxes. This is the situation; this is
the record and the truth of the matter. We should look
not to what they promise; we should look to what they
delivered when they were in government. It is an
appalling record of failure. This is a cynical attempt to
highlight an issue, and those opposite ought to be
condemned for it.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I am happy to support
the member for Box Hill in this matter of public
importance. This is a greedy government, and in simple
terms it is funding its spending blow-outs by raiding
business and personal investment through the form of
land tax, amongst other taxes.
The key issue here is the total tax take. In 1998–99 the
total land tax take under the previous government was
$378 million. According to the end of financial year
reports, in 1999–2000 that grew to $411 million, in
2000–01 it was $525 million and in 2001–02 it was
$514 million. So in the first term of the Bracks
government there were modest increases in the total tax
take. But then it got re-elected. Let us look at the total
tax take from 2002–03 — this figure was not available
at the election date. For 2002–02 the total land tax take
was $655 million; in 2003–04 it was $748 million, and,
according to the mid-year financial report, the estimated
total tax take in 2004–05 is $926 million. These are
very large total tax takes, and in the end that is what it is
all about, because it is that which is causing pain in the
community.
Business organisations have urged the government to
change its policies and introduce land tax cuts. Business
organisations know how dangerous this rise in total
land tax take is. The Australian Industry Group, for
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example, in the form of Tim Piper, is reported as
saying:
Companies looking at investing in the state look at these taxes
and say, ‘Where is the better option?’. That’s our concern.

It is also the opposition’s concern. I note also that the
Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry, through its spokesman Steven Wojtkiw, made
the following comment:
It is a major concern to many in business, particularly small
business … and figures in the consideration of investors in
weighing up the attractiveness of states as an investment
destination.

We see here in Victoria two key business groups urging
the government to bring in land tax cuts. Also the
Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce (VACC)
has written to every member of Parliament. I will quote
from David Russell’s letter of 11 April. It states:
A VACC survey of members revealed that land taxes paid by
members had increased by as much as 900 per cent and by an
average of 170 per cent over the past four years.

It goes on to urge the government to provide tax relief.
Similarly the Real Estate Institute of Victoria, the
Property Council of Australia, the Australian Hotels
Association — almost all business groups have drawn
to the government’s attention the deleterious effect of
these land tax increases on the operation of business
within this state.
At the extreme end we have seen business closures —
the Whitehorse Inn with its significant land tax rises
and the Metung Hotel are probably the two best known
in the state.
The real issue here is the potential to impact adversely
on business and to distort investment decisions so that
people will simply make the decision to invest
interstate, which of course means that jobs will go
interstate. I want to instance a couple of increases. The
Nunawading Capt’n Snooze franchise has indicated
that its land tax bill would go up from $1500 in 1999 to
$71 000 this year, and the Tulip Street Tennis Centre
has indicated that its land tax bill was going up from
$2200 in 1999 to over $29 000 this year. Those
increases are not commensurate with the increases in
profitability of these businesses, and I note that the
owner of the Tulip Street Tennis Centre, which is in my
neck of the woods in Sandringham, has said:
The government bang these taxes on with no regard to
whether a business is breaking even, making or losing money.
They just say, ‘Here boys, find us $30 000 …

Of course that is the problem confronting this
government. It is not as though the government has not
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been warned, because in 2003 Kennards Self Storage
drew attention in a very graphic way to the fact that the
government was continuing to reap land tax increases.
The owner of Kennards put a full page ad in the
Australian Financial Review drawing attention to the
difference between Victoria’s land tax scales and
others. Mr Kennard said:
The land tax system in Victoria is structured to punish
success, discourage growth and send investment elsewhere.

Unfortunately that is the message that the government
is continuing to project. There are many examples of
the impact of these increases in land tax not only on
business but on investors. The federal government has
encouraged people to become investors and self-funded
retirees; and Australians, who are after all aspirational,
have responded in droves to the call. I will quickly run
through some examples that are flooding into my office
on a daily basis.
For one business the land tax bill in 2003 was just over
$7000 but in 2004 was over $16 000. Another example
is a land tax bill of $8300 in 2004, an increased of
133 per cent on the previous year whereas the land
value only went up by 30 per cent — and on and on
these examples go. Another example involves a
$20 000 land tax bill, representing one-fifth of the
rental received on the property; and yet another case
involved a $13 000 land tax bill, representing half of the
rental received on the property. Other cases have come
to my office where people have sold property in order
to pay this government’s land tax. One tragic case
involved a widow who wrote to me saying that her
attempt to become self-funded was a mistake, with her
land tax bill going from $14 800 in 2000 to over
$65 000 in 2005.
I note that the government has consistently refused to
acknowledge that there is a problem with land tax.
When this problem was raised by Kennards in 2003, a
spokeswoman for the Treasurer said there was no
evidence that land tax had held back investment in
Victoria. However, the problem was that the Treasurer
adjusted the top rate, which was precisely what
Kennards had asked him to do. I want to draw the
house’s attention to the stupidity of the Treasurer in this
instance and in his attitude to land tax. I quote from
correspondence to me dated 2 May 2003:
The Bracks government has reformed the land tax system to
make it fairer and more equitable.

Tell that to the people who are paying it. I again note in
correspondence from the Treasurer to me on 9 February
2005 the absurd claim that:
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The Bracks government believes that the current rates of land
tax levy are not a disincentive to self-funded retirees to own
property.

I send these letters from the Treasurer to everyone who
complains to me about land tax. They show the fiscal
delinquency of this government, because its total tax
take has doubled over the course of its term in office.
This is impacting adversely on businesses, small
investors and self-funded retirees. What the government
should do in essence is cut last year’s increases. It
should make frequent adjustments to the land tax scale
to actually remove the windfall gain. It needs to scrap
indexation. It needs to have genuine assessments, not
artificial and inflated assessments on land values based
on highest and best use, and it should allow individuals
to object to their land tax bills when they get these bills,
as opposed to when they get their municipal valuations.
This is a particularly greedy government, and this is a
lousy government. We have seen the take, not only in
land tax but in stamp duty and a range of other
measures as well, whereby this government is ripping
off constituents, ripping off consumers, ripping off
businesses, ripping off investors and ripping off
Victorians in order to fund its self-induced blow-outs,
which have been over a billion dollars for almost every
one of its years in office.
I support this matter of public importance. Of all the
taxes, I suspect the rip-off in land tax is the one that is
causing the most damage to Victoria. The government
needs to do one thing in this budget and one thing very
quickly, and that is to cut land tax and stop screwing
Victorians over their investments.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — It is with great
pleasure that I take the opportunity to speak on this
matter of public importance regarding land tax, because
it gives me the chance to once again point out the
hypocrisy of this opposition. It is difficult to sit here in
this chamber and listen to some of the comments that
have been made on the other side. It just reminds me
again of the mantra that I have for the opposition,
which is, ‘Don’t do as we did; do as we say’. We see it
again and again. Just before the member for Brighton
flutters out of the chamber after having made her
contribution, I would like to quote a few of the
comments she made regarding land tax some years ago.
Actually I might leave it for now: as she has left the
chamber I will wait for her to get back to her office so
she can hear it through the speaker.
I get back to the point I was making about the
opposition. As I said, its attitude is, ‘Don’t do as we
did, because we did exactly the opposite of what we are
telling you to do’. We see that again and again. So they
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did nothing, but they say, ‘You should do something’,
and they say it with such a straight face — that is I what
find quite amazing.
Mr Andrews — Breathtaking!
Ms DUNCAN — It is breathtaking, and it is galling
to sit here and listen to it. Again it is a case of never
letting the facts get in the way of a good story. As I
said, we see it again and again. They will say absolutely
anything in opposition. They just make these things up.
They just make these assertions with no basis in fact.
No evidence is produced, but they make statements
about the way the Valuer-General’s office is operating.
We know there has been absolutely no change to the
way properties are valued in this state, but that does not
stop opposition members from making assertions they
dream up as they go along. ‘There have been all these
changes. I hear so-and-so says that such-and-such told
them that something happened’. It would not stand up
in a court of law. It does not stand up under any
scrutiny. There is no basis in fact. They just make it up
as they go along and put it down as if it were the fact.
The Leader of The Nationals said previously that there
had been some tinkering around the edges with some of
the changes this government has made. We have
outlined some of the changes we have made such as
increasing the threshold and reducing the top rate of
land tax. The Leader of The Nationals describes it as
tinkering.
Mr Andrews — A $1 billion cut is tinkering!
Ms DUNCAN — A $1 billion cut he describes as
tinkering around the edges. Let me quote from a press
release of 20 April 2004 — not so long ago — from the
Property Council of Australia.
Executive director of the Property Council in Victoria,
Jennifer Cunich, says it is the most significant —

this is in response to the changes the government
made — —
Mr Andrews — The tinkering.
Ms DUNCAN — To the tinkering, that is exactly
right. It is in response to the changes we made under the
previous budget. This tinkering was described by the
executive director of the Property Council in Victoria
as:
… the most significant tax reform in Victoria for years, with a
20 per cent land tax rate reduction starting 1 July 2004 and
further 20 per cent over the next five years.

The tinkering continues:
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The land tax cuts will bring more investment, more jobs and
better returns to millions of Victorians who invest in property
through their superannuation, or invest in property for their
retirement.

This is the Property Council of Australia. This is not the
Bracks government; this is not the media unit of the
government; this is the Property Council of Australia.
Who would I think is right? Would I believe the
opposition or would I believe the Property Council of
Australia?
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Ms DUNCAN — I remind the member calling out
‘When, when, when?’ like a duck that it was on
20 April 2004. This is the Property Council’s press
release.
It continues:
It will cut the cost of doing business in the state, help new
home buyers through cuts on taxes on the land they buy, and
help take the pressure off small businesses caught up in
spiralling valuations.

The media release continues:
Victoria’s reputation as a land tax basket case is over. The
reforms will save Victorian taxpayers $1 billion over five
years. It is a major win for taxpayers.

A year is clearly a very short time in politics. That was
the press release by the Property Council almost a year
ago to the day in response to the so-called tinkering this
government had done with land tax. This government
has made a couple of changes to land tax, all of them
being about reducing the land tax take and reducing the
number of people who pay land tax.
That stands in direct contrast to what the opposition did
when it was in government. It did exactly the opposite.
Just to remind members about what the opposition did
when it was in government — and again we heard the
Leader of The Nationals criticising this government
because of state revenue having gone up — let me refer
to the record of the previous government. In the seven
years of the former government total taxation revenue
increased from $6.2 billion to $9.5 billion. That is a
massive increase of more than 50 per cent, far greater
than the consumer price index increases over the same
period of around 14 per cent. We know its tax take
went up and its expenditure went down massively. It
sacked teachers. It closed hospitals. It closed railway
lines, again in complete contrast to what this
government is doing. Yes, tax revenue is going up, as it
has in every state and under all state and federal
governments since Federation unless there has been a
recession or a depression.
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The former government reduced the threshold for land
tax from $200 000 to $85 000, which forced more small
businesses than ever to pay land tax. The former
government also removed land tax capping, which had
been designed to mitigate the impact on taxpayers
affected by a combination of — —
Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
the member is reading from a document. I wonder
whether she would care to make the document
available.
Ms DUNCAN — I am reading from my notes.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member has indicated that she is referring to notes.
There is no point of order.
Ms DUNCAN — Thank you, Acting Speaker. You
always know you have got them when they raise those
spurious points of order.
These changes to the land tax system were actively
supported by the Leader of the Opposition and by his
colleague who was then the Minister for Small
Business in another place and was for a time the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and shadow Treasurer
in this place. This is a quote from the member who left
the chamber previously:
I am delighted to point out that these land tax changes have a
particular impact in favour of small business.

The member for Brighton is recorded in Hansard of
13 November 1997 as saying that.
I would also like to remind the Leader of the
Opposition that in 1997–98 the previous government
introduced changes which resulted in more employers
paying payroll tax. It stands in complete and stark
contrast to what this government is doing. That is why I
am very proud to be part of this government.
Let me quote from the federal Treasurer, Mr Costello,
who was on the Neil Mitchell show not so long ago:
Let me tell you, Neil, the increase in land tax has got nothing
to do with Victoria’s share of GST. The increase in land tax,
let’s be frank about this, we all know, is because you have
had the biggest increase in house values and land values in
Australian history …

That is the federal Treasurer, Mr Costello. But let us not
allow those facts to stand in the way of the opposition’s
matter of public importance here this morning. As I
said, do not let the facts stand at all in the way of a good
story. ‘We as an opposition will do and say anything to
get a headline. We will say anything to make ourselves
relevant’. When in government opposition members do
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exactly the opposite, but when in opposition they stand
in this chamber day after day after day with an
absolutely straight face and say, ‘This is what we think
you should do. We know we did exactly the opposite,
but we expect you to do this now’. This government
has already indicated that the reforms it has already
made to land tax will continue. All I can say to
members of the opposition is: watch this space.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — There is a massive
difference of opinion in Victoria on the issue of land
tax. On one side of the argument we have business, we
have the media and we have the general community,
and the positions they are putting are supported by the
people on this side of the house. Then on the other side
of the issue we have the government. What we have
heard today from government members is a mantra that
they have clearly been given to put to this house —
‘There seems to be no problem. What is everybody
complaining about? Why is there an issue?’. That is the
position that has been put by three speakers on behalf of
the government. What is all this debate about? The
debate is about the reality of what is going on out there
in the community.
Other speakers have covered a number of issues. I want
to cover some issues relating to matters of concern
where there has been a massive change in policy by this
government in regard to land tax. I refer to two press
releases that were put out, one on 30 March 2005 and
the other on 11 April 2005, by organisations involved
in aged care.
In a media release dated 30 March 2005, the Aged Care
Association of Victoria stated:
Elderly and frail Victorians in aged care homes are having
tens of thousands of dollars ripped out of the funding that is
supposed to provide their care.
Meigan Lefebure — chief executive officer, Aged Care
Association of Victoria — said: ‘Aged care homes used to be
granted exemption from land tax. This month, in a move that
beggars belief, the State Revenue Office has made a decision
that all private aged care homes will now pay land tax’.
Ms Lefebure went on to say: ‘This money was received from
the commonwealth government and was supposed to pay for
carers and nurses for our frail Victorians. We now have to pay
land tax to the state government and reduce the staff that care
for frail, elderly Victorians’.
Aged care homes have limited funding that is capped by the
government. When expenses increase they have no capacity
to increase their income. So in the end there is less funding
for resident care.

In case members in this place think that was a unique
point of view put by the association, the Victorian
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Association of Health and Extended Care (VAHEC)
stated, in a press release dated 11 April 2005:
The Victorian Association of Health and Extended Care has
slammed the Bracks government’s changes to land tax for
Victorian aged care facilities as cruel and unacceptable.
‘For almost a decade, Victorian aged care facilities have
applied for and have been successfully exempted from paying
land tax,’ VAHEC chief executive officer Mary Barry said
today from Perpetua in the Pines residential aged care facility
in Donvale.
‘However, over the past month a number of aged care
facilities have received letters from the State Revenue Office
advising them they are no longer exempt — and will now
have to fork out thousands of dollars on land tax which is
currently spent on caring for the elderly.
‘In some cases, these facilities which accommodate our most
frail and incapacitated Victorians, will have to find up to
$80 000 per annum to pay the new land tax bill’.

‘What is the problem?’ ask Labor members in this
house. According to them there is no problem, yet all of
these people — over 200 000 frail aged and elderly
people throughout this state — are going to feel the
problem. They are going to feel the problem because, as
has been pointed out by the two associations I have just
quoted, funds provided to them by the commonwealth
government are now going to have to be passed on to
the Bracks government in land tax. That will affect the
care that is provided to people represented by such
associations. There is nothing surer. It is the first law of
physics: for every action there will be an equal and
opposite reaction. In this case the equal and opposite
reaction will impound upon the frail aged and elderly
people who are in these nursing homes. I have listened
for some words of care and compassion from members
of the Labor Party, but all I have heard is their defence
of changes that are cruel and vicious, as has been
pointed out by the two associations I mentioned.
The land tax issue does not only impact on people in
aged care, it impacts on many others in the community
as well. Like most members, I have received vast
numbers of emails from people who are concerned
about the impact of land tax. These people are ordinary,
working Victorians. I have not been receiving emails
from people at the wealthy end of the spectrum; I have
been receiving letters from people who have worked
hard all their lives, people who have saved up money to
buy holiday homes and are suddenly finding that the
future of those homes is in jeopardy. For example, I
refer to an email from Mr Bruce Candy who says:
About 16 years ago my wife and I purchased a holiday house
at Merricks Beach which we and our children have used with
great enjoyment. The land tax was minimal until several years
ago and was not a worry. The 2005 land tax was received last
week and it was double the 2004 assessment! We are now
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talking of a bill of over $10 000, and this house is not a luxury
Portsea palace.
…
My worry is that the tax is not a one-off bill, but one which
will come around each and every year!

The sentiments expressed in that email were supported
in another email I received in March this year from a
Mr Malkin of Bittern in the electorate of the member
for Hastings. Mr Malkin writes:
Land values in my case have increased so far in six years by
600 per cent and yet my income and chance of income from
the property have increased at best 50 per cent.
…
A major problem with land tax is the way it increases
dramatically when land values go over the million dollar
mark and become extreme at the $5 million level. Whilst this
may seem to make the owner rich it is difficult to pay huge
taxes that are not based on earnings and have no relevance to
income. Just because someone owns a nice property with a
spectacular view does not mean they can pay $20 000 or
more in tax a year.
In my own case I purchased a property for $150 000 in 1998
and had most costs and income budgeted for the future. With
the increase in the property market I am now looking at land
value of approximately $900 000, which is of little interest to
me as I bought the property for the long term and to live on it
during a self-funded retirement with a very reasonable
income coming from the land. I now find that looking down
the barrel of land tax approaching $3500 — last year
$1000 — and who knows how much next year. At the rate it
has kept increasing I will be forced off probably inside three
years.

These are just two of a myriad contacts I have had from
people who are really feeling the affects of land tax.
Yet, as has been said in this debate today, only a couple
of months ago we had the Treasurer publicly saying to
the people of this state, ‘There is no problem with land
tax. There is absolutely no problem, and I am happy to
stand here and say that there will be no changes.’. Then
only a few weeks later the Premier said on radio station
3AW, under pressure from Neil Mitchell and a large
number of callers who had phoned in with examples of
how pernicious this tax is, ‘We will make changes’.
The question that now has to be asked is what are those
changes going to be? Will they address the issues I
have just referred to? For example, will they address the
issues that affect the 200 000 frail and elderly people
who are in nursing homes throughout this state? Will
they affect the sorts of issues that have been referred to
by the Aged Care Association and the Victorian
Association of Health and Extended Care — that is,
issues such as commonwealth funding that is provided
to help the frail aged and elderly in this state being
redirected through this new land tax on nursing homes
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to the coffers of the Bracks government? That question
needs to be answered by those who follow me in this
debate. Importantly, of course — because I do not
expect them to do it; they will just read from the script
they have been given — it must be answered by the
Premier and the Treasurer as a matter of urgency.
Having had this signal of a softening of attitude from
the Premier — but not from the Treasurer — we are
told that all will be revealed in the state budget.
The reality of course is that nobody believes the
government, and nobody believes there is going to be
anything significant. The people have every right not to
believe the government, because its track record in
regard to its promises and its financial management has
been a disgrace. The government has been described as
cruel and vicious by these two associations.
This issue must be responded to by the government. In
the interests of a fair and equitable Victoria, it cannot
allow this to continue.
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I am pleased to join
the debate on this extraordinary matter of public
importance. Why is it extraordinary? Because of its
hypocrisy! We have heard the member for Mornington
ask, ‘Who do we believe?’. The Victorian people
believe the government has delivered. What they
remember is that it was not long ago when a
government came in and took more taxes from them.
Remember the $100 poll tax that we all paid? The
people certainly remember that. Remember the land tax
doubling, which we heard mentioned today? Members
opposite did not cut it. They are talking about cutting
land tax, or at least indicating that that is what they
would do. Let us look at the facts.
As someone has already mentioned, the previous
government increased — doubled — land tax so that
some 70 000 extra people were covered by it. Under
our government 24 000 fewer people are covered by
land tax, and as well the rates are coming down. Again
let me ask: ‘Who do we believe?’. I think the Victorian
people believe a government that delivers.
One particular example of where this government has
listened, made a difference and taken a significant
decision on land tax relates to exempting caravan parks.
I welcomed the government’s decision on that. We had
a major problem with caravan park owners closing and
selling valuable land — walking away with significant
money, but still closing parks or sites because of the
land tax threat — so I made representations to the
Treasurer and the Minister for Environment in my
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capacity as someone looking at caravan parks around
coastal areas.
I made those representations, as did the caravan park
owners and a number of people within the government,
and the Treasurer listened. The Treasurer understood
that we were talking about key residents in Victoria
who were being affected. I am not just talking about the
caravan park owners. I am also talking about
low-income families who use caravan parks as a
housing option or to have an affordable coastal holiday,
because they too were being affected. The Treasurer
looked at and took up the issue, and last year he made a
significant decision to exempt caravan parks from land
tax.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Ms NEVILLE — It was a great decision, and it has
been welcomed. Members of the opposition talk about
this, saying that we do not act and that they would act
and would cut land tax. The caravan park owners told
me that they had previously sat around the table a
number of times and pleaded their case with former
Treasurer Alan Stockdale, saying that unless he acted
they would have to close their businesses. In the 1990s
one of the largest caravan parks in my electorate, the
Wynndean Holiday Resort at Ocean Grove, sold off a
quarter of its park because of land tax. It sat around the
table and pleaded with Alan Stockdale, but what did he
do? He said he did not care. What did members
opposite say at the time when they sat around the
cabinet room?
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Ms NEVILLE — They did not mention it! They did
not care: they sat there and allowed caravan parks to
close. The endorsements given by both residents of
caravan parks and caravan park owners when this
government’s decision was made gives us an insight
into how significant it was. An article in the Geelong
Advertiser of 6 December 2004 refers to Carmel and
John Power, residents of the Wynndean caravan park
and people on a very low income. For them the
government’s decision was a significant announcement
about their long-term housing options. They said:
This is a victory for commonsense.

The article further states:
‘I reckon the announcement has taken care of Christmas
presents’, Mr Power says.

It was a very significant decision. John Wynn, the
owner of the caravan park, called the decision a gift. He
thought his mum would be doing cartwheels in heaven,
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because she and his dad had also made representations
about this land tax issue. He wished his mum could
have been there to appreciate the significance of this
decision. Talking to John, as I said before, and to other
caravan park owners, I know they sat around the table
with Alan Stockdale and were told to go away.
We did not tell them to go away. We listened, we
looked at the financial implications and we said that this
was a significant decision to protect low-income
housing and holiday options for families. As John
Wynn said, this was basically about Christmas coming
early. We took seriously the concerns raised by private
caravan park owners, and we acted to protect them and
to ensure that they are there in the future — and we did
this in a financially responsible way.
One of the other things the opposition is criticising us
for today is our having flagged that we understand that
there are some issues facing small businesses in this
state as a result of land tax and that we are sympathetic
to their concerns. Clearly we are not about trying to
close small businesses. That is why we have reduced by
24 000 the number of people who are paying land tax.
That is why we have cut or reduced a number of other
significant business taxes — unlike, as I said before, the
previous government under which 70 000 poor old
small businesses had to pay land tax. We do care and
we are listening, but we need to be financially
responsible about this. We need to balance appropriate
taxes, a good economy and good employment
opportunities with the capacity to deliver the services
Victorians need and rely on.
The member for Macedon pointed out that under the
previous government we did see an enormous increase
in revenues to the government. That happens. As the
population grows, there are more taxpayers and more
demands on the system. Combined with that we also
saw tax increases but amazingly we did not see
improvements in services or infrastructure. What we
saw were cuts: cuts to nurses and police, closure of
hospitals and railways lines. The list goes on.
This government is about getting the balance right. It is
about listening to Victorians and trying to ensure that
we have a vibrant and viable economy and have small
businesses thriving. It is also about ensuring that we
have a tax or revenue base that is able to deliver the
services that people need in their communities, such as
the new school at Ocean Grove that the previous
government was going to close, Wallington Primary
School, Leopold Primary School, new road
infrastructure, new services, new dental health services
to get the waiting lists down, and investment in a new
emergency department in Geelong, the Andrew Love
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Cancer Centre, and the Grace McKellar Centre. These
are just a few of the investments we are making in the
Geelong community. We need a revenue base to do
that. We need to get the balance right, listening to
people, weighing up these options and ensuring that we
make the best decisions for all Victorians in
metropolitan and regional Victoria.

Indeed one of my constituents was so ill as a
consequence of the pressure that her family had to take
steps to deal with it. We have heard about drycleaners
in Camberwell, Rowan Woolcock who has been
mentioned before, Jim Ryan from the Whitehorse Inn
and the campaign he ran, and D. J. Evans’s hardware
shop.

Let us go back to the question of who do Victorians
believe. They believe the government that has delivered
reductions in taxes but improvements in services and
infrastructure. They will not believe opposition
members when they make claims that they will cut
taxes and deliver and continue to deliver services and
infrastructure. As the member for Mulgrave said, there
is a 7 billion-to-1 chance that they will be able to do
that.

Let me refer to properties on Phillip Island as well — in
your electorate, Acting Speaker. Many people have
written to me and to others pointing out the fact that
indexation factors have taken their land tax bills into
realms they never considered possible. There have been
ludicrous increases, and on top of that there is a
valuation system which is totally distorting the values
of their properties. Indeed they make the point that the
valuation system used by this government is causing
their properties to be valued in such a way that if it
were applied under the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission, people would be in jail
because they would be inflating their assets beyond
what is reasonable. That is the reality at Phillip Island.
There are plenty of other examples.

Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — Land tax is a crisis
issue in this state. That is the reality, and any
government that ignored this crisis would simply be
presenting itself as totally inept. This is actually a
debacle and I have been warning about this for five
years in this place and outside. Indeed, I have spoken
on many occasions about the growing problem with
land tax. I have described the tax as pernicious and
insidious before, and I note a number of other members
have now described it as pernicious. Let me quote
Rowan Woolcock from the Fairer Land Tax
Association who, speaking on 3AW on 8 March, said
very simply, ‘It is a policy that is sending people
broke’.
That is the shame of this government. Who is
responsible for this crisis? It is the Treasurer and his
parliamentary secretary, the member for Burwood.
They are the ones who have been responsible for
sending businesses and people broke. That is the reality.
Let us look at the very simple facts. When the Kennett
government came to office, the land tax take was
around the $500 million mark. When the Kennett
government left office, the land tax take was around
$400 million, a decline over seven years in the total
land tax take. Now the total land tax take is
approaching $1 billion, more than double what it was
when this government started. That is the fundamental
test of land tax as an issue — the total land tax take.
There have been plenty of examples referred to in this
debate. In the last few years I have raised plenty,
including examples of individuals who have suffered
personally from the land tax situation. I can point to
people who have been in tears and whose illness has
been extremely exacerbated by the pressure of land tax.

Let me give the house another example of a self-funded
retiree with six rental properties. The land tax take from
this self-funded retiree in 1999 was $3000. This year it
is approaching $40 000.
Mr Nardella — What is the value of the land?
Mr BAILLIEU — What is the value of the land?
Terrific! Where does the capacity to pay come from?
Let us deal with that in a minute. The total take is what
counts. How do people pay? Government members do
not seem to understand that it is the capacity to pay.
Ms Duncan — It is income tax.
Mr BAILLIEU — If the member for Macedon
were in her seat I would respond more fully, but the
reality is that members of the government just do not
understand. Members of the public have made very
clear their views about this. They are saying this is a
crisis. They are saying, ‘Deal with it’. A moment ago
the member for Bellarine referred to caravan parks.
Thank God some changes were made. It was getting
extreme; it was getting extraordinary.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BAILLIEU — Ask the caravan park operators
what they think of the changes you have made. There
have been some superficial changes now, but down the
track the government will take the money back off
them anyway.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BAILLIEU — Ask the caravan park owners
who have already closed their businesses and whom
you ignored. The government ignored them. The
question arises, and the member for Melton referred to
this: how does an individual pay? What is the
government’s response to this? Its response is, ‘Sell
your property’. That is fantastic. That is the response
we had from the Premier.
Mr Nardella — No!
Mr BAILLIEU — What is the other response? It is
to go into debt, to borrow money to pay tax. That is the
response.
Let me give the house another example. Fry’s Self
Storage is an extraordinary business out in the direction
of the honourable member for Melton’s electorate. It
had a land tax bill of $120 000. That has now gone to
$340 000. How have its proprietors responded? By
taking out personal mortgages on their homes just to
pay the bill. How do you pay it? Do you sell a few
self-storage boxes, or do you sell a piece of land to pay
it? It is a nonsense. There is a crisis in land tax, and it is
a tragedy that the government has been so slow to
respond.
Until recently the response from the government and
the Treasurer had been that there was no problem.
Indeed the Treasurer said on 3AW, ‘We do not have a
blank cheque’. I had hotel operators ringing me and
saying, ‘We do not want the government to give us a
blank cheque. We simply want it to stop taking more’.
Let me quote from the Progress Leader of 8 March
2005. Alison Crossweller, Treasurer John Brumby’s
spokesperson, is reported as saying — it is an
extraordinary quote:
We cut the rate so people have actually been paying less …

It is a complete nonsense. She then went on to say, in
another extraordinary quote:
The state government has nothing to do with how land tax is
calculated.

That was the Treasurer’s own spokesperson, and that
was an extraordinary response. What about the
response of the Premier? He fluffed around on radio
3AW for months on this issue, basically saying there
was no problem, and then when he was challenged
about the consequences for those who were paying land
tax, he said on 8 March this year:
It’s only the owners that pay land tax.
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That is a complete fiction. Indeed the talkback caller
who had raised the issue said, ‘Premier, that is a
complete fiction’ and he said, ‘No, it is not a fiction.
The landlords cannot pass on land tax’.
Mr Cooper — He does not know!
Mr BAILLIEU — Let me remind the house what
the Premier said when in opposition about the prospect
of land tax not being passed on to tenants. He is
reported in the Hansard of 13 May 1998 as saying:
… that provision is almost impossible to police.

Further:
The reality is that will happen and it will unfairly affect
tenants.

And further:
… it will be passed on to tenants.

And also:
… the reality is that it will be passed on in some guise or
other.

The reality is there has been a major problem, but the
government has not wanted to admit it because it is
seeking to drive up the total tax take. That is what has
been going on. It is interesting to note that in my
portfolio area one of the consequences of Melbourne
2030 is to drive up the total land tax take in activity
centres. We will see that with prematurely executed
structure plans which drive up property values in those
activity centres and as a consequence drive up the land
tax take. Watch it happen; it will happen before we
know it.
The government has dealt with caravan parks in a way
that I believe is folly, but the reality is that it has a lot
further to go. It has to demonstrate that the total tax take
will go down substantially. There are issues of rates,
which under previous governments have been adjusted
according to the valuation of the current value of
properties. That is the only basis for dealing with the
rates historically, and the fiction that has come from the
government in this debate is extraordinary.
The other thing that has to be dealt with is the
valuation. There are some extreme problems with the
valuation issues, and the prospective changes to the
Valuation of Land Act will only exacerbate this
problem. Will the government deal with aggregation?
Total tax is the major problem. There is a major issue in
land tax in this state.
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Let me conclude by reminding the house who is
responsible for having ripped these hundreds of
millions of dollars extra out of Victorian businesses. It
is the Treasurer and the member for Burwood, and they
get up and defend it here with total fiction. I point
finally to one correspondent, who has indicated to me
that in the last few years his land tax has gone up
5546 per cent, and if that is not a joke nothing is.
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — The matter of public
importance before the house is actually too late. The
Liberals in this house are so lazy that it has taken them
nearly 12 months to wake up to what we put in place in
our last budget in regard to land tax. Let me inform
honourable members on the other side of the house who
spoke on this matter of public importance today that we
have put a range of measures together in regard to land
tax that will increase the threshold and decrease the
rates of tax paid by people and organisations and
companies that pay land tax. In fact we have taken into
account the changes that are occurring in land values
and the taxes actually coming into Victoria, and the
government has made a decision to reduce the amount
of tax taken through land tax.
The opposition is 12 months too late. It has just woken
up! Opposition members are also confused. In this
debate today they have been saying on the one hand
that they want to reduce taxes — the Liberal Party is
saying, ‘When we are in government we want to reduce
taxes’ — but then they have been saying, ‘We are
going to maintain services. We will reduce taxes so we
have less money to spend, but we are going to maintain
services.’!
The third aspect of their argument today is, ‘Not only
are we going to reduce taxes; we are going to maintain
services, but we are going to impose a further $7 billion
debt by taking tolls off the EastLink project’. They are
very confused in this debate, but that exposes their
hypocrisy. It exposes the voodoo economics that will
maintain this opposition, this Liberal Party and The
Nationals, on that side of the house for a long time to
come.
Let me go through some of the issues on land tax.
When members of the Liberal Party were last in power,
during the seven long, dark years of the Kennett
government, they did one thing with land tax. They
reduced the threshold to $85 000 — that is, they halved
the threshold, so they spread the number of people and
organisations that paid land tax. They increased by
70 000 the number of people and the number of
organisations paying land tax. Those are the caring and
sharing members of the Liberal Party when in
government. Do not take their word for it — their
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actions speak much louder than their words. Our
changes over the last 12 months have gone to
immediately decrease by 27 000 the number of people
and organisations paying land tax — already within the
first 12 months.
What this matter of public importance says to the
people of Victoria about the Liberals and The Nationals
is that they cannot handle success and they cannot
handle an economy that is booming ahead. They cannot
handle a Bracks Labor government that is increasing
prosperity for everyone in Victoria, increasing jobs and
the incomes of people and families within Victoria,
making Victoria the best place to raise a family, and
reducing taxes.
This voodoo economics about the tax take says that in
our budget it has gone from $20 billion to $30 billion.
Of course it has gone up. There are things called
inflation and growth that those opposite are not taking
into account in regard to the budget. They are
absolutely not able to handle success, where the success
is reflected — not in their having only 17 seats, because
I suppose for those people it was a success just to get
through the last state election — in the increased land
values in Victoria. That is the real issue here: because
we have been so successful, because we have managed
the economy and brought in surplus budget after
surplus budget — we have ploughed money into
employing teachers and nurses and into schools and
hospitals and put $2.5 billion every year into capital
works and still maintained the budget in the black —
they cannot handle it.
They do not know how to handle it because we are
taking their mantle. We are taking their position of
economic responsibility that they champion at every
stage. They have none under their present leader and
shadow Treasurer at the moment because of the
$7 billion that they want to take away the tolls with. We
have taken it on. That success of an economically
responsible government is what this is all about.
Because land values have increased, companies and
individuals have had a windfall in the value of their
properties, which gives them options. The only option,
according to the Liberal Party, including the honourable
member for Hawthorn, is to flog off some of their land.
That is certainly an option, but it is the only option that
he proposes anywhere. There are other options. There
are options in increasing the income of those properties.
There are options in making sure that the true value and
income streams available to those people and
corporations are actually received by those corporations
so that they can pay the land tax quite easily.
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The honourable member for Hawthorn talked about a
poor investor who makes $40 000 on a block of six
units somewhere in his electorate. He did not say, when
asked by me, what the value of those investments is.
How can those investments be upgraded or what advice
should be given to that investor by their accountant as
part of their business and tax planning so that they can
pay their land tax and get a decent outcome out of that
investment? The bad advice the honourable member for
Hawthorn gives is that the only option they have is to
sell it off. They do not need to sell it off. They should
work with their accountant and business partners to
increase the amount of income and capitalise on the
value of those properties. It is important to understand
they have options that ordinary people in my electorate
of Melton do not have. Those people do not pay land
tax because the value of their land does not warrant it.
The hypocrisy of the Liberal Party and The Nationals
here today! When Stockers was the Treasurer in
Victoria, as the honourable member for Bellarine said,
they talked to him — that business-friendly
Treasurer — and he told them to go away. He said that
he wanted to take this money and he did not care. That
was his response. Even worse than that, in 1993 the
Kennett government reduced the threshold to increase
the number of people paying land tax.
The Liberals have imposed extra taxes on the business
community at a range of levels. You just have to look at
the Howard Liberal government with the BAS
statement if you want to talk about impositions and
extra workload for the business community. Opposition
members come in here today in the hypocritical way
they have always come into this house, without any
solutions, just being critical of us. We reject the motion
before the house.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I rise to support
the call in the matter of public importance that urgent
relief be provided from land tax. As many members of
this place are aware, my electorate has suffered
significantly under the current land tax regime. It is a
serious problem. One of the leaders in this debate has
been John Ribbands from the Metung Hotel. It
highlights the problem people face. A lot of people
have moved to East Gippsland because of their desire
for a sea change and the attractive nature of my
electorate, and land values have increased significantly.
A lot of businesses and individuals have been caught up
in land tax issues, with significant hikes in land tax over
the last three or four years. We should use the example
of the Metung Hotel. It is in one of the best positions
anywhere in this state — it has a significant footprint
right on the water in the middle of Metung village.
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Because of the increased development of units going on
around it, the potential value for an individual block has
been raised to a level which no longer sustains a
business with a turnover of the size of a hotel or even a
restaurant or a number of other businesses.
I will take up the point raised by the member for
Melton. Arguably the purpose of land tax is to drive the
most efficient use of the land. Land tax is issued on the
undeveloped value of the property. The honourable
member raised a number of options available to
individuals. I do not think he actually understands the
impact those options would have. If you look at the
Metung Hotel and land in some of our most precious
coastal areas and take his advice to the nth degree, that
would mean all we could afford would be Gold
Coast-style developments right along our coastal strip.
That is not something I or a lot of other people could
support. It is going on in places like Lakes Entrance,
where there are multistorey developments, and that
raises the value of individual properties in those areas.
But if we allow that type of valuation on coastal land, it
would mean the only purpose for which a landowner
could use that property is multistorey developments —
the tax would drive that as the only purpose. Otherwise
they could not afford the land and other taxes. The
average working Australian is severely overtaxed. A lot
of the taxes really do not encourage saving or sensible
development. We are doubly taxed. You can be an
investor who has worked very hard and form a
company to reduce some of your tax payments, but
then you pay GST. If you put money into
superannuation, you are taxed in and out, and if you
buy a property for an investment, you are taxed again
with land tax, stamp duties and a whole range of other
taxes. It does not encourage people to work hard and
progress unless they have significant wealth, like some
members of this place. The member for Hawthorn is
looking at me — but I shouldn’t be like that!
I wrote a letter to the Treasurer in early December last
year when John Ribbands raised his personal issue with
me. I highlighted the fact that we needed to provide
further exemptions, because it was a significant issue
then. At that time I put out a press release calling for
concessions particularly for those coastal areas like
mine where businesses including hotels are being hit by
it.
Mr Baillieu — What response did you get from the
Treasurer?
Mr INGRAM — I will ignore any interjections! I
point out another major problem which is a potential
crisis. In East Gippsland we have a private rental
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property crisis, as there is in a lot of other areas where
property values have increased. I would argue that we
do not necessarily protect landlords enough to
encourage them to provide private rental properties.
While it has been recognised that the land tax take is
having a major impact on caravan parks it also has a
major impact on private rental properties. If you own a
second property, particularly in East Gippsland where
the value of most of the land, particularly in the coastal
areas, is significantly high, you are not encouraged to
maintain that property for rental purposes, or the rent is
too high to sustain it. It needs to be addressed.
At the top end of the market I have a very successful
business woman in my area, Mina Armstrong, who has
repeatedly called for this action in East Gippsland. She
has significant investment, not only in Paynesville in
land that is currently being subdivided but she also
owns a stake in land at the Docklands. This has been an
issue for her for a long while in those high-potential
development areas. As the land prices have increased
rapidly so has the tax take and it really does not
encourage people to invest in that property or it forces
people to develop it.
Mr Baillieu — Borrow to pay tax.
Mr INGRAM — Borrow to pay tax or to hastily
develop projects which may not necessarily be in the
best interests of that area. I think that is the issue at
Metung: it may not be in the best interests of Metung to
have the hotel pulled down and a resort-style
development put up which may not be in the character
of that village. They are some of the challenges we
face. They need to be addressed and the tax needs to be
reduced to encourage investment and better utilisation
of our land for the future.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Smith) — Order!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has 3 minutes
and 14 seconds.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — Thank you,
Acting Speaker. I rise at a time when the member for
Melton has, of course, fled the chamber, so
embarrassed was he by his contribution on this land tax
debate. It is worth noting one of the all-time classic
quotes that will appear tomorrow morning in the Daily
Hansard of today’s debate. It was a clanger, as the
member for Mornington has just mentioned. The
member for Melton actually said, ‘It has taken the
Liberal Party 12 months to wake up to what we have
been doing on land tax’. I would have thought that was
the role of a good opposition, to critique what the
government is doing. This is a quote from one of the
biggest property owners in this Parliament —
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admittedly he is the poor man’s version of Eddie
Micallef — but he certainly showed us today that the
old axiom ‘Don’t do as I do but do as I say’ is alive and
well in Labor Party hypocrisy land.
This is the Labor Party that threw widows out of the
homes that they had lived in all their married lives. That
mean-spirited, venal Premier, John Cain, who pinched
the pennies while his Labor Party corporate mates
wheeled the dollars out of Treasury coffers before his
eyes, put a punitive land tax on the family home — but
only in Liberal Party-voting electorates. It is a bit harder
for the government today, because all the chardonnay
socialist Labor Party branch members, along with the
inner-city-dwelling ministers on the other side, would
now have to pay land tax on their family homes, given
the increase in land values. It is a bit harder nowadays
to put that nip and tuck in land tax around the
boundaries of certain parts of the Yarra River. We
could not have Labor Party comrades paying a wealth
tax based on the value of their own land. Imagine the
philosophical dilemma that would raise there!
Now it is harder for the government to cream off
money from the poor old widows in the eastern
suburbs, so it had to come up with other devices. The
best way to do that is to impose a wealth tax by the
accumulation method to ensure that those battling
Australian families who want to save for their
superannuation and not rely totally on the old age
pension by year in and year out creaming off money
from them — when they have scrimped and saved to
buy one or two investment properties. That is what this
Labor government is all about: taking money from
people who in most cases cannot afford to do without a
small investment to save for their retirement. We know
why the government is doing it. Its members thought
they would get away with it. Today the member for
Melton exposed their thinking that they had got away
with it!
It has taken the Liberal Party opposition, with the
support of small business people like the innkeeper at
the Whitehorse Inn and the hotelier at Metung, to hold
up the mirror of hypocrisy to this government — which
creams off money from whomever it can. It is the
highest taxing state government in our history and its
revenue — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Smith) — Order!
The member’s time has expired and the time for
matters of public importance has also expired.
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STATEMENTS ON REPORTS
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence associated with motor vehicle use
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — I wish to comment
on the report that was presented to the house this
morning from the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee inquiry into violence associated with motor
vehicle use.
It is a groundbreaking report on an issue that concerns a
lot of people in our community and has of course over a
great many years attracted the attention of our media.
The committee covered a range of issues in this report,
but perhaps the most important ones I can comment on
in the brief time available to me are those under the
term ‘road rage’. ‘Road rage’ is a term generally
understood by all road users — in fact all the
community — as meaning an offence committed by
people who are driving motor cars. However, the
committee found that this terminology is confusing and
that it misleads people. As members will see when they
read the report, we found that it is very poorly defined
and have suggested that it no longer be used.
The committee has suggested three terms that could
replace it. The first one is ‘road violence’, which
involves spontaneous, driving-related acts of violence
specifically targeted at strangers. The second is ‘road
hostility’, which involves spontaneous, road-related
non-violent but hostile acts that are specifically targeted
at strangers. The third is ‘selfish driving’, which
involves time-urgent or self-oriented driving behaviour.
It is my view that the latter, selfish driving, is the one
that most people encounter, and it is certainly the one
that most people find extremely offensive. In the case
of some road users, particularly older road users, they
not only find it offensive but feel somewhat in danger
from it.
One of the things that the committee found, which I am
sure will interest members, is that road violence — that
is, the use of a vehicle to commit a violent act — is not
as prevalent as people imagine it to be. The committee
commented in the report that on the basis of the
information on road-user violence collected by Victoria
Police since July 2002, it appears that there is no
evidence of an overall increase in reported incidents in
Victoria and that the incidence is very low compared
with other crimes of violence. The report goes on to say
that the committee found that in 80 per cent of road use
violence cases recorded by Victoria Police no financial
loss was reported. And for the remaining 20 per cent of
cases in which victims did suffer financial loss through
damage to their property, the range of loss varied from
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$25 to $28 000, with a mean value of $174.24 per
incident.
I signal right here and now that I will want to comment
on this report again in future sitting weeks. I urge
members to look at some of the case histories set out in
the back of the report. In particular I refer them to the
variation in case histories, such as case history 51,
which is described as a crazed rampage of violence and
road rage, through to the other end of the spectrum,
which is case history 61, which occurred in St George’s
Road, Toorak, and involved two blond females
dropping their children off at school. This gives an
indication of the breadth of things that go on on our
roads.
Finally I draw the attention of the house to page 502
and to comments by Dr Martinez of the United States,
who said:
Driving is a privilege that demands responsibility, not a ‘me
first’ philosophy. Driving is a cooperative venture and not a
competitive sport.

The sooner that kind of message gets through to our
community the better off we will be on our roads. There
is no doubt that a lot of work needs to be done, not only
by government in this state to shore up the law and
make sure that these sorts of offences can be dealt with
properly but also in driver education.

Economic Development Committee: labour
hire
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — The
Economic Development Committee has submitted its
interim report on labour hire employment in Victoria. I
commend the report to the house and I look forward to
having the opportunity, when time permits, to speak on
this report.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget outcomes 2003–04
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — The report of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee on the 2003–04
budget outcomes continues the committee’s task of
documenting the bungles, incompetence and failures of
the Bracks government. I will refer briefly to some of
the items the committee has reported.
The committee has found that since its inception in
March 2001 the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment
Authority has incurred average annual operating
deficits of more than $1.4 million, which culminated in
an accumulated deficit of $4.6 million at 30 June 2004.
The committee also stated that it is concerned about
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whether the department’s present funding approach will
ensure the VCAA’s long-term financial viability.
In relation to hospitals the committee found that 86 per
cent of emergency patients transferred from emergency
departments were admitted to a hospital bed within the
recommended period of less than 12 hours, compared
to a target of 95 per cent for 2003–04, a result that
showed no marked improvement when compared to the
previous two financial years.
Ms Pike interjected.
Mr CLARK — I am quoting from the committee’s
report. At page 20 the committee went on to say that on
average one in every three emergency patients at the
Alfred hospital was required to wait more than 12 hours
for admission whereas around one in every four
patients was in this category at the Dandenong
Hospital, the Monash Medical Centre and the Royal
Melbourne Hospital.
In relation to the Department of Infrastructure, the
committee confirmed that in respect of the regional fast
rail project the progress as at 30 October 2004 in terms
of completing the project occurred more slowly than
planned for the Bendigo and Latrobe corridors.
The committee also reported a lower than expected
level of patronage of Melbourne’s trams in 2003–04 —
it was down by 4.1 million passengers: 135.9 million
passengers compared to the target of 140 million. The
committee said it believed there would be merit in the
department commissioning a study to evaluate the
extent of fare evasion.
In relation to the Department of Justice, the committee
found that the reported reduction in the Victorian crime
rate in 2003–04 was not demonstrated in a quantifiable
manner. The committee also said that it considers the
department needs to improve its cash management
procedures involving the recovery of court fines, as
outstanding fines increased by $67 million to
$554.4 million in 2003–04 and 51.5 per cent of this
debt had remained outstanding for more than two years.
In relation to the Department of Premier and Cabinet
and funding for the arts, I will quote from page 26. It
states:
The committee also observed that funding of $2 million was
provided in 2003–04 by Arts Victoria to 14 per cent of grants
recipients that subsequently did not meet agreed outcomes for
programs or projects. The committee believes that better
assessment of applications for grants is required, particularly
to establish the financial viability of projects for which
funding is sought by organisations.
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In relation to the Department of Sustainability and
Environment, the committee said at page 27:
… little progress has been made by the department in
resolving accuracy, completeness and valuation issues for its
Crown land holdings. The adoption of Australian equivalents
to international financial reporting standards makes it
imperative that these issues are remedied.

The committee also made a series of recommendations
to try to push the government to get its act together. A
number of those recommendations back up some of the
findings and conclusions I have referred to.
In addition the committee recommended that the
Department of Treasury and Finance address data
collection deficiencies, particularly for property
activities, and re-evaluate its budget forecasting
methodology in line with best practice in other
jurisdictions in Australia and overseas where
comparable, and that it include in the annual budget
papers comprehensive details of the methodology and
economic forecasts underlying its revenue estimates.
In relation to the Department of Education the
committee recommended that the department aim to
improve the number of performance targets being met
or exceeded. In relation to the Department of Human
Services the committee recommended that the
department give further attention to the admission of
semi-urgent cases on the waiting lists of the major
metropolitan hospitals within the clinically ideal time of
90 days.
So the committee has exposed across a range of
departments serious shortcomings in the administration
of this government. The government would be well
advised to pick up on the specific recommendations I
have quoted to address those shortcomings and also on
other recommendations where time and again the
committee has called for improvements to the
accountability standards in government reports,
particularly its reporting on outcomes. This government
has a track record of being very good at talking about
what it is going to do but has far less success in what it
achieves, so this outcomes report is very valuable.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget outcomes 2003–04
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — I commend the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee on the
2003–04 budget outcomes report. When time permits in
the next sitting week I will talk to it in detail.
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Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence associated with motor vehicle use
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I speak on the inquiry into
violence associated with motor vehicle use. First of all I
would like to congratulate the researchers and staff on
the excellent work they have done — in particular the
working out of a conceptual framework that puts into
context the background to road violence associated with
motor vehicles. The committee found that road violence
was caused by a mixture of interactions between
person-related situations, car-related situations and
cultural factors, and it worked out a flow chart showing
how that all comes together.
The key points that I would like to highlight are that
there is a need to, firstly, do better work to more
accurately establish the true prevalence of the problem
in Victoria, and secondly, whilst that is going on, to
undertake no-regrets action, such as putting more
emphasis on courteous driving and respect for others in
the training of drivers and dealing with people who
have driving problems.
Finally, I also believe we should be focusing on anger
management not only for drivers but also for people in
general, so that we can get together and function
successfully as a community on the roads. I will expand
on all this at a later date.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget outcomes 2003–04
Ms CAMPBELL (Pascoe Vale) — I rise to speak
ever so briefly on the Public Accounts and Estimates
report on the 2003–04 budget outcomes. I want to make
the point that this is the very first parliamentary
committee ever to have disclosed its cost — it was
$82 000 — and it is value for money in terms of the
quality of its report. I thank all those involved and look
forward to expanding on the report when time permits.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

ABSENCE OF MINISTERS
The SPEAKER — Order! I wish to advise that the
Premier is absent today, and in his place the Deputy
Premier will answer questions directed to him. The
Minister for Manufacturing and Export is absent, and
questions for him will be directed to the Treasurer. The
Attorney-General is also absent. Questions for the
Attorney-General will be directed to the Minister for
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Agriculture, and questions for the Minister for Planning
and the Minister for Industrial Relations will be
directed to the Treasurer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Land tax: aged care facilities
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Treasurer. I refer to the decision by
the State Revenue Office (SRO) to impose land tax on
nursing homes, aged care facilities and supported
residential services, and also to the Treasurer’s claim on
radio on 12 April 2005 that:
There has been absolutely no change in legislation or policy
administered by the State Revenue Office.

I ask: can the Treasurer confirm that the State Revenue
Office sought direction from his department late in
2004 and that by February 2005 his department had
directed the SRO to abandon the exemption previously
granted to aged care facilities?
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — Let me thank the
Leader of the Opposition for his question. I reiterate the
comments I made during a radio interview to which I
think the Leader of the Opposition is referring. In
relation to aged care facilities generally, there are
amendments — —
Mr Doyle — Generally?
Mr BRUMBY — Generally. Are you having
trouble hearing?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — In 1991 the then government
made amendments, following a review of land tax
which was headed by former minister Robert Fordham,
to exempt retirement villages from land tax
requirements. The reason it did that is that a retirement
village was considered akin to being a principal place
of residence, so it provided that exemption. There has
never been any as-of-right exemption for other than
not-for-profit facilities. There has never been under our
government any change in legislation in relation to the
administration of those matters.
Mr Doyle — Policy, policy.
Mr BRUMBY — There has never been any change
in legislation or policy in relation to those matters.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr BRUMBY — As I indicated on radio, there are
three possible areas here which have meant that some
nursing homes or other hostels which were previously
not paying land tax may have become liable in recent
years. The first of those is if their land tax value was
below the threshold, so obviously if they are below and
they go over $175 000, it then becomes payable. There
was a second group, some of which had been claiming
exemptions under the charitable institutions definition
and which in law may or may not have been actually
charitable institutions, and the State Revenue Office
makes determinations under the tax act about whether
they are or are not. The third group — —
Mr Doyle — But I asked you — —
Mr BRUMBY — You asked the question and I am
answering it.
Mr Doyle — No, you are not. What you are doing is
avoiding it. I asked you — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind the Leader of
the Opposition that interjections are disorderly.
Mr BRUMBY — The third group is where some
aged care facilities had been claiming exemptions under
the retirement villages exemption which was set in the
1991 legislation.
Mr Perton — And they were getting it.
Mr BRUMBY — Some may and some may not,
depending on whether they were retirement villages or
not.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — I repeat, there has been no change
in legislation or policy. It has always been the case that
the State Revenue Office administers the taxation acts.
Treasury does not. The Treasurer of the day does not.
The SRO administers the acts of the day.
It is a fact that over the years the distinctions between
what are retirement villages and what are aged care
nursing home or hostel facilities has become blurred.
For that reason the Premier and I have indicated
publicly that this is a matter which is being examined
by the government in the context of the budget to be
brought down on Tuesday, 3 May. So we are looking at
this matter. We have signalled that there will be
significant and enduring land tax relief in the budget on
Tuesday, 3 May, and as part of our considerations we
are examining the arrangements for for-profit nursing
homes and aged care facilities.
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Premier: overseas trip
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — My question is
to the Acting Premier. Can the Acting Premier outline
to the house how the Premier’s visit to India and
Europe will promote Victoria’s economic,
environmental and cultural interests?
Mr THWAITES (Acting Premier) — The Premier
is presently in Europe promoting Victoria’s future and
also honouring our past. The Premier has just
completed the Indian leg of his visit, building on the
very strong trade relationship that we have with India
worth some $574 million per annum. This trade is very
much part of Victoria’s future, and the Premier in
particular went to Mumbai and New Delhi to promote
our economic interests in some of the key shared
interest areas we have, such as aviation, information
and communications technology and food.
In terms of environmental challenges, one of the
greatest challenges we face in the future is climate
change, and on this front I am very pleased to inform
the house that the Premier’s visit is already paying
dividends for Victoria. Following discussions yesterday
the Premier has announced that the London-based
Climate Group will establish its Australia Pacific office
in Melbourne. This is an outstanding group which was
launched by the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, and
includes key players such as BP, British Telecom,
Swissray, Starbucks, the provinces of Ontario and
Manitoba in Canada and a number of American states.
The significance of these initiatives is great for
Victoria, because we need to deal with companies, we
need to deal with other states and with other nations in
tackling greenhouse. This government today has
released a sustainability framework that will back that
up as well.
As to honouring the past, the Premier is on his way to
Gallipoli to commemorate the 90th anniversary of one
of the defining moments in Australia’s history. In
addition the Premier will be visiting, with
schoolchildren from Victoria, some of the key World
War I battlefields of the Western Front. As members
may be aware, some nine secondary school students
from across the state are travelling with the Premier.
They have been successful in the inaugural Spirit of
Anzac competition for year 9 Victorian secondary
students.
Students were invited to submit entries ranging from
poems to essays that captured the spirit of Anzac, with
winners joining the Premier’s tour overseas. In the
lead-up to Anzac Day these students will join the
Premier in visiting a number of significant World War I

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
566

ASSEMBLY

Wednesday, 20 April 2005

battlefields where so many Victorians sacrificed their
lives. These students will get some sense of the
magnitude of that terrible struggle, and of course that
struggle claimed some 60 000 Australian lives.

the impact of these initiatives on the future
sustainability of Victoria’s agriculture sector?

I am sure that all members will agree that this is a
fitting way to commemorate the memory of all
Australians who have served their country in all
theatres of war.

The SPEAKER — Order! Without the assistance of
the members for Polwarth and Doncaster!

Hazardous waste: Nowingi
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Acting Premier and Minister for
Environment. Is the government considering sites other
than Hattah-Nowingi for the location of a toxic waste
dump?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
The government has been very open about the process
it is adopting — totally open — unlike the Liberal
Party, which is trying to do secret deals to place
hazardous waste facilities around Melbourne. Unlike
the opposition, we have said that we will do a full and
open environment effects statement (EES) process for
Nowingi, and that is what we are doing.
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, with due
respect to the Acting Premier, I wonder if he could turn
this way to answer the question I have asked. I simply
cannot hear what he is saying.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members are supposed
to address the Chair when they answer questions,
indeed as they are when they ask them, but I will ask
the Deputy Premier to speak a little more loudly,
although his voice seemed quite loud to me.
Mr THWAITES — Thank you, Speaker. I know
we have attempted to improve the microphones, and I
will attempt to speak into the microphone so the Leader
of The Nationals can hear quite clearly. I would have
thought he would be very aware that the government
has indicated it will have a full and public EES. Under
that process all parties will have an opportunity to make
submissions. The proposal will be examined through
that process, and then there will be an outcome. As we
have always said, we will only proceed if it is a
satisfactory outcome on the basis of that EES.

Environment: greenhouse gas emissions
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — My question is to the
Minister for Agriculture. Can the minister advise the
house about the steps this government is taking to work
with farmers to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the honourable member for Morwell for his
question and for his interest in sustainability —
sustainability of farming, sustainability of the
environment, sustainability as a good local member to
make a sustainable Labor electorate.
Agriculture is extremely important to the state of
Victoria, where nearly one-quarter of all of Australia’s
agricultural production comes from. One in six jobs in
country Victoria is related to agriculture or downstream
sectors. You only have to take the dairy industry, which
is Victoria’s largest agricultural exporter, as an example
to see the importance of having sustainable agriculture,
not only for this generation but for future generations.
The Deputy Premier, on behalf of the government, is
leading the push to address climate change. That is
extremely important. It is important for many sectors,
but it is extremely important for the agricultural sector.
Agriculture does contribute to greenhouse gases, and
we all acknowledge that. Around 78 per cent of nitrous
oxide comes from agriculture and around 60 per cent of
methane. We have to be cognisant of what climate
change can do to agriculture. For example, at the
National Resource Management Ministerial Council
last week there was a very good presentation, and what
it highlighted is what climate change will do and what it
will do to agriculture in particular. What it will mean is
less rainfall and less production — that is, less jobs and
less exports.
What that is going to do in particular is hit country
Victoria. It is no wonder that the president of the
National Farmers Federation has nominated climate
change as the major potential threat to Australian
farming. It is interesting that during those seven dark
years the real production in agriculture went down. But
there is a greater threat to country Victoria and a greater
threat to agriculture than the Liberal Party and The
Nationals, and that is climate change. And that is why
we are keen to do something about it.
The government, the University of Melbourne, the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation and the Cooperative Research Centre for
Greenhouse Accounting are working together in
relation to greenhouse gases. That is particularly
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important for the grains industry, for example, and for
animals, because if we are able to take methane — and
good work is being done down at Ellinbank — and
convert it into energy and get more production, then
what we have is great benefit not only in terms of
reducing greenhouse emissions but also in terms of
increasing production. That is very much where we are
working with industry to get good science so that we
can help address what is a problem. We either sit back
and do nothing about this problem or we are prepared
to put our shoulder to the wheel and do something
about it.
Victoria is a great state in which to bring up families.
This government wants to make sure that that is the
case now and for future generations.

Hospitals: reporting systems
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — My question is to
the Minister for Health. I refer to the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee report tabled today that
shows that 45 per cent of patients at the Alfred hospital
and 30 per cent of patients at the Monash Medical
Centre waited for more than 12 hours on trolleys in
emergency wards before being admitted, and I ask: are
these disgraceful figures the reason why the
government has dumped the Hospital Services Report
and introduced a new reporting system that will hide
and disguise the crisis facing Victorian hospitals?
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) — I thank the
member for Caulfield for her question. How often did
the former government release a Hospital Services
Report in its last year of office? Members might be
interested to know the answer to that question. In 1999,
its last year in office, the former government did not
release a Hospital Services Report once, on any
occasion. The former government did not devote one
drop of ink to informing the Victorian public about the
performance of its own hospitals.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Wynne interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The level of interjection
is far too high, particularly from the member for
Richmond. I ask members to be quiet and to allow the
minister to continue.
Ms PIKE — It is quite obvious why the former
government did not release one single Hospital Services
Report in 1999.
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order with respect
to relevance, Speaker, the question is not about former
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governments, it is about why the current government
has after five years dumped a very important report.
The minister should refer to her government’s
administration, not dwell totally on previous
governments.
The SPEAKER — Order! In answering questions
ministers can certainly refer to the situation of the state
when they took office, but in relation to the activities of
a previous government, they probably should only be
passing references. I ask the minister to move on.
Ms PIKE — The former government was too
embarrassed, but our approach is entirely different. In
the release of the new Your Hospitals report — —
Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is far too noisy.
Ms PIKE — This government has now taken
accountability to an even higher level. The Victorian
government is now giving the public more information
than any other state in this country. The new Your
Hospitals report contains every single indicator in the
old report and includes no less than 18 new, additional
indicators. Let me refer to those indicator categories —
18 more than were ever there before! They include
statistics on hospital cleanliness, dental care, total bed
capacity, patient satisfaction, patients treated in
specialist outpatient clinics, same-day treatment
numbers and patients treated in community mental
health outpatient clinics. There are urgency categories
in emergency departments, median treatment times for
elective surgery, doctor and nurse recruitment, health
funding, hospital performance against targets,
bulk-billing trends, federal funding trends impacting on
Victorian hospitals, immunisations, breast and cervical
cancer screening, doctor and nurse recruitment, and of
course the hospital rebuilding program and its progress.
We are opening up our hospital system to public
scrutiny in a way that that has never been done before.
If you wanted to read the old report — which very few
members of the public actually did — you needed a
masters degree in statistics to find out how the state’s
hospitals were performing. In contrast, we have
designed a new report that is much more user-friendly,
and we want people to see it. We have actually placed
advertisements in the newspapers, because we want the
public to know what is happening, unlike those
opposite, who basically hid the performance of
hospitals because they were so embarrassed about what
was happening.
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We are also making the report available on the web,
and members will be very interested to know that since
last Friday we have had nearly 6000 hits on the new
web site — 6000 Victorians wanting to view this
report! They are interested in what is happening in our
hospital system. I certainly encourage all members of
the public and all members of this house to have a look
at the web site, to have a look at the report and to look
at the new categories.
For the first time ever we are also giving Victorians the
times to treatment for all 27 major categories of elective
surgery. Victorians will be able to see how long the
average time to treatment for their surgery is, and they
will then be able to discuss that with their doctor. This
is a very empowering initiative, because it gives that
information to patients and their doctors so they can
make genuine choices about their treatment.
We believe the new report, including its availability and
its user-friendly format, provides a lot more information
and will give Victorians a better picture of how their
hospitals are performing and will empower them. What
we are really interested in is making sure that
Victorians have a lot of information so they can get
their treatment more quickly. That is our concern, that
is our passion and that is what drives us, and this is a
very good initiative to help achieve that goal.

Schools: water-saving initiatives
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — Can the Minister for
Education Services advise the house on the latest way
in which Victorian schools and students are
contributing to water-saving initiatives?
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — I
thank the member for Brunswick for his question.
Members of the house know very well that the Bracks
government is committed to creating a sustainable
future for Victorian families and is very much focused
on promoting these efforts through the Our Water Our
Future campaign. Schools have a key role to play in this
campaign.
This is on top of the already terrific efforts in our
schools to educate students about a sustainable future
for our state. As part of those ongoing efforts, on
Monday afternoon I, along with the Minister for Water,
was joined by the member for Brunswick at Brunswick
North West Primary School to launch the new
$2 million Schools Water Efficiency program that will
help Victorian schools to conserve and save water and
save money on their future water bills at the same time.
This follows a successful small pilot run by some
schools in the Yarra Valley region that demonstrated to
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us quite clearly that by concentrating on internal water
use in the school we could make some quick water
savings. It also made good economic sense. We wanted
to expand on this program to help all Victorian schools
to save water and save money on their water bills.
Under this program every school in the state —
2200 schools right across Victoria — will be assisted to
undertake an audit of its internal water use and will put
in place water-saving measures such as updating their
plumbing, fitting flow-control valves and fixing leaky
taps or cisterns.
This is great news for schools. Under this initiative,
each year schools have the potential to be able to save
on average around $1000 on their water bills and
between 800 000 and 3 million litres of water. This
works out to an average of around 1.6 billion litres of
water that will be saved in Victorian schools every year.
These are real water savings that can boost the fantastic
efforts already under way right across Victoria as part
of the Our Water Our Future program that Victorians
are embracing to conserve water.
The program also adds to the already great efforts in
schools to undertake water-saving measures. For
example, the Water — Learn It! Live It! education kit is
already making a significant contribution in schools in
metropolitan areas, and we will be rolling this initiative
out to schools in regional areas as well. On top of this
we have also built sustainability into our new capital
projects. Since 2002 every new capital works project
undertaken includes the provision of water tanks. The
water from those tanks is then used within the schools,
making further savings in this area.
This is a terrific program. It has enormous potential to
build on the work that is already under way in our
community contributing to the overall efforts by
Victorians to save more water. It is also an important
part of our program to educate students about the
importance of water sustainability. Through these
efforts the Victorian government is certainly building a
better future for Victorian families.

Minister for Community Services: electorate
officer
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Caulfield — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I remind members of the
government that members should be able to ask
questions without that unnecessary interjection. I ask
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government members to be quiet and allow the member
for Caulfield to ask her question.
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — Thank you,
Speaker. My question is to the Minister for Community
Services. When allegations of corruption against Labor
hack Colin Brooks are proven, will the minister sack
Brooks from her staff and ensure that the Labor Party
does not preselect him for the seat of Bundoora when
she retires at the next state election?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have checked with the
Clerk. It is his view that it is within government business.
I was talking to the Clerk during the latter part of
business, so perhaps we could hear the question again to
see which part is relevant and which is not — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! Without the assistance of
the member for Doncaster!
Mrs SHARDEY — My question is to the Minister
for Community Services. When allegations of
corruption against Labor hack Colin Brooks are proven,
will the minister sack Brooks from her staff and ensure
that the Labor Party does not preselect him for the seat
of Bundoora when she retires at the next state election?
The SPEAKER — Order! I think there are two
problems with that question: firstly, it is hypothetical;
and the preselection of candidates for the Labor Party is
not a matter of Victorian government business.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, you and
I have been in this house a long time, and it is a
tradition — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. Without assistance, I ask the member for
Doncaster to raise his point of order in the appropriate
form.
Mr Perton — All previous Speakers have, in the
case of such a ruling, allowed a member to rephrase the
question, and I ask you to follow the precedent of all
your predecessors and invite the member for Caulfield
to rephrase the question so that it accords with your
interpretation of the standing orders.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member for
Brighton to be quiet!
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Mr Brumby — On the point of order, Speaker, you
explicitly ruled the question out of order. The question
was out of order for two reasons: firstly, because it was
hypothetical, and that is in breach of the standing orders
and rules the question, on its own, out of order; and
secondly, it had nothing to do with government
administration — it was a question about Labor Party
preselection. On both grounds this question was well
and truly out of order.
The point the member for Doncaster is making is a
point which has come up over the years with questions
where there is a very fine line between what is in and
what is out and what may be questions of subjective
judgment. With respect, this is not a question of
subjective judgment. Objectively, the question was out
of order. It was hypothetical, which is out of order, and
secondly it asked about Labor Party preselection, which
has nothing to do with government administration.
Mr Honeywood — On the point of order, Speaker,
your initial ruling was that the question was in fact in
order, and you ruled accordingly, based on the Clerk’s
advice. As to the issue of hypothetical questions, there
were any number of hypothetical questions from the
government to its own ministers the last week we sat
regarding a $7 billion amount, which was differentiated
by the Premier as being — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Without the assistance of
other members!
Mr Honeywood — The Premier referred to a
$2.5 billion amount, and question after question was
asked of other ministers regarding, on the same project,
a totally separate amount which was hypothetical. You
ruled those questions in order. Therefore, based on
precedent of hypothetical questions — let alone the
point of order made by the member for Doncaster that
previous speakers have indeed allowed any member
who asks a question to have another go in terms of
reframing their question — I would ask, Speaker, that
you abide by that precedent, particularly as in your first
ruling you ruled the question in order.
The SPEAKER — Order! There are a number of
comments I would like to make in relation to the point
of order raised by the member for Doncaster. It is true
that where the question is close to being within the
standing orders members have been asked to rephrase
the question. But in this case I cannot see that there was
anything in the question asked by the member for
Caulfield — —
Mr Perton interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster is not giving this ruling, and I ask him to
show a little courtesy to the Chair.
There is nothing I can see in the question that could be
rephrased at all. In giving my first ruling I actually
asked the Clerk whether allegations of corruption were
allowed by the standing orders. That was why I did not
hear the rest of the question, because the member for
Caulfield started off her question alleging corruption.
In relation to the comments made by the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition, his memory of rulings given by the
Chair during the last week of Parliament seems to be
faulty. In fact the questions were not found to be
hypothetical. The government is fully entitled to say
that it has investigated various policies and come to a
decision. Much of what the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has said was not relevant to the point of
order that was raised. I find it difficult to overrule my
original ruling that the question was out of order,
because the first part of it was a hypothetical relating to
some supposed action which would occur in the future
and of which I am not aware, and the second part
pertained to matters relating to the Australian Labor
Party, not to the business of the Victorian government.

Arts: venues
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — My question is to the
Minister for the Arts. Could the minister outline to the
house the latest actions taken by the Bracks government
in providing two new cultural venues for the Victorian
community?
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for the Arts) — I
thank the member for Richmond for his question. This
government is working to make Victoria a great place
to live and raise a family in, whether that be through
health or education, public safety or the best there is in
arts and culture. Since coming to office we have
transformed our major cultural venues and have made
access to the arts absolutely the cornerstone of the work
we have been doing. It does not matter where you live
in Victoria or what you earn, there is something for you
in arts and culture in this state, whether it be at the new
venues or the events in the city or whether it be at the
$53 million worth of newly expanded arts facilities
across regional Victoria, from Swan Hill to Sale and
from Ballarat to Warragul.
Today I am pleased to outline to the house two new
cultural venues that will complete the unique arts
precinct here in Melbourne. This morning I was joined
by the vice-chancellor of Melbourne University,
Professor Glyn Davis, to announce the transfer of a key
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piece of land on Southbank Boulevard, which now
clears the way for the construction of two long-awaited
new cultural venues. They are a world-class recital
hall — there has been lobbying of successive
governments for 25 years for a world-class recital hall
in Melbourne — and a new purpose-built home for the
Melbourne Theatre Company. So today we marked
several milestones in this major project. We have
completed the detailed design work, we have
undertaken the land transfer for the venues and we are
calling for expressions of interest from the country’s
top construction companies to allow work to begin later
this year.
The vision for the recital hall is for it to be among the
world’s best for its uncompromised acoustics, its
architecture and the music. I know the Acting Premier
will be very interested to know that it will also be an
environmental showcase. It will feature some of the
best in sustainable design. I refer to such things as the
use of recycled materials, fresh air natural ventilation in
public areas and displacement airconditioning in both
auditoria. We are also seeking opportunities for the
harvesting and re-use of rainwater.
This will attract international artists, Australian artists
and audiences. It will present fantastic opportunities for
emerging musicians from its neighbour, the Victorian
College of the Arts, and they will be able to perform in
optimum conditions. The 1000-seat Dame Elisabeth
Murdoch Hall will offer everything from a classical
repertoire to jazz, world music and opportunities for
commercial recording. There will be a 150-seat salon,
which provides a much more intimate experience for
things like cabaret and educational programs; of course
the 500-seat theatre for the Melbourne Theatre
Company; and a beautiful rehearsal studio. It will be a
new home. It will be a lively hub, it will be open day
and night, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and it will
have an exciting street front.
What a contrast to the opposition. While we are
encouraging audiences and artists to experience the
best, opposition members are on about censorship. I do
not know if they have an arts policy; all they can talk
about is the dead hand of censorship. But here, of
course, under this government we have record numbers
of visitors going to the impressionists at the National
Gallery of Victoria and the Victorian Arts Centre’s
Kylie Minogue exhibition, and the festivals right across
regional Victoria are flourishing. As far as the arts are
concerned, Victoria is the place to be.
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Taxation: reform
Ms GILLETT (Tarneit) — My question is to the
Treasurer, and I ask: can the Treasurer give an update
to the house on tax reform by the Bracks government?
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — I thank the member
for Tarneit for her question on tax reform. Can I just
say the Bracks government is very proud of its record
on tax reform in Victoria. We have provided something
in excess of $2 billion worth of tax reform in Victoria.
It has been highly successful. It has made Victoria a
great place to live, work and invest. We have cut
payroll tax from 5.75 per cent to 5.25 per cent. We have
knocked the top rate of land tax down from 5 per cent
to 4 per cent. We have abolished stamp duty on
non-residential leases, on quoted marketable securities
and on unquoted marketable securities. We have
abolished stamp duty on mortgages, saving home
buyers more than $1000 a year. We have a great record
on tax reform.
Today I am announcing a further tax reform by the
Bracks government. I am delighted to advise the house
today that from 1 January 2007 the Bracks government
will be abolishing stamp duty on the hire of goods,
commonly known as lease duty, at a cost to the budget
of $65 million per annum. This will make Victoria the
first state to fully comply with every requirement of the
intergovernmental agreement. It will give us a
leadership position in terms of tax reform and make
Victoria an even more competitive place to live, work
and invest.
If anybody wanted any proof of the success of our
policies in this regard, today’s Australian Bureau of
Statistics building activity data for the December
quarter 2004 shows building in Victoria rose 4 per cent
to a record high. Australia fell by 0.4 per cent. Victoria
contributed 31 per cent of all national work done in the
quarter. So here we are representing 25 per cent of the
national gross domestic product and 25 per cent of the
national population, and we are generating 31 per cent
of building activity.
We are committed to tax reform. The prospects of
getting tax reform from the opposition are about
$7 billion to $1. Today I also met with the federal
Treasurer, Mr Peter Costello, to discuss — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — To discuss the
Collingwood–Essendon game on Monday — and we
have a lot of people who care about that.
Mr Doyle — Not people who matter.
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Mr BRUMBY — I discussed with him and
presented him with — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — I thought he was a mate of yours.
Mr Doyle — He is.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer and
Leader of the Opposition can discuss the federal
Treasurer at another time. I ask the Treasurer to answer
the question.
Mr BRUMBY — Where is Scoresby? Oh, he is
over there — just! Someone said, ‘What about land
tax?’. The question the house needs to answer is which
government was it that increased the top rate of land tax
from 3 per cent to 5 per cent?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! That will do. This is not
a football match, despite references to it. I ask members
to behave as though they are in the Parliament.
Mr BRUMBY — So six — —
Mr Cooper interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Mornington!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members of the
house to assist the Chair in allowing question time to
continue in a seemly manner.
Mr BRUMBY — I met today with the federal
Treasurer and presented him with a letter signed by six
states and territories which commits those six states and
territories to ongoing significant and enduring tax
reform over the five years through to 2010–11. In total
the six states and territories have offered to cut taxes by
$4.7 billion over the next five years, thereby securing
GST revenues into the future.
The state government is keen to work with the
commonwealth government in a way which best serves
the interests of the people of Victoria. We want to work
cooperatively and constructively, and the proposition
which was put today to the federal government is fully
consistent with that cooperative approach. For
Victoria’s part we continue to lead the way in tax
reform, driving a positive business environment of jobs
and investment in our state, and nationally we are
pleased to have played a role in obtaining agreement
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from six states and territories for an ongoing program to
provide tax reform, a good business environment, and a
cooperative relationship with the federal government of
the day.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Nationals were
listed for another question, but I understand they have
ceded that question to the Liberal Party; is that correct?
Mr Ryan — Yes.

Minister for Community Services: electorate
officer
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Community
Services. Given the allegations against her staff
member, Colin Brooks, will she now sack him?
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — There have been outrageous allegations
made in cowards’ castle in the other place. The
allegations are totally without substance, and if
members had the guts or any proof, they would repeat
them outside the chamber and be sued. I think it is
absolutely disgraceful that opposition members are
prepared to attack people, under the cover of privilege,
who cannot answer back. It is gutless, and it is
cowardly. If the member, or anyone, indeed, has any
proof or any evidence of wrongdoing, then they should
take it to the appropriate authorities.
The SPEAKER — Order! The time set by the
Minister for Environment for making a ministerial
statement has now arrived. In accordance with standing
orders I have received advice that three members will
speak in response.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Making Victoria a Sustainable State
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
This statement has one simple message to the people of
Victoria: we must make sustainability a part of
everything we do if we are to maximise our future
economic growth, maintain our quality of life and
protect our unique Victorian environment.
We depend on a healthy environment
Victoria is our home. It is the source of our livelihood
and the future for our children. We must treat it with
respect. Sustainability is the way forward.
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Success will require an integrated approach that brings
together our economic, social and environmental
policies. Our policies must be based on the
understanding that maintaining our environment and
boosting economic growth have ultimately the same
objective — making Victoria a better place to live in
and to bring up a family.
The World Commission on Environment and
Development (the Brundtland Commission) in their
1987 report Our Common Future defined sustainable
development as:
Development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
own needs.

The UN Conference on Environment and Development
in 1992 held in Rio de Janeiro further stated:
To achieve sustainable development and a higher quality of
life for all people, states should reduce and eliminate
unsustainable patterns of production and consumption …

Victoria is proudly playing its part in helping the world
meet this objective.
We already have in place a broad sustainability
framework, Growing Victoria Together. Today I am
here to talk about one aspect of that framework —
environmental sustainability.
Most Victorians understand the crucial importance of
maintaining our environment. Our natural and built
surrounds help make Victoria one of the most livable
and attractive places in the world. Our natural
environment also provides the essentials of life, such as
high-quality drinking water and clean air to breathe.
Fewer Victorians, however, recognise the economic
importance of a healthy environment. Without it, our
industries could not thrive, human health would
deteriorate and our state’s competitiveness would
decline.
The value of the planet’s land and sea-based
ecosystems is estimated to be worth more than
$US33 trillion. This is without considering the
aesthetic, intrinsic or recreational values that the
environment also represents.
Our tourism relies on healthy parks and waterways. Our
agriculture relies on healthy land and rivers. Our cities
rely on livability to attract tourism, investment and
migration.
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These assets and this beauty must be protected. Such
precious assets cannot afford to be squandered or
treated as an afterthought.
For too long — centuries in fact — we have treated the
environment as an inexhaustible bounty.
We have consumed natural resources at a faster rate
than they can naturally be replenished.
We have considered the needs of today but not the
rights of future generations.
In Victoria, like many places around the world, we are
only now feeling the consequences of many of these
past mistakes. For example:
Since European settlement began in Victoria in the
1830s approximately 65 per cent of our native
vegetation has been cleared. This has not only
degraded the land through salinity but it has also had
climate impacts. Land clearing in Australia
contributes around 12 per cent of the nation’s total
greenhouse emissions.
Another example:
35 per cent of major rivers in Victoria are in poor or
very poor condition, with only 22 per cent in good or
excellent condition.
The true costs of the world’s dependence on fossil fuels
are only now becoming clear as our climate changes
and the price of managing the impacts of climate
change rises.
We have to begin to reverse the damage now.
The answer is to make the environment a consideration
in absolutely everything we do.
If you ask what environmental sustainability means in
practice, it means never having to say sorry to our
grandchildren.
Sorry not just for the destruction of places of wonder
and beauty, but sorry also for limiting their economic
opportunities, lowering their potential standard of living
and reducing their quality of life.
The Victorian government believes it is time to
acknowledge that what is good for the environment is
also good for the economy, good for the state and good
for the people of Victoria.
This ministerial statement affirms the central
importance of sustainability to our state’s
environmental, economic and social future. The
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Victorian government will build sustainability
principles into everything we do as a state.
We have made progress
We have already made significant progress towards
becoming a more sustainable state.
Victorians are now starting to use our natural resources
more sustainably, and we are repairing the damage we
have caused to our natural assets. Organisations like
Landcare, Coastcare and other environmental
non-government organisations are making a
tremendous difference in building sustainable
communities across the state.
Businesses in all industries, from finance to
manufacturing, have begun to make serious strides in
reducing their environmental impact.
Local governments in Victoria are also leading the way
in developing sustainable policies and delivering
sustainable services.
The Bracks government has joined the sustainability
drive, leading the most comprehensive environmental
reform agenda in the state’s history. We have:
reduced logging across the state by 31 per cent to
ensure we have a sustainable forestry industry;
led a 19 per cent reduction in water usage in
Melbourne and invested $100 million in improving
the health of our rivers (including the Murray, the
Thomson, the Goulburn and the Yarra and the
Gippsland Lakes) through Our Water Our Future,
our water policy released and widely supported last
year;
reached a historic agreement with the Australian and
New South Wales governments to boost the flows of
the Snowy River from 1 to 21 per cent of average
natural flows within 10 years, and 28 per cent in the
longer term;
established 13 marine national parks and 11 marine
sanctuaries, covering 54 000 hectares of Victoria’s
marine waters;
created more national parks than any government in
Victoria’s history and protected an additional
540 000 hectares of forest under the National Parks
Act;
introduced Melbourne 2030 — a 30-year plan to
manage growth and protect Melbourne’s livability;
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set a target of net gain for Victoria’s native
vegetation to reverse the decline;
set a target to increase our electricity consumption
from renewable energy sources from 4 per cent to
10 per cent by 2010; and
introduced five-star energy and water efficiency
standards for all new homes.
This is an outstanding environmental record.
The Victorian people have responded magnificently to
this leadership, making their own sometimes-dramatic
improvements in sustainable resource use:
Victorians now recycle more than 50 per cent of
their waste, and in 2004 for the first time in many
years the amount of waste going to landfill actually
dropped;
our farmers and agribusinesses are leading the nation
in efficient water use, and you only have to compare
the value we get out of water with the New South
Wales figures;
in 2004 Melburnians used 19 per cent less water per
household than their average for the 1990s.
Many challenges remain
Victorians should be proud of our achievements, but we
must not become complacent.
Our natural environment remains one of the most
highly stressed in Australia, and many challenges lie
ahead.
Our water resources remain stretched
Only one-quarter of our rivers are healthy:
35 per cent of our wetlands have been totally lost.
Victoria’s land is becoming less productive
670 000 hectares of land in Victoria are currently at
risk of becoming saline and this could increase to
over 3 million hectares by 2050.
It is estimated that land degradation has led to a 5 to
10 per cent reduction in land productivity. Without
remedial action, it is projected that by 2050 the area
of degraded land could double in Victoria.
Our climate is changing
Greenhouse gas emissions are accelerating climate
change, making Victoria warmer and drier. The
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state’s average temperature is predicted to rise by
between 0.8 degrees and 5 degrees Celsius by 2070.
Scientists tell us this could lead to up to 5 per cent
less water in the Murray–Darling system by 2023,
reducing water allocations and limiting irrigated
agriculture in Victoria. That is around 1100
gigalitres less water, not in 50 or 70 years but in the
next 20 years.
Potentially there will be a 1 centimetre to
8 centimetre rise in sea level per decade, and along
with increased storms that are also expected with
climate change, a growing number of Victorians
who live along the coast are likely to be affected.
Insurers are already carefully examining the impacts
of climate change on their businesses. We will need
to understand the risks, which threaten to increase
insurance premiums for all of us.
Energy production in Victoria is more
greenhouse-gas intensive than in any other state in
Australia.
Scientists, including Australia’s chief scientist,
Robin Batterham, advise that we need to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by around 50 per cent by
2050 to avoid dangerous climate change (that is,
greater than a 2 degrees Celsius increase).
Many plants and animals are at risk of extinction
Victoria’s ecosystems are the most highly stressed in
Australia.
44 per cent of our native plants and 30 per cent of
native animals are now extinct or threatened.
The impact of our towns and cities is growing
Urban areas are expanding rapidly. The average
density of Melbourne is low by international
standards, at just 14.9 people per hectare, compared
with a similar city like Toronto, which has around
41.5 people per hectare.
We are generating more waste than ever before
Per capita, Australia is one of the highest
waste-generating countries in the world and Victoria
is one of the nation’s largest waste generators.
Victorians recycled more than a third of household
waste in 2004. Although Victorians are recycling
more waste than ever before, we are also producing
more waste. Between 1992 and 2002 total waste rose
by 40 per cent.
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Every one of these issues not only threatens our natural
environment, but our economy and community as well.
A water shortage is not only a problem for rivers. It
affects our agriculture and manufacturing industries
and, with them, the livelihood of all Victorians.
A warmer world due to climate change not only
threatens plants and animals, but also infrastructure,
business, tourism and communities.
Building the environment into all we do

Mr THWAITES — All the states and territories are
working together to develop a national emissions
trading scheme to help fight climate change.
Victorians can do much to influence broader change:
If every household bought a portion of its electricity
from a renewable source, like solar or wind, we
would cut greenhouse gas emissions and help create
new sustainable energy industries.
We can all save water and we can reduce our organic
waste.

We now know that we need to do more than simply
care for our environment. We must treat it as a highly
valuable asset to our state and the world.

Directions for environmental sustainability

It is time to consider what environmental bequest we
plan to pass on to our children. Victoria today stands at
an important juncture. We have to decide now whether
we want to pass on a healthy environment to future
generations.

1. Maintaining and restoring our natural assets

The government is calling on all Victorians to take the
next step towards environmental sustainability, by
considering the environment in every decision we
make.
We can no longer treat our environment as an
afterthought. It must stand side by side with our
economic and social decision making.
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Today I want to set out three key directions for
improving Victoria’s environmental sustainability.

We must manage our natural assets more sustainably if
we are to utilise their full economic and social value.
Our bushland, forests and waterways deliver valuable
resources and services for Victorians.
As we move forward, information improves and
priorities change, but our environmental objectives
must ensure that we continue to better restore our
natural assets.

Whether it be in the office, at the factory, on the farm or
at home, we need to integrate environmental
considerations into everything we do.

2. Using our resources more efficiently

Each of us influences the condition of our environment,
through the products we buy, the type of transport we
choose, or the investments we make.

However, we sometimes use these resources
wastefully — harming our environment, the livability
of our communities and our economic competitiveness.

Added together, these millions of individual decisions
will help drive new markets, open up opportunities for
sustainable industries and improve our environment.

If every Victorian household instituted a few simple
energy efficiency measures — such as installing
energy-saving light globes or low-flow shower heads to
reduce hot water wastage — we could cut the state’s
greenhouse pollution by millions of tonnes.

There is no silver bullet, no single intervention or
discovery that will save us as citizens or businesses
from our responsibility to do more with less.
Government’s role is to provide the beacon for
sustainability and lead by example.
Mr Honeywood — So important is this ministerial
statement, Speaker, that the Acting Premier cannot even
get a quorum of his members in the chamber. They are
all missing in action. I draw your attention to the state
of the house. If this is important, where are they?
Quorum formed.

Australia’s abundant natural resources make us the
envy of other countries.

To accelerate this shift, the state government will be
launching a campaign in 2005 to show Victorians how
they can be more energy efficient at home.
3. Reducing our everyday environmental impacts
Our ‘ecological footprint’ is huge. If everyone in the
world lived like Victorians, we would require four
planets to provide for us. We are reducing our everyday
environmental impact by encouraging Melbourne to
stop sprawling through Melbourne 2030, and also by
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working on behaviour change strategies with the
community to reduce our personal impact on the
environment.
Towards the sustainable state
These three directions — maintaining and restoring our
natural assets, using our resources more efficiently, and
reducing our everyday impacts — form the core of
Victoria’s Environmental Sustainability Framework
that the state government is releasing today.
The framework aims to make environmental
sustainability a consideration in everything we do.
Environmental sustainability is about taking a
long-term perspective and a holistic approach to
improving the environment.
To begin the immediate implementation of the
framework I am pleased to announce today we are
taking steps to form a new statutory authority —
Sustainability Victoria — which will bring together the
knowledge and expertise that exists across government
on environmental sustainability.
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As if most of us do not live, breathe and take action on
these precepts every day! Please, Minister, do not treat
Victorians as morons. On a day-to-day basis our
volunteers, our environment organisations and
individual families are doing so much more than the
government in leading by example. I will come in a
moment to that thorny issue for the government.
On the other hand members have in their hands today a
different type of environmental reporting document, one
which this secretive government would rather the citizens
of this state — and particularly the journalists of this
state — not know about. I refer to the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee report on the 2003–04 budget
outcomes, including for the Department of Sustainability
and Environment. This authoritative document, signed off
by senior members of all political parties from this
Parliament, is scathing in its criticism of how this
minister — —
Mr Andrews — Secret report? It was tabled in
Parliament!
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Mulgrave!

It will work with businesses and communities to put in
place the programs needed to take a quantum leap
forward in the sustainable management of our natural
and built environments.

Mr HONEYWOOD — You certainly will not be
touting this document around the media galleries in the
same way that you are touting the other document
around today.

Environmental sustainability is about investing in the
future of our state. It is a crucial part of the Bracks
government’s vision for improving the quality of life of
all Victorians.

This joint parliamentary document is scathing in its
criticisms of how this minister and this inept
government runs their environmental programs. An
entire chapter in this report — from page 291 to
page 310 — details, amongst other embarrassing details
for the minister, firstly, on page 301, that the
department spent $37.4 million on the bushfire
recovery program during 2003–04, compared to the
budget of $45.8 million, which is a 25 per cent
deliberate underspend. Bear in mind that most of this
bushfire money was forcibly taken off Victorian parks’
weed and vermin management funds to supposedly pay
for the bushfire recovery program. Will the minister
now reimburse those parks that are now covered in
weeds and full of rabbits, foxes and wild dogs?

Our actions today will pave the way for future
prosperity, and deliver a lasting legacy for our children
and theirs.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — The house is
provided today with a curious juxtaposition when it
comes to environmental reporting in the state of Victoria.
On the one hand we have the latest full-colour, glossy
brochure from the minister hooked on and addicted to
the next good-news photo opportunity. It is full of the
usual we-know-what-is-best-for-you rhetoric such as,
and I quote:
… never having to say sorry to our grandchildren.

It also says:
We must treat it —

the environment —
as a highly valuable asset to our state and to the world.

The member for Monbulk had a bureaucrat from the
Department of Sustainability and Environment in here
begging him to give him back the weed control money
for the marginal seat of Monbulk, such was the outrage
in electorates like Warrandyte, Monbulk and right
across the rest of the state about its robbing Peter to pay
Paul and then not even spending the money that it
robbed from them on bushfire recovery anyway.
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The Treasurer has already pocketed the difference,
courtesy of this minister, so we know that our parks
will not get their money after two years of having a
90 per cent cut in most cases.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — The minister laughs at the
fact that he allowed money to be taken out of our parks
in record amounts.
Secondly, on pages 291 and 310 the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee noted in disbelief that the
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) — the
so-called watchdog on the environment, which is
increasingly becoming just another arm of this
government — in its 2003–04 annual report did not
bother to include explanations of variations from
performance targets and budgeted costs. This came as
no surprise to Victorians who witnessed the abysmal
Johnny-come-lately approach of both the EPA and the
minister on the Yarra River and the Maribyrnong River
pollution crises in January this year.
Thirdly, page 295 of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee report states:
The committee noted the Auditor-General’s concern at DSE’s
lack of progress in dealing with … doubts over the
completeness and accuracy of Crown land-holding records.

This government does not even know what it owns or
where it is, let alone whether it can be bothered to
manage it or not.
Fourthly, on page 308 the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee document states:
The committee noted that the Sustainable Energy Authority’s
(SEAV’s) 2003–04 annual report does not include formal
performance measures relating to the renewable energy
support fund’s activities. The provision of a suite of
performance measures, coupled with annual reporting on
performance results would enhance the accountability and
transparency of the fund’s activities.

We have heard it all before. There is no point therefore
in this government — as it alleges in this statement it is
doing — ‘Leading the most comprehensive
environmental reform agenda in the state’s history’.
There is no point in the minister coming in here with
more glossy documents and spending millions of
dollars on TV ads where the minister and the Premier
can look good. There is no point in wasting that money
on glossy, all-talk, no-action brochures if the
government cannot even put any performance measures
in place, if it cannot be transparent with the facts it lays
before a sceptical public and if it robs Peter to pay Paul
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in funding and then reannounces the same funds for
different environment programs.
After accounting for inflation, parks funding per hectare
under the Cain and Kirner Labor governments fell by
50 per cent compared to the Hamer government period.
Now under the Bracks Labor government per hectare
parks funding is below that of the previous Kennett
coalition government after inflation. That is from an
analysis of national parks funding from 1978 to 2004.
Further evidence — and the minister will not laugh at
this evidence — of the Bracks Labor government’s
neglect of our parks comes from Australian Bureau of
Statistics figures, which show that in 2002–03 Victoria
spent only $26.55 per person on parks and reserves.
That is less than half the amount spent in New South
Wales or Queensland and is the lowest of any
Australian state. What a record, Minister, of spending
on parks! It is the lowest per hectare and per person of
any state of Australia.
On the ground the Bracks government’s neglect has
been highlighted by numerous reports of weeds and
vermin running rampant throughout our parks, as well
as many track closures to hide what is going on and, of
course, the out-of-control bushfire of 2002–03 when
there was no fuel reduction burning because the
government did not want to upset certain people.
The state government is also the neighbour from hell
for private land-holders whose properties abut public
land. Appropriate compensation for re-fencing when
government is partly responsible for fence destruction
should be available, at least from the 25 per cent of
money underspent in the bushfire recovery program
that the minister has given back to the Treasurer.
On the built environment, the Bracks government has
been quick to claim credit for the introduction of the
mandatory five-star energy rating system for all new
private dwellings, including in the document before us
today. Regulations are currently being drafted to apply
similar requirements on new privately owned high-rise
office buildings as well we hear. However, the
government’s tough environmental standards measures
on the private construction sector are at odds with its
own performance on public infrastructure. New school
and hospital construction and renovation contracts
contain virtually no key environment performance
indicators or innovative design requirements.
In contrast, other public organisations, such as the City
of Melbourne with its new Biosphere office building
and Victoria’s environment organisations coordinated
tenancy agreement with the Green building in Carlton
have involved leadership by example. If we are going
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to genuinely attempt to educate future generations — as
the minister claimed in his statement today — about
environment management, then surely we must ensure
that the school buildings they are taught in are world
best practice in their impact on the environment.
We heard in question time today from this minister
about the Nowingi toxic waste dump being subjected to
a full environment effects statement (EES) process, yet
when he was Minister for Planning the minister stated
in one of his media releases — it is dated 1 November
2000 — that he had come to regret that the current EES
process in Victoria ‘no longer reflects leading practice’.
Four years after this statement we are still waiting for
this secretive state government to release its working
party report, which recommends a complete overhaul
of the EES process.
I have to use volunteer lawyers to go into the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal in a few weeks to try
to get that report on behalf of the public because this
minister does not want the people of Victoria to know
the embarrassing recommendations that he and the
Minister for Planning have ignored with the EES
process. In the meantime controversial major projects
that will have enormous impacts on our state’s natural
environment are totally reliant on this outdated EES
process. The proposed toxic waste dump, which is
adjacent to the Hattah-Kulkyne National Park and was
raised by The Nationals today, the Port Phillip Bay
channel deepening project and major wind farm
developments are currently processed under the
umbrella of this same flawed EES model. The minister
would have us believe that this is a world best practice
EES model, yet four years ago it was not good enough
for him and he was going to change it.
The fact that Victoria’s EES system is a proponent-led
process means that all too often the developer gets the
answers that it is prepared to pay for — and Minister
Delahunty can tell you about that — and genuine
community groups and environment organisations lack
the wherewithal to fund costly consultants reports and
scientific appraisals. The proponents, who have the
most to gain from the project proceeding, are all too
often prepared to do anything it takes to stymie open
debate.
We heard much about improving wastewater quality
and waste management. I remind the minister that the
Victorian coastal environment has been ruined for
generations by the pumping of sewage into our oceans.
There are currently 18 sewage outfall pipes around
Victoria pumping a total of 1091 megalitres into the
ocean. Eight of these sewage outlets are dumping waste
that has not even been treated.
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The Bracks government’s response to this
environmental blight has been to announce its intention
to extend the Gunnamatta sewage pipeline further out
to sea and to buy time by announcing a two-year
scoping study for grey water recycling. The Liberal
Party policy is clear. We are going to spend over double
that amount in ensuring that the Eastern Treatment
Plant has a new class of water and that that water is
recycled.
The Bracks government’s approach to household
recycling and waste management has been, again, all
spin and no substance. The long-promised Towards
Zero Waste strategy is now two years late — surprise,
surprise! — with yet another working party looking
into it. The state government should be doing more than
just handing out small grants of $5000 to communities
on a Sunday afternoon for the television and photo
opportunities they provide if those communities agree
to ban plastic bags. The Minister for the Environment
gets a good bit of mileage from $5000 for plastic bags.
The Bracks government is intent upon abolishing
regional waste management groups. However, this
proposed centralisation into much larger waste
authorities has the potential to disenfranchise a local
community’s involvement in waste management and
overlook different community emphases. There is
already strong opposition to EcoRecycle Victoria’s
centralist approach and its massive head office budget
funded by local council levies, not by this government.
The bottom line is about genuine local communities,
including rural councils. One council that comes to
mind is one that I met with up in the Charlton area. The
people there pointed out to me that it is one of the
smallest rural councils in the state.
They are proud of their kerbside waste recycling
collection service across a number of their small
townships, but because the council cannot afford
expensive, automatic recycle-bin machinery, it uses a
manual crate collection service — it uses people to
actually pick up the rubbish. Now they are having to get
rid of their only recycling initiative because of the
statewide occupational health and safety regulations
that say, ‘We cannot pick up crates anymore because
we are not allowed to’. Will this government give the
council a grant for an automatic recycling bin collector?
No, of course not. It is quite happy to watch the waste
management recycling initiative of one of the smallest
rural township communities in Victoria — it tried to do
something, even with the limited resources it has
available — fold because it could not care less about
ensuring that local communities have a true input into
what is going on.
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It is always interesting when we talk about greenhouse
gas emissions. This minister would be well aware of the
Hazelwood power station extension — the brown coal
discharge station — which is one of the worst polluting
stations in Victoria, if not Australia. What did we see
happen here? We had a flawed environment effects
statement (EES) process, which this minister said was
outdated and had to be changed. But not even that was
allowed to be used by the independent panel to look at
greenhouse gas emissions as part of its investigation. So
we had the Minister for Energy Industries and
Resources in the other house, the Honourable Theo
Theophanous, actually saying that he could not care
less about the EES process but that this extension to
Hazelwood was going to go ahead.
Then the former planning minister, the member for
Northcote, refused to allow the independent panel to
look into greenhouse gas emissions as part of the
extension of the Hazelwood licence. What an
indictment of the government that poor old Justice
Stuart Morris at the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal had to step in and say to the former planning
minister and to the Minister for Environment that they
got it wrong. What an indictment that VCAT had to
intervene in this government’s so-called world-class
environmental initiative and say yes, the so-called
independent panel should look at greenhouse emissions
rather than being explicitly stopped from being able to
do so. The fine rhetoric about world-class
environmental leadership is all there. You can throw
another million dollars at another advertising campaign
to make the minister look good, but at the end of the
day where is the actual on-the-ground action happening
after five years of government?
When it came to the Yarra River in January this year,
we had a classic example of the way this government
goes about ensuring that the media are given the
message that it is doing something. We had the minister
come and say, ‘Look — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — No, he wasn’t in his
Speedos because it meant venturing near the Yarra
River in this case. He came out and said, ‘Look, don’t
you worry about this — it’s all about dog poo!’. The
pollution in the river is all about dog droppings, he said.
Then he said, ‘It is very safe to swim in the upper
reaches of the Yarra River, but this is about all the dog
owners down river’. That was a great way to lose the
votes of dog owners, for a start. It also overlooked the
fact that every time I go for a walk with my wife we see
every dog owner out there picking up their dogs’
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droppings, and they have been doing so for five years
or more.
The minister thought he would get away with
apportioning blame for the pollution in the Yarra River
using some trite throwaway line. After he had told
mums and dads up and down the Yarra that it was okay
for their kids to go into the water, we then had the
situation where the Age newspaper revealed that there
were other problems associated with the pollution, like
the leakage of septic tanks into the river. In fact in the
Yarra Valley water catchment area alone there are
17 000 domestic properties with septic tanks. What has
been the minister’s reaction to that? He has said, ‘No,
this could not be happening. This could not be
happening!’.
Manningham City Council, which is in my
electorate — as luck would have it — had just audited
2000 of the 7000 septic tanks in their area. Out of the
2000, 450 were leaking human effluent into the Yarra
River. Of course this minister said, ‘That is not a
problem; you can swim in Warrandyte. It is safe to
swim in human effluent’.
Then if we look into the government’s environmental
credentials when it comes to Yarra Valley Water we
see that it has taken $120 million in dividends from that
one water authority alone — and there are four other
water authorities. It has taken $120 million in dividend
payments that have gone straight into Treasurer
Brumby’s overall consolidated revenue. It has taken
that money, and how much has it allowed Yarra Valley
Water to keep each year to connect leaking septic tanks
into Melbourne’s sewerage system? Five million
dollars a year!
This is environmental rhetoric versus reality. The
government is content to let the Yarra River be polluted
with human effluent year in, year out, and it takes
money off the water authorities that is paid by
consumers who think they are getting a world-class
sewerage system and a world-class water supply
system. And what does it do? It puts that in to shore up
its budget blow-out in other areas and does nothing
about environmental management. So again the rhetoric
versus the reality of this minister and this government is
an absolute indictment on any attempt at all to say, ‘We
are making Victoria a sustainable state’.
As to green waste, we were told in the government’s
last election policy that there was going to be no green
waste going into landfill. What do we find now two
years down the track? Over 80 per cent of all green
waste still goes straight into landfill along with toxic
waste into Lyndhurst and Tullamarine. This is the
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government that promised so much when it came to the
environment, and it has let the troops down. It has let
them all down, so at the end of the day it comes down
to the volunteer groups, to individual families being
taxed per member of the family with a so-called
environmental levy. Every time the tap is turned on
they are paying a new form of water tax based on
consumption. This government is prepared to take
money off Victorian families to pay for more glossy
literature rather than environmental action.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — This is a
document which bears some close examination. It is
headed Making Victoria a Sustainable State. There is a
lovely coloured photo on the front and then there is the
content of the speech, although I am not sure whether
the minister actually read out all the speech.
Mr Thwaites — I was diverted.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! Through the Chair!
Mr RYAN — We will leave for another day as to
how that sits with the terms of the standing orders.
It seems to me that the real flavour of this whole
momentous occasion is set by the document from
which the minister read, not so much the opening page
but the inside cover of the document, because it has, if
members care to examine it, a disclaimer. This is the
provision which appears under the section which says it
is published by the Victorian government and so on,
and that copyright applies to it. But then it has a
heading ‘Disclaimer’. I will read out what it says:
This publication may be of assistance to you but the state of
Victoria and its employees do not guarantee that the
publication is without flaw of any kind or is wholly
appropriate for your particular purposes and therefore
disclaims all liability for any error, loss or other consequence
which may arise from you relying on any information in this
publication.

I think that is a pretty accurate summary of the
document that has just been read or partially read
before the house today. It pretty well sums it up. Indeed
I suggest that people who are looking to rely on the
document should have regard to the government’s own
disclaimer with regard to it.
What we have here is about eight-odd pages of
self-serving rhetoric under a variety of headings in a
nice glossy brochure. It is supposed to be the basis for
Victoria’s environmental sustainability framework —
that being a policy launched by the government today, I
gather. The same framework is supposed to have three
directions — that is, maintaining and restoring our
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natural assets; using our resources more efficiently; and
reducing our everyday impacts. I am not sure whether
the minister had the chance to read that bit out so I read
it as a summary of what is intended to be achieved by
the document.
The problem with the document is that it is full of
rhetoric and lacks, I believe, a real commonsense
application to the issues that are troubling people,
particularly in country Victoria — and I want to run
through a few of them. Essentially some fine principles
are enunciated in the document, but it is the practical
application and the way it affects people’s lives that is
missing from the material that we have here today.
I take a few random features. Let us look at the issue of
water. Historically the state of Victoria has had what is
regarded throughout Australia as the best system of
water administration across Australia. I think that is a
fair comment to make. Indeed the commentary, both at
a federal level and at state levels around the nation, is to
that general affect.
More recently the government has released its white
paper. It intends to make a number of changes,
particularly on the water entitlements of irrigators. The
trouble is that the whole thing appears to be in limbo.
The problem is that at the present time we have again a
statement of broad principles from the government, but
it is having a significant impact on the irrigation
industry and those who are dependent upon it. In the
last 10 days I have been along the river from Echuca,
through to Kerang, Swan Hill, Robinvale and Mildura.
There is a state of uncertainty on the part of those who
are dependent on the outcomes of the white paper and
the legislative implementations which will flow from it.
It is not only the irrigation industry per se. It is not only
the irrigators themselves. They are having a tough
enough time of it anyway without having to wonder
what is going to happen and what will be the practical,
on-the-ground, commonsense outcome from the
process that the government has been involved in. It is
also communities like the commercial communities of
Echuca and those other towns along the Murray which
are all dependent to greater and lesser degrees upon
what happens in this. So I urge the government to get
on with the implementation of the recommendations of
the white paper. We need to see what is going to
happen by way of legislative and regulatory outcomes.
At the present time I can assure the Minister for
Environment that there is an enormous and heightened
sense of uncertainty in very difficult circumstances out
there where the drought largely prevails amongst
people who are dependent on their water entitlements
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for their very livelihood. That extends to the
communities of which those people are part, to those
towns which are through agribusiness in one form or
another reliant upon the water which is provided to
those who receive it in the first instance.
There is discussion in this paper about renewable
energy at a time when this government is assisting the
development of an industry which will see the
construction of more wind farms through Victoria. We
have three of them operating at the moment and, as a
matter of general principle, The Nationals strongly
support renewable energy and we also strongly support
the construction of these facilities in those locations
which are appropriate for them. I have been to Ararat. I
have seen the development at Challicum Hills. The
community there thinks it is terrific. It is doing a very
positive thing for that community and for Victoria as a
whole, and more power — pardon the pun — to its
arm, the council, which is doing a lot of work to
facilitate the further development of that industry and
which is a great outcome all round.
It is an absolute travesty to then try to do it in South
Gippsland on some of the greatest landscapes in the
nation, where they are faced with these 110-metre high
towers, which are built by a New Zealand-based
company which cannot build them in New Zealand
because its own regulations would not have it happen. I
know that to be so because I have been there and
examined it. The minister seems uncertain that it is a
New Zealand-based company. Of course it is. It is a
subsidiary of Meridian Energy. There is no doubt that it
is a New Zealand-based company. It is happy to come
over here and be allowed by this government to build
what it cannot build in its own nation because this
government — which is preaching about environmental
concerns — is prepared to have it do it.
And how do you like the Minister for Planning? Since
his appointment I have been after him for months to go
down there and talk to the people. He slunk down there
last Friday, I think it was. He called the councils at the
last minute, at 5 minutes to midnight, to say he wanted
to talk to them. He called together the Bass shire and
the South Gippsland shire to have a bit of a talk to
them, but will not talk to the people in any meaningful
fashion who are the subject of all of this. There were
1500 objections lodged against the development of the
Dollar wind farm, and this minister will not go and
front them. He is just like the previous minister who sits
at the table — she would not go and front them.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
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Mr RYAN — She got sprung! That is what
happened. She tried to make a quiet visit down to South
Gippsland a few months ago but the natives heard
about it and they sprung her! The same sort of
sentiment is being carried on by the current Minister for
Planning. The people are faced with towers 100 metres
high, with a propeller stuck on the front of them with a
wingspan twice that of a jumbo jet and parked on some
of the most beautiful landscapes you could ever see —
and this government talks about environmental
responsibility!
What about the native vegetation regulations and the
absolute chaos that is being caused in our communities
over their interpretation? What about the management
of our national parks? In the year 2003–04 Parks
Victoria had its funding cut from $46 million to
$40 million. In the last few weeks we have seen the
unfortunate events that have unfolded at Wilsons
Promontory. I am the first to say that we cannot have it
both ways; we have to have preventive burns.
Thankfully, only — I say the word advisedly —
6000 hectares was burnt, which was much better than
the 1.3 million hectares burnt in the East Gippsland
fires. This government must set up an independent
inquiry into what should happen in relation to that
issue. I suggest the former Emergency Services
Commissioner, Bruce Esplin, would be the person to do
it.
People deserve answers to questions about what
actually occurred. I have the greatest sympathy for
those who had to fight the fires. I have the greatest
admiration for those in the Department of Sustainability
and Environment and the Country Fire Authority who
went out and chanced their arm again to fight them, but
there are questions that have to be answered. We have
not heard much at all from the government on this
subject.
There is also the issue of promoting the Prom and the
South Gippsland area to make sure we do what we can
to retrieve the losses in the commercial and tourism
communities and also to re-establish the Prom in its
proper place as one of the great jewels in the crown of
our natural resources in Victoria. These are issues on
which the government should be taking action, not
publishing glossy brochures. We need some real action
from the government.
The parliamentary Environment and Natural Resources
Committee prepared a report on soil acidity which was
delivered in March last year. It addressed the impact
and trends in soil acidity. Nothing from the
government — no policy, still no reaction from it. The
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee report
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tabled in Parliament today tells us that in 2004
$3.4 million was spent by the government on this
critical issue. Toxic waste — I could go on forever. The
fact is that what the government has produced today is
very well summarised in its own disclaimer. Nobody
should rely on it. If they do it will be their loss.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — It is a great pleasure to
be speaking today in support of the Deputy Premier’s
new way forward for Victoria’s environment. This is a
very important ministerial statement on environmental
sustainability and it delivers on an election commitment
by the Labor Party prior to the 2002 state election to
make Victoria the sustainable state.
Mr Honeywood — Of the 61 government members
in this chamber, Speaker, only 3 are here to listen to the
member for Prahran make his contribution, such is the
level of disinterest in the Acting Premier and Minister
for Environment’s ministerial statement on
environmental sustainability, Making Victoria a
Sustainable State. I draw attention to the state of the
house and point out that only three Labor members can
be bothered listening to a speech on their own
government’s ministerial statement.
Quorum formed.
Mr LUPTON — The Labor Party went to the
people of Victoria in 2002 with a very clear and
detailed environment policy, including its policy on a
sustainable state. I am very pleased to see that the
government is honouring that commitment.
The government’s commitment to sustainability was in
recognition of the fact that our prosperity — our
community health and wellbeing and our economic
strength — depend on the quality of our environment.
We need only to look at the effect that eight years of
low rainfall has had on communities throughout
Victoria to know that we cannot afford to take our
environment for granted. It provides us with clean air to
breathe and high-quality water for farms, industry and
people. These are some of the most basic building
blocks for a livable state. Many nations today no longer
have those assets because their environment has been
depleted, but in Victoria we still have an opportunity to
make a choice about how we want to grow in the
future.
Do we want to continue on the path we are on —
consuming our natural assets faster than they can be
replenished — or do we want to be a smarter state in
the way we live and work, and safeguard these assets
for future generations? I think the answer to that
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question is clear: we want to be a smarter state, and we
will be.
The Deputy Premier also released today a study that
shows that the path we are on is unsustainable. The
Environment Protection Authority carried out that study
about our ecological footprint and it points to the fact
we have to change the way we operate. The EPA
calculated that our state’s ecological footprint means
we will need four planets to support us if we continue
to consume in the way we do — and of course we do
not have four planets. I, for one, do not want to leave
that legacy to my children and their children. If we
cannot continue to do something indefinitely then it is
not sustainable. This means we have a responsibility to
change.
Last month the government released its broad
sustainability vision for the state to 2010 and beyond
through its Growing Victoria Together initiative. The
environmental sustainability framework that the Deputy
Premier has set out today establishes the ground rules
for how Victoria needs to grow if we want to secure our
long-term economic strength as well as our social
wellbeing and environmental sustainability. At the heart
of the framework is the notion that we must consider
the environment in everything we do. Whether we are
running a business, working in an office or working on
the land we need to consider the environment. Whether
we are at the shops, travelling to work or planting a
garden, we need to consider the environment.
Environmental sustainability is about the day-to-day
choices that we make. The framework released today
by the Bracks government details three key directions
that we must move in as a state to become sustainable.
First, we have to maintain and restore our natural assets.
Second, we need to use our resources more efficiently
and be less wasteful. We have already proven that we
can maintain our quality of life while being more
efficient with our resources. We only have to look at
the fact that we have reduced our water use by 19 per
cent compared to the 1990s average to show that we
can use our resources more responsibly. The third key
direction is to reduce our everyday environmental
impacts: walking to the local shops instead of driving
can make a difference, recycling everything possible or
switching to green power.
Reducing the size of our ecological footprint is about
making smarter choices. Since coming into office in
1999 the Bracks government has overseen the most
comprehensive environmental reform agenda in the
state’s history and spent over $1 billion in new
initiatives. We have already laid the groundwork for
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ultimately making Victoria a world leader in
sustainability, and I can point to a few of those
initiatives. We have reduced logging across the state by
31 per cent. As I mentioned before, we have led a
19 per cent reduction in water usage while improving
the health of our rivers — including the Murray, the
Thomson, the Goulburn and the Yarra — and the
Gippsland Lakes through the Our Water Our Future
strategy. We have agreed to boost the flow of the
Snowy River to 28 per cent. We have introduced
13 marine national parks and 11 marine sanctuaries,
and we have released Melbourne 2030, a 30-year
blueprint to protect Melbourne’s livability.
We have contributed to global efforts to address the
challenge of climate change through a program of
action in the $100 million Victorian greenhouse
strategy. We have set a renewable energy target of
10 per cent by 2010. We have increased government
green power purchasing to 10 per cent by June 2006
and are introducing 100 Toyota Prius hybrid electric
vehicles to the government fleet. We have also
established five-star energy and Victorian water
efficiency standards for all new homes. Fifty per cent of
Victoria’s waste is now recycled and diverted away
from landfills compared to 26 per cent 10 years ago.
We have set a net gain target for Victoria’s native
vegetation. We have appointed Victoria’s first
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability. We
have led the development of wind energy across
Victoria and commenced work on Australia’s biggest
wind farm at Portland. We have introduced
world-leading greenhouse and energy requirements for
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) licensees.
We have released a comprehensive plan to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from the energy sector,
including support for a national emissions trading
scheme. We have signed the first sustainability
covenants between the private sector and the EPA to
promote sustainable business practices. We have
created the Sustainability Fund through a levy on waste
that goes to landfill to help business, councils and
regional waste groups to build a more sustainable
Victoria. The minister announced a number of
initiatives today, including the uniting of EcoRecycle
Victoria and Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria to
form a new agency, Sustainability Victoria, to
specialise in waste, energy and water to provide a
one-stop shop for expertise in sustainability. The
minister also announced the sustainable households
challenge to encourage Victorians to live more
sustainably at home by following 10 simple actions to
improve the health of our environment.

583

I am pleased that so many individuals and groups in the
community have come in and backed this framework
with their approval. In particular I refer to some
statements made by Environment Victoria’s executive
director, Marcus Godinho. He said that Environment
Victoria welcomes the Bracks government’s
sustainability framework; it provided a wake-up call for
action. He said:
Twenty years ago this kind of document would have been
unheard of and so we welcome this development … This is
an important first step in what will be a leap ahead for
Victoria.

I congratulate him on those comments, and we look
forward to working with Environment Victoria in the
future.
Today the chief executive officer of the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry, Neil
Coulson, commended the minister on the initiative and
said VECCI looked forward to working with the
government in its drive towards sustainability. Also,
Bob Welsh, the chief executive officer of VicSuper, a
government authority, praised the framework and said
that it sets out for the first time clearly and simply the
interconnection between quality of life and
environmental sustainability.
On behalf of my constituents in Prahran, I congratulate
the government for its commitment to a sustainable
Victoria.

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 March; motion of
Mr BRACKS (Premier).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I rise to provide the
opposition’s response to this fascinating bill. While it
covers a number of areas of legislation, essentially it
cleans up some areas of Victoria’s statute book and
repeals some redundant legislation.
There are probably three principal things the bill does.
Firstly, it corrects spelling mistakes and grammatical
errors. For example, the Children’s Services Act 1996
refers currently to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal,
which is now no longer an appropriate reference. This
legislation replaces that with ‘the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal’ (VCAT). It also corrects some
acts to ensure they are gender neutral. For example,
where the Consumer Credit (Victoria) Act 1995 refers
only to ‘himself’, that has now been made gender
neutral by adding the words ‘herself or itself’ where
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‘himself’ appears. In relation to the Labor and Industry
Act, the reference to the chief general manager of the
Department of Health has been changed to ‘Secretary
of the Department of Human Services’.
The second set of amendments relate to amending acts
that have a number of parts that have been put into
principal acts, and therefore their function has really
evaporated. Those schedules and amending provisions
have been incorporated into the principal act. The final
matter is the schedule that lists a number of acts which
are now redundant in the sense that they have now
lapsed for a variety of reasons.
In respect of the redundant legislation, that has been the
subject of a report by the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, and that report is currently
available. I am a member of that committee. Of course
we are very dependant upon the government to ensure
that all the i’s have been dotted and the t’s have been
crossed. The opposition has been fully briefed in
respect of this legislation. The Honourable Chris
Strong, a member for Higinbotham Province in another
place, has put in full measure the opposition’s position
in relation to the Statute Law Revision Bill. I certainly
adopt the comments he made in the upper house. Apart
from those very brief remarks, I indicate that the
opposition certainly does not oppose this legislation.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I thank you, Acting
Speaker, for the opportunity to speak today on behalf of
The Nationals on the Statute Law Revision Bill. I must
give credit to my colleague the Honourable Bill Baxter
in another place, who has prepared a briefing note for
us. This has taken a while to develop. We know this
legislation was brought into the upper house on the first
day of sitting in 2002, so Mr Baxter has had plenty of
time to consult widely and also to prepare a briefing
note for his colleagues in The Nationals. We have
discussed it, and we will be supporting this legislation.
As we know, the legislation makes minor corrections to
a number of acts and repeals redundant legislation, as
has been highlighted by the member for Kew. My
understanding is that it amends or repeals 385 acts, so a
lot of acts of Parliament will be amended or made
redundant if this statute bill does go through, and I am
sure it will.
The note I received from Mr Baxter was interesting,
and I want to quote from that. The reason for our
support is that:
This is the usual privilege bill introduced at the beginning of
each Parliament. It repeals spent acts, corrects any
typographical errors and relocates some ongoing provisions to
more appropriate acts.
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That summarises the reasons why we in The Nationals
will be supporting this legislation. As has been
highlighted by the member for Kew, it is administrative
in detail. There are no policy changes, and I do not
believe there are any substantive amendments that
change any other legislation to any degree. As has been
highlighted by the member for Kew, it changes some of
the gender aspects, but in relation to substantive
changes there are none. Overall it is housekeeping
legislation and is non-contentious from The Nationals’
point of view.
We in The Nationals believe it is important to keep the
statute book up to date. We need to correct the errors
and fix the omissions and typographical errors that have
been highlighted and picked up by other people.
I note that the second-reading speech outlines that the
bill performs three major tasks. One is to correct a
number of ambiguities, minor omissions and
typographical errors in the various acts. These
corrections will ensure that the meaning of the act is
clear and reflects the intention of Parliament. When I
look through the bill I note that schedule 1 basically
contains the general amendments that have been talked
about as being the first task of the legislation. It is
interesting to note that this is where 28 acts are
amended.
The second task of the bill is to transfer transitional
provisions into the appropriate principal acts. These are
listed in schedule 2 on page 8 of the bill. I do not need
to go through them, but basically two acts are affected
by the transfer of transitional provisions to bring them
into line with the current thinking of this Parliament.
The third task of the bill is to repeal redundant acts, and
these are in schedule 3. Its interesting to note the
number of acts that have been made redundant: 1 act
from 1972, the Constitution Convention Act; 7 acts
from 1990; 6 acts from 1991; 4 acts from 1994; 4 acts
from 1994; 7 acts from 1996; and 14 acts from 1997.
The list goes on, right through to 100 acts from 2000
being made redundant and another 94 acts from 2001.
Most of the matters have picked up by the Chief
Parliamentary Counsel, who has identified a number of
acts that are now redundant — in other words, they
have performed their function and need to be taken off
the statute book. I am advised by Mr Baxter, a member
for North Eastern Province in another place, and others
I have spoken to that these acts serve no useful purpose.
If there is no useful purpose for them, it is important
they that be repealed. I read through the first-rate
presentation given in the other place by my colleague
Mr Baxter. It was a very lengthy presentation.

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL
Wednesday, 20 April 2005

ASSEMBLY

Mr McIntosh — Not as long as Chris Strong’s.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Not quite as long as
Mr Strong’s, I agree with the member for Kew, but it
was an important contribution to the debate. It really
highlighted the fact that with the opportunity to use the
Internet, people are able to type in a few words or a
sentence and have a look at acts of Parliament
quickly — much more quickly than in the old days,
when you had to look through the hard copies of the
acts. So not only the Chief Parliamentary Counsel but
also staff in other organisations have picked up
typographical errors or things that we parliamentarians
or our staff have overlooked when the debates have
been held. The old way was to look at hard copies of
acts of Parliament. We have them here on the table in
front of us today. It is a big job to put in the corrections.
You can see that in some of these acts attachments have
been put in. It is a big job for the staff here to put in the
amendments until the acts are reprinted.
The acts we have here in front of us today have many
stick-ons or amendments that have been attached by the
very high-quality staff we have here in Parliament, but
in other areas those changes may not be put in the
copies of the legislation. I know that in my office we do
not go about changing the hard copy acts of Parliament,
because we use the web all the time. That is the latest
and most up to date way of doing our job. I have seen
many photos of parliamentarians of all ilks that have as
a background volumes of acts of Parliament. I can bet
those acts of Parliament are way out of date these days,
because no-one in an office would go through the
arduous task of getting all the amendments and making
all the changes in the hard copies that a lot of offices
still have — as a bit of memento, I suppose, of past
times.
It is very important to appreciate that we have identified
many things that have changed; and a lot of
typographical errors have been picked up by
parliamentary counsel in particular and others. That is
why we have this legislation before us. It is my
understanding that a bill like this was brought into the
upper house on the first day of sitting in 2002, which
was over two years ago. It has taken us a couple of
years to get to debating it. We in The Nationals support
the legislation. We can see no reason why we should
not do so. It makes all the acts much clearer, and as I
said, it fixes up the typographical errors. I am informed
that it is also a practice of this Parliament to amend
these references to acts on the first day of sitting of the
new Parliament. We are pleased to see that this is
happening, and we support the practice of reducing the
paperwork and, more importantly, bringing the acts up
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to date and using modern language. With those few
words, The Nationals will be supporting this legislation.
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I am pleased to
be able to contribute to the debate in support of the
Statute Law Revision Bill, and I am doubly pleased to
do so as the chair of the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, which for first time in this
term of government has considered a statute law
revision bill.
This bill, as do all statute law revision-type bills, has as
its function the correction of minor errors in various
acts, the relocation of transitional provisions to the
parent acts and the repeal of acts which are deemed no
longer necessary. The revision of statutes in these ways
is important so that our laws remain up to date and
relevant. This is why, for example, the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee has a standing Governor in
Council reference to inquire into and consider, in
conjunction with the Chief Parliamentary Counsel, acts
of Parliament which may be unclear, ambiguous,
unnecessary or redundant.
The tidying up in this Statute Law Revision Bill
includes several examples which I would like to refer to
in my contribution today. There are merely
typographical errors, errors of punctuation or spelling
and so forth, as well as other changes. For example, in
the Administration and Probate Act of 1958, in item 1
the reference to ‘registrar’ is clarified to read ‘Registrar
of Probates’. Another example is that in the Children’s
Services Act 1996 the reference in item 4 to the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal, which is now a
defunct body, is substituted by a reference to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. Further, in
the Southgate Project Act 1994 in item 20 a mere
correction to the spelling of the word ‘amendment’ is
made.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee was
satisfied that these and other miscellaneous
amendments were not so substantive in any way as to
cause an alteration to the meaning of any of the acts,
and the report by the committee tabled in this house last
month bears testament to that. The committee was also
satisfied that the relocation of various transitional
provisions made in acts into the relevant principal acts
was appropriate. Two principal acts are in this category,
the Crimes Acts 1958 and the Sentencing Act 1991.
Schedule 3 of the Statute Law Revision Bill repeals the
amending acts because they have been incorporated
into the principal acts, thereby becoming spent; and the
amending acts are therefore relocated to the principal
acts.
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The Statute Law Revision Bill goes further to repeal
spent, redundant and unproclaimed acts. Spent principal
acts include the Constitutional Convention Act 1972
because it is redundant, and the Australia Acts
(Request) Act 1999, because it has not received royal
assent in the periods of its existence on the statute book.
Regarding spent amending acts containing transitional
or substantive provisions, the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee was of the view that the repeal
of 209 such acts is appropriate because the amending
acts are entirely in operation and have repealed or
amended the provisions of the acts that were intended
to be repealed or amended, and there is no doubt on
these matters.
Interestingly this bill lists unproclaimed acts in schedule
2. I say ‘interesting’ because the committee noted that
there remained one unproclaimed act in particular
which caused some mirth amongst committee members
because of the length of time it has been an
unproclaimed act. That act is the Miners Phthisis Relief
Act 1936. The committee determined to write to the
Premier to request further information as to why this act
remains unproclaimed on the books and unrepealed. I
am awaiting further information pertaining to the
perceived need to keep the Miners Phthisis Relief
Act 1936 down as an unproclaimed act.
I would like to conclude by commenting on the
attendance by the Chief Parliamentary Counsel at the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee’s meeting
which considered the Statute Law Revision Bill. The
committee was pleased to have heard evidence
regarding this bill from the Chief Parliamentary
Counsel. The house will be interested to know that he
provided the committee with a certificate declaring that
the amendments made by the Statute Law Revision Bill
are not substantive and do not in any way affect the
intention of any acts and that all the acts repealed by
this bill are entirely spent. It is for this very reason,
Acting Speaker, that I will now cease my contribution. I
certainly commend the bill to the house.
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for the Arts) —
Thank you, Acting Speaker, for your invitation to sum
up on this very important Statute Law Revision Bill.
We have had some very eloquent contributions on this
bill, including from the member for Kew, who I noted
spoke at length about how we are dragging our judicial
legislation into the 21st century, particularly with
changes to the wording of our bills to make them
gender neutral. We also heard from the member for
Lowan, always an extraordinarily well-informed
contribution — —
Mr Ryan — Decades of it you’ve been hearing!
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Ms DELAHUNTY — Decades of it I have been
hearing — again and again and again! — but it was a
stunning contribution. Then of course the pièce de
résistance was from the member for Mill Park, who
made a very significant contribution on this bill. I wish
it a speedy passage and look forward to its making a
vast amount of difference to the administration of law
in this state.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

SENTENCING (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 March; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The Sentencing (Further
Amendment) Bill gets the Attorney-General out of a bit
of a hole of his own creation. Recently he made a very
dramatic public statement that he was going to amend
the Sentencing Act for the first time to allow victim
impact statements to be taken into account by courts in
this state. It was perhaps that dramatic statement that
led to this legislation. The problem was that that
statement was a little bit over the top, occasioned with
the usual puffery of the Attorney-General. It overstated
the case somewhat, given that victim impact statements
have been an important part of the criminal justice
process now for almost 10 years.
Indeed it was the former Attorney-General who brought
in the legislation that first allowed the courts to look at
the victim impact statements and enabled them to be
used as a very valuable tool in demonstrating to a
sentencing court the impact of a crime on a victim.
I have had the benefit of talking to a number of judges.
One in particular, a judge of the Court of Appeal, says
that by the time an appeal on sentence comes before the
court the only way the court can actually inform itself
of the precise impact of a crime on a victim is often
through reference to the victim impact statement. It is a
valuable tool that a sentencing court must take into
account. That is already in the current law. Victim
impact statements have formal recognition in the
Sentencing Act and are regularly used by sentencing
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judges in determining the impact of crimes on victims.
Accordingly they have a high degree of utility.
The amendments that are being made in effect only
reiterate the current situation, which is that a sentencing
court must take account of the injury, loss or damage
suffered by a victim. It is an obligation, and it
effectively reflects the common-law position where the
gravity of the crime is a matter to be taken into account.
Very dramatically the Attorney-General is trying to
garner back the support of various victims and victims’
groups which may not be necessarily terribly happy
about being described as rednecks or vigilantes. There
are now additional words that a court must take account
of — ‘any injury, loss or damage suffered by the
victim’ and ‘the impact of the offence on the victim’. It
is a matter of semantics, and how that takes the body of
the law any further, either the common law or the
Sentencing Act, is the cause of some debate. The
Attorney-General says that for the first time the
psychological impact of the crime on the victim — their
ability to hold down a job, form relationships and those
matters — is now perfectly and clearly outlined as one
of the obligations of the sentencing court.
I am sure the Attorney-General is regularising those
matters, and no one doubts that they are important. But
they are already taken into account by a sentencing
court. The victim is fairly much at large to include all
sorts of relevant considerations in that impact
statement. Some of those considerations may not be
relevant or actually admissible, but they can still be put
before the court. Judges regularly refer to impact
statements in their sentencing. It is really one of the
very few ways a court of appeal can actually inform
itself about the gravity of an offence in relation to the
victim.
We have one concern in relation to the victim impact
statements. As a result of a further amendment that is
brought about by this bill — notwithstanding the fact
that under the Sentencing Act a victim can give that
evidence either by way of a written statement or
through viva voce evidence in the sentencing
process — if the prosecution or defence desires it, the
victim can be called and be subjected to
cross-examination. This amendment puts another
obligation upon a prosecutor, in that if the victim so
desires, the prosecutor is required to read aloud the
admissible and relevant parts of a victim impact
statement to the court. It puts a further obligation upon
a prosecutor in the sense that they have to go through
the victim impact statement and determine which are
the admissible and relevant parts. It begs the question of
whether there is any mechanism for a victim to question
whether or not certain matters are admissible or
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relevant. It would seem that the discretion is simply
given to a prosecutor to read out the admissible and
relevant parts of the victim impact statement if the
victim so chooses.
The question is how that will actually take the
sentencing process any further. I understand the
intention and purpose of it. Many victims have made
representations to me saying that they feel they are
strangers to the criminal justice system and feel no
different to any other witness that may be called. The
most important thing is that we recognise that access to
a criminal trial is an individual’s right, that it is the
offender who is on trial and that the Crown represents
all the citizens of this state in prosecuting an offence.
The victim as a matter of law is effectively like any
other witness. They take no formal part in the
proceedings, either at the sentencing stage or otherwise.
The victim impact statement provides a mechanism
whereby material can be placed before the court to
determine the gravity of the offence. The defendant has
the opportunity through their counsel — or in certain
cases, themselves — to cross-examine the victim about
the impact of that statement. I understand it is a rarity
for a witness to be cross-examined about the impact of
a crime, the risk being that if a judge is aggravated once
someone is convicted of an offence, it may lead to a
greater penalty. It is rarely if ever used. I am not aware
of any case where it has been used, but I would be
reticent to say it has never been used. So it may be used
from time to time.
Getting back to witnesses feeling very strange in the
proceeding, as a matter of law they are strangers to the
proceeding. The opportunity to keep victims informed
as to the process from the moment of the crime, during
the investigation and determination by the Director of
Public Prosecutions or the police, through the
prosecution process right through to perhaps a
committal or ultimately a trial process, is a matter of
some concern. It has been raised with me on a number
of occasions that there should be some mechanism that
would allow them to be kept informed even to the point
where their obligations as a witness on the day could be
explained to them. No-one is suggesting that if they are
to give evidence in a trial they should be kept entirely
informed about the matters and the process of the court.
That would be perhaps unfair to the defendant, but
being kept informed as to when the matter is likely to
come to court and the current status of the investigation
are of profound importance to victims.
If it is sought by either party, and it usually is, normally
at the commencement of criminal and civil trials all
witnesses in the proceedings, unless they are parties to
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the proceedings — that is, the Crown on one side or the
defendant on the other — are ordered from the precinct
of the court. Even though they may be sitting outside
the courtroom, there can be no formal communication
as to what has been transpiring in the courtroom while
they are waiting to give their evidence. It is serious
contempt of court to convey what has been going on in
the courtroom. That is understandably done so that
people give unbiased evidence, as it might in some way
be tempered by the proceedings that they may see
unfolding in front of them.
There are a number of exceptions. As I understand it, it
is the common practice in the Magistrates Court for
police officers to be allowed in court while the
informant gives their evidence-in-chief, but not during
their cross-examination. That is the practice adhered to,
but again if someone insists on their rights to have all
witnesses removed from the court, then that is their
absolute right.
Where an order is made for witnesses to be excluded
from the precincts of the court — an order that is
inevitably sought in both civil and criminal trials —
there will now be an exception in relation to the victim.
On balance, and in fairness to the accused, a judge may
feel it is appropriate to make a specific order to exclude
the victim, but unless the trial judge makes a specific
order to exclude a victim, which will have to specify
and address the reasons why they should be excluded, a
victim will be able to remain in the courtroom until they
give their evidence or until they wish to leave.
Again, it sounds a very important and dramatic change
in the law, but the practical effect is usually not that
great because the victim, if they are able to give
evidence, is usually the first witness called by the
prosecution at the commencement of the trial. Indeed,
the prosecutor can be the subject of some criticism if
the victim is not the first witness called to give evidence
and can be the subject of some comment at a later
stage. There are circumstances where a victim may not
be called, but in the vast majority of criminal trials the
victim, as the person who principally witnessed the
offence and can give direct identity evidence about the
accused, is inevitably the first person to give evidence.
It was a matter of some note during the briefing that
when the Attorney-General’s advisers were asked if
they could identify any particular circumstance where
that was not the case and what the statistics were for
victim’s attending and giving evidence outside the
usual practice of being the first witness, they were
unable to identify any particular case or state any
statistical basis for this amendment. So while it sounds
a very important improvement in the way victims are
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treated in a criminal trial process, the practical effect is
probably not substantial.
In relation to that, I reiterate that the amendments now
include for the first time the words ‘the impact of the
offence on any victim’. That is not a dramatic increase
in the current law. A sentencing court must already take
into account any injury, loss or damage suffered by a
victim. The addition of the words ‘impact of the
offence on any victim’ may put it beyond doubt that
psychological evidence may relate to the inability to
form relationships, to hold down a job, and those sorts
of matters may now be included as relevant parts of the
impact on a victim. I am not aware of when that has
been specifically excluded, but it does not detract from
that original position of the law of the obligation on
courts to take into account any injury, loss or damage
suffered by a victim.
As I said, there is an impost on prosecutors in this
circumstance in reading the victim impact statement
aloud in court to work out the relevant and admissible
parts. A trial judge regularly refers to the victim impact
statement and reads aloud in the sentencing process
substantial chunks of it. Much of that is reiterated if the
matter goes to appeal and is regularly used as a
mechanism for informing the sentencing court as to the
gravity of the offence.
With regard to the special witness order in relation to
victims, the practical effect is probably going to be
negligible, because a victim is usually the first and
principal witness called on behalf of the prosecution for
the clear reason that they provide the direct evidence of
the crime and the identity of the accused in most cases.
Accordingly, the practical effect is not substantial,
although I recognise that it is an improvement in
relation to this matter.
There are also amendments to the Magistrates’ Court
Act and the Children and Young Persons Act to allow
similar amendments that would see similar reference to
victim impact statements and the requirement upon a
prosecutor to make these announcements.
In conclusion, as I said, the practical effect is probably
minimal. However, it is a clear adumbration of
improving the position of victims. Certainly I would
like to see the state play a greater role in providing
information, not coaching but facilitating the
information flow to victims so that they feel that they
are aware of how the process operates. That can
certainly be improved. In fact when you compare
Victoria with New South Wales, you see that we have
three witness liaison officers employed by the Director
of Public Prosecutions, compared to New South Wales,
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where there are up to 30 victim liaison officers, which
was the subject of some press concern a few months
ago.
Regarding the treatment of victims, they feel angry and
aggressive, but victim impact statements play a very
important role and are a very important part of the
criminal justice process put in place by the former
Attorney-General. This is a lot of words, a lot of hot air,
to get the Attorney-General out of a clear mistake that
he made in relation to victim impact statements. With
those few words, the opposition will not oppose the
legislation.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — This
legislation has three principal elements. The first of
them is said to in effect recognise the position of the
victim for sentencing purposes, with the result that the
impact of the crime on the victim is appropriately taken
into account by the court. This represents an
enhancement of the system that already exists.
This area has seen the development of an aspect of the
law that historically — until about 10 years ago — was
not part of the way in which the criminal justice system
was administered. Historically the system was all about
the punishment of the perpetrator of the crime and
issues to do with the sentencing of that individual. It
involved notions of rehabilitation, of demonstrating to
the public at large that this sort of conduct would not be
tolerated and also of punishing the person who was
convicted of the offence. Until 10 years ago the
victim’s situation was mostly incidental to the
sentencing process.
Under the stewardship of the former Attorney-General,
the Honourable Jan Wade, we saw the introduction of
the amendments that are being slightly enhanced — I
emphasise, slightly enhanced — by the bill now before
the house. The court will now be required to have gone
to that particular position of the victim in a variety of
ways which are not clearly defined but which in
essence enable that person to put before the court the
nature of the effect of the crime upon them. I thought at
the time of the original amendments those 10 years ago
that it was a fair thing. This legislation adds to that —
and I think it adds little, quite frankly — but The
Nationals are supportive of this basic process, which
now has 10 years of longevity in our courts.
The second element of this is to do with the reading of
victim impact statements aloud in the courts. In a sense
this is a laudable aim, but one cannot help but wonder
how the practicalities of that will work out. Prosecutors
these days already bear an enormous burden in relation
to issues of process. It does not take much to get

589

yourself into deep water before the appeal court if you
do not have elements of the process right. This is yet
another element of the process that the long-suffering
prosecutor will need to accommodate. I say that with
the greatest respect to the victims who have had the
terrible ill fortune to be involved in proceedings literally
by accident — perhaps sometimes it is by design, but
they have been done a wrong, and as I have already
remarked, it is appropriate that their situation be taken
into account. What we are doing with this amendment
is putting a further responsibility on the prosecutor to
orchestrate how this happens.
The language of the proposed section is interesting. It
states that if a victim has made a victim impact
statement and if that person so requests, the court must
ensure that any — I emphasise the word ‘any’ —
admissible parts of the statement that are appropriate
and relevant — and I emphasise the words ‘appropriate
and relevant’ — are read aloud by the prosecutor. It
seems to me on a literal reading that this leaves open
the possibility of an outcome that no-one intends. The
victim in the first instance can make a request of the
prosecutor that the victim impact statement be read out.
When the request is made, that fulfils that element of
the section, and then what happens is that the court has
to ensure that any — and I again emphasise the word
‘any’ — admissible parts of the statement that are
appropriate and relevant to sentencing are read aloud by
the prosecutor.
If we are not careful we could end up with the situation
where any admissible part is read out, and although a
victim may be keen to have the victim impact statement
read aloud, they might not necessarily want all
admissible parts of the statement that are appropriate
and relevant to sentencing being read aloud. I could
envisage, for example, that a lady who is the subject of
a violent sexual offence could find herself in the terribly
invidious position of having read out elements of the
victim impact statement which by choice she might not
like to have read out. It seems that there is lacking in
the language of the section a nexus between the request
made by a victim for the reading out of the impact
statement on the one hand and the actual content of the
statement that is read out.
On the wording of the section, in fulfilling the
obligation the prosecutor will have to go through the
statement and make a determination as to the parts of it
that are admissible and appropriate and relevant to
sentencing. That may not at all match up with what the
victim actually wants read out. I would be interested to
hear what the government has to say about that. I
envisage that there is a schism between the two
concepts, yet once the request has been lodged the court
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must — there is an obligation — ensure that any
admissible parts of the statement that are appropriate
and relevant to sentencing are read out by the
prosecutor.
I would be interested to hear what the government has
to say about that because, as I said, we are anxious to
avoid any unintended consequence. If a prosecutor is
required to consult with a witness before reading out
those parts of the statement that are appropriate and
relevant to sentencing and has the capacity to exercise
some sort of discretion as to whether those parts are
read or if some other mechanism is designed to make
sure that we do not get an unintended consequence of
this nature, perhaps everybody would be more
comfortable.
The second component of this second element is that
nothing in it prevents the presiding judge or magistrate
from reading aloud any admissible part of a victim
impact statement. I must say that the wording in itself is
different from the wording in the first part of the
section — it is more in the nature of what I for one
would have in mind to deliver the outcome we want:
that the presiding judge or magistrate is able to read out
any admissible part of a victim impact statement, so
there is no obligation to read out all parts that are
admissible and no obligation to read out all parts that
are appropriate and no obligation to read out all parts
that are relevant to the issue of sentencing. It is a more
generalist guideline, which gives the court flexibility.
That is the second element of the legislation.
The third element regards witness orders. As has been
commented upon by the member for Kew, the logic of
this is longstanding. The general notion of it is that an
order can be made that a person who is a witness in a
case is not able to sit in the court while evidence is
being given by others and then shape his or her
evidence to accord with that given from the witness box
at any particular point in time. There might be many
people in the body of the court, and the court is not able
to know if there are people in there who are doing that
very thing — namely, shaping their evidence to accord
with what they hear from the witness box The way to
overcome that is to make a witness order at the start, so
that any witnesses who have come to the court on the
day and are to give evidence in the case should leave
the court and its precincts immediately, That will
ensure that no dovetailing of evidence occurs.
In this instance what is intended is that the court will
have a discretion to allow the victim who is to be a
witness to remain in the court. As the member for Kew
has observed, the fact is that in criminal trials much
more often than not the victim is the lead witness, but it
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is not inconceivable that the order of witnesses, for any
one of a variety of reasons, is not maintained in its
usual form — it might be because the victim is delayed
at the start of the trial, it might be because the victim is
not available because of medical treatment or it might
be for any one of a host of other reasons — and at the
time the trial commences the victim is not the first up to
bat in the witness box. One can see how in that sort of
circumstance the court should have available the
discretion being talked of here so that it can operate in
favour of a victim.
The guardian of the operation of this rule is that the
court has to ensure at all times that there is a fair trial
and that the trial of the accused is not prejudiced in any
way. That is a very sensible benchmark to apply to this
because, going back to the very first principle that I
have been discussing, the essence of our criminal
justice system is that it begins with the fact that every
person who is charged with an offence is innocent until
proven guilty. They are entitled to a fair trial and it is
around that core principle that this provision is built. So
I am pleased to see that important rider does apply. It is
with those few comments that I wish the bill a speedy
passage.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — It is a great pleasure
to speak in support of the Sentencing (Further
Amendment) Bill, particularly because this bill is an
overdue recognition that the impact of crime upon
victims should be given a more clear and defined
position within our criminal justice system. It is part of
a whole raft of reforms that have been introduced in the
last 15 years to give a greater voice to victims and
greater recognition to the impact of crime on victims in
our community. It was one of the key elements and
priority initiatives outlined in the Attorney-General’s
justice statement back in May 2004 and I am pleased to
see this bill introduced into the house.
The bill does a number of important things to recognise
the rights of victims of crime. Firstly, it ensures that
victims are properly recognised during sentencing
proceedings. The bill requires for the first time that
when deciding on an offender’s sentence judges must
take into account the full impact of that crime on a
victim. This recognises that the impact on a victim of
crime is not only the direct impact of injury and trauma
or the property loss that they experience, but that there
is also far broader harm done to victims in terms of
their health, relationships, sense of safety and quality of
life. This is something that I think the community has
wanted us to take into account and we have responded
to that and are taking it into account.
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The bill also gives victims a much greater voice in
sentencing proceedings. When a victim wishes, the
prosecutor will be required to read aloud a victim’s
impact statement during the sentencing hearing. The
Leader of The Nationals, who has now left the
chamber, asked, ‘How will victims have any control
over what is being read out? How will they ensure that
what is being said in the court is something that they
are happy to have said?’. It is obvious. The statement
will be the victim’s statement. The prosecutor might be
making the statement but that will be on behalf of the
victim and it will of course have been discussed with
the victim prior to it formally being read out in court.
Mr McIntosh interjected.
Mr HUDSON — Of course it will be discussed. It
will be the victim’s statement. The victim will get the
appropriate help needed to be able to make the
statement in court and of course the prosecutor will
want to ensure that what is said in the statement is
something that the victim is happy with.
There is a contradiction here for members of the
opposition because they have not mentioned in the
whole debate today that we are talking about discretion.
We are talking about judges taking into account the
impact of crime on victims and that the statements will
be read out so that judges can take into account how
victims have experienced the impact of that crime on
them. If we had the opposition’s way of doing these
things, we would not have any of this at all. A judge
would not be required to take any of these things into
account because he would be left with simply a
mandatory sentence to impose in all circumstances. It
points up the absolute contradiction in the opposition’s
position. Here we have a bill that will ensure that judges
take into account the appropriate level of discretion.
Members of the opposition look at all the circumstances
of the crime, including the impact on the victim, which
they support, and yet they want to see mandatory
sentences introduced.
Secondly, this bill allows victims to remain in court
during the proceedings. One of the common complaints
made by victims who participate in court proceedings is
that they feel excluded from the process — that their
thoughts and views and the impact on them are not
taken into account. So much of the court process and
focus is on the conviction of the defendant that at the
end of the process the victims are left feeling empty.
That is because their voice has not been heard or
because often they are excluded from the court while
those issues are taken into account. What this bill does
is ensure that victims who want to observe proceedings
will not be automatically excluded from the court when
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the court orders all witnesses to leave the court. For the
first time our judges will have to turn their minds to
whether it is appropriate for victims to remain in the
courtroom. I think that is an important development.
The opposition might describe it as minimal but the fact
is that it is one which will give greater recognition to
the rights of victims.
This bill is the latest in a series of initiatives by the
government to make sure that the justice system is more
responsive to the needs of victims of crime. It has been
one of the key things we have pursued while we have
been in office. For the benefit of the house I want to run
through some of the things this government has been
doing to improve the situation for victims of crime.
First, we have reintroduced compensation payment for
pain and suffering for victims.
Mr McIntosh interjected.
Mr HUDSON — The shadow Attorney-General
can laugh, but one of the things that the previous
government did was abolish payment of compensation
to victims of crime for pain and suffering. We have
reinstated it. It is something you should be ashamed of.
It is something that we have done — brought it back.
Second, we have streamlined access for victims of
crime to counselling and financial assistance. We
amended the Victims of Crime Assistance Act 1996 to
enable the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal to
provide immediate counselling and financial assistance
and not to have undue delays, with victims swinging
after the proceedings were over without any help at all
but ensuring that they got the help when they needed it
and in a timely fashion.
Third, we have established a new victim support
agency. We undertook a comprehensive review of all
the government’s victim support services. We have
brought them together in a victim support agency, and
we have significantly improved both the funding and
the support for victims through that agency.
Fourth, we have established a Sentencing Advisory
Council. This was one of the key recommendations of
the sentencing review undertaken by Professor Arie
Freiberg in 2002. It is a groundbreaking report, because
we have been able to establish a council with
community input, including input from victims
themselves. I am pleased to note the appointment of
Carmel Arthur, alongside Jenny Morgan and Barbara
Rozenes, who are three council members who
specifically represent the interests of victims. What we
have recognised with that advisory council is that we
need community input. We need to understand how the
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community feels about the nature and type of certain
crimes, and we need them to be providing a community
benchmark or standard that judges can refer to in
considering what sentences would be imposed.
Mr McIntosh interjected.
Mr HUDSON — The shadow Attorney-General
interjects — but what would the opposition do? The
opposition would have mandatory sentences. It would
not have this kind of input. Opposition members would
not have this kind of discretion. They have made it very
clear that they are all in favour of mandatory sentencing
and that they would not take into account individual
circumstances in each and every case.
Fifth, we have introduced guideline judgments. The
Court of Appeal is now responsible for drafting
guideline judgments so that we get more appropriate
and consistent sentencing. The court will be able to
publish those guideline judgments, with the input of the
Sentencing Advisory Council, so that we get greater
consistency at all levels of the judiciary in terms of the
types of sentences that are passed down. I believe that is
an important development. At times we have had
inconsistency, which the community has not
understood, in terms of similar circumstances and types
of crimes, and this will ensure that we get greater
consistency.
Sixth, we are developing a victims charter. We have put
out a discussion paper on victims rights, which has
been released for community consultation. That charter
will clearly state the rights of victims of crime, such as
their right to protection, to information, to
compensation and to support during the court process.
This is a first for Victoria. It is something that the
Bracks government has done. It will be a clear
statement given to victims of their rights in the criminal
justice system.
Seventh, we have established a judicial college, which
again is going to play a role in educating the judiciary.
In summary, I think this bill is important. It gives much
greater focus to the impact of crime on victims,
allowing them to make statements to the court. I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I would like to thank the
Opposition Whip, a fellow Essendon supporter, who
has given me the opportunity to speak now on this bill
rather than later in the debate.
I wish to make a couple of comments in relation to the
Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill. The rhetoric of
the Attorney-General that accompanies this bill is of
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victims rights. As a non-lawyer, this is an area that I am
pleased to have seen the government — and indeed the
previous government — move a fair way into over the
last 10 to 15 years, as the member for Bentleigh has
said. Our contention, though, is that in the first part of
this bill the Attorney-General has basically restated
existing law rather than introduce something new into
the equation — and that is that victim impact
statements are required to be considered as part of the
sentencing process.
The Attorney-General and the government will
probably argue that they have expanded the grounds on
which victim impact statements are admissible; but I
am not so sure, as the shadow Attorney-General has
said, whether there is a vast difference between a
reference to ‘any injury, loss or damage suffered by the
victim’ and ‘the impact of the offence on any victim’. I
note that in the second-reading speech the
Attorney-General claims that this is broader, but I think
it is much of a muchness. However, I am pleased at the
direction and at the restatement by this government of
the importance of victim impact statements.
The new element in relation to victim impact
statements is the provision whereby, should the victim
wish, the prosecutor must read to the court the relevant
parts of the victim impact statement. As the current act
is applied, it is not obligatory to have it read out,
although courts may do so. But this bill makes it
obligatory when the victim requests this. I note the
interesting issue raised by the Leader of The Nationals,
and I also note the explanation which appears to have
emanated from departmental officers. I will leave it to
the lawyers to argue whether people can have read out
bits of statements that they do not want. I will take at
face value — perhaps that is not the greatest thing to
do — the claim in the second-reading speech that it will
be at the victim’s discretion, and that is as it should be.
I want to make a couple of observations about the two
elements of the bill that relate to victim impact
statements. There is probably a small difference insofar
as the government is concerned — along with a lot of
spin, as always — but I would make the point that the
Labor Party has taken a while to support victim impact
statements. I commend the government for being strong
in their support these days, but this was not always so. I
recall well the debate on the Sentencing (Victim Impact
Statement) Bill, which came before this place on
20 April 1994. The then shadow Attorney-General,
Neil Cole, made the following comments, and it is
worth while putting these on record to point out how far
the Labor Party has come in terms of victims rights.
The then shadow Attorney-General said:
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The opposition supports the bill with some reservation.

He then went on to say:
… the opposition in general terms has many problems with
victim impact statements. It is the opposition’s view that they
provide very little protection for the victim. Indeed, we on this
side of the house would argue, and I think it is a
predominantly academic opinion, that the only value they
have is, firstly, to allow victims to participate in the process in
a manner which has not often happened in the past, and
secondly, to allow them in a sense to cleanse themselves of
their feelings about the crimes perpetrated upon them.

As I said, I think this is a significant shift of opinion,
although in fairness to members of the ALP still in this
place, that was not a universal view at the time this
particular change to the Sentencing Act was introduced
by the previous Attorney-General, Jan Wade. At the
time the Labor opposition was particularly concerned
with the issue of the cross-examination of victims
making impact statements, and it moved an amendment
in 1994 to allow cross-examination under some
circumstances and not others.
It is quite useful to look at the debate on the initial bill
and the debate and rhetoric here today. My information
is that this level of cross-examination does not happen
in relation to victim impact statements, because, as the
shadow Attorney-General indicated in his contribution,
if the victim is alive they are usually a witness, and of
course it is the evidence they tender to the court that is
subject to cross-examination rather than the victim
impact statement itself.
For my own part I wish to place on record my very
strong support for the trend in recent years towards
victims rights. This issue — the promise of victim
impact statements being considered as part of the
sentencing process — was a Liberal Party promise in
the run-up to the 1992 election. I am pleased there has
been a shift in thinking in the ranks of our political
opponents. Again I think it is fair to say that the current
Attorney-General, notwithstanding the fact that he got a
bit excited over victim impact statements and promised
to amend legislation which already did what he claimed
his amendments would do, appears to be a strong
supporter of victim impact statements. It is good, and it
is a significant shift since 1994.
Of course these changes were driven by organisations
such as the Victims of Crime Assistance League —
then called VOCAL — and by the Herald Sun and
other newspapers like that in the early 1990s. Legal
experts and legally qualified people took a long while
to cater for the needs of these victims groups and to
address quite blunt community opinion about the rights
of victims and certainly about the need for the courts to
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take account of the impact of crimes on victims when
making sentencing decisions.
With those few words, I support the bill, which the
opposition obviously does not oppose. I am pleased that
the movement to recognise the rights of victims is
gaining momentum, but I would remind the house that
this was not always the view of the ALP in Victoria.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr HOLDING
(Minister for Police and Emergency Services).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

JUSTICE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 March; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — This bill certainly
appears on the face of it to be rather non-contentious,
and the vast majority of it certainly does not cause the
opposition any real concern. I must say at the outset that
the Justice Legislation (Amendment) Bill makes a
number of amendments.
The first amendment the bill makes is to the Legal Aid
Act 1978 to facilitate Victoria Legal Aid (VLA) in its
use of alternative dispute resolution programs when it is
making determinations on the granting of aid or any
other matter that may be referred to VLA for alternative
dispute resolution. The second amendment the bill
makes is to the Summer Time Act 1972 and the
Supreme Court Act 1986 to switch from Greenwich
Mean Time to coordinated universal time. This
improves the way we as a state record and use time, and
it is part of a national agreement. Accordingly, it should
be supported. The third amendment made by the bill is
to the Victorian Law Reform Commission Act 2000.
This act is to be amended to allow the Attorney-General
to table interim and final reports of the Victorian Law
Reform Commission while Parliament is in recess.
The principal danger of omnibus legislation is that it
amends a variety of acts in a variety of unrelated ways.
The first amendment made by this bill, which is the
granting of alternative dispute resolution powers to
Legal Aid Victoria, is something the opposition would
support. Alternative dispute resolution programs that
have been implemented progressively in this state in a
variety of ways play a very important part in the
process of citizens resolving their disputes and are to be
supported. Any improvement in alternative dispute
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resolutions would be supported by the opposition. It has
no concerns about this aspect of the bill, and I will talk
about that in more detail in a moment.
In respect of the amendment dealing with coordinated
universal time, it is an improvement in the way we
record time in this state and it is the subject of a
national agreement between all states and the
commonwealth. Accordingly it should be supported,
because it is part of the national model. The third
amendment made by the bill, which relates to the
Victorian Law Reform Commission’s tabling reports
outside normal parliamentary sittings, causes the
opposition a lot of grief, but I will conclude my remarks
in respect of that matter.
I will just return to the first of the non-contentious
matters, which concerns Legal Aid Victoria. In a
determination as to whether the Legal Aid Victoria is to
grant assistance in a particular matter the usual process
is that where a decision is made the process can be
referred to a body that can sit in appeal. The body is
made up of practitioners and others who decide whether
there should be a grant of aid within the parameters
provided by Legal Aid Victoria.
What is allowed now is that as a mechanism it can be
referred to a round-table conference where the dispute
can be resolved by the process of alternative dispute
resolution — a mediation. Alternatively, a matter can
be specifically referred to the Legal Aid Victoria. Even
if someone is not applying for aid, if a matter, criminal
or otherwise — it would seem to be a very broad
ambit — is referred to Legal Aid Victoria, and
presumably if all parties agree, then LAV itself can
provide that alternative dispute resolution in whatever
form may be constituted under the provisions of this
legislation.
It is a matter of some note that matters that may be
disclosed in a round-table conference would not be the
subject of any form of evidence before a court and there
are strict confidentiality provisions. The matters
disclosed are not subject to the Freedom of Information
Act, and understandably so. There is also a provision to
the effect that the chairperson of an alternative dispute
resolution body should be immune from any direct
personal liability. While there can be liability on the
part of Legal Aid Victoria, it does not attach to the
individual. It is a matter for comment that we are
currently looking at the whole issue of whether
barristers or anybody who appears as an advocate
before a court or tribunal is subject to the common-law
immunity from being held liable for matters relating to
in-court behaviour and advice provided about a
courtroom situation.
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It is a matter of some note that the Attorney-General,
who introduced this legislation, has been critical of
professional advocate immunity that currently exists as
a matter of common law. It is also of concern that we
have seen the Attorney-General provide similar
immunity to Crown prosecutors — again we have
immunity being provided to the chairpersons of the
alternative dispute resolution panels in these
circumstances — yet the Attorney-General is taking a
perhaps populist line by attacking professional
advocates’ immunity, which is traditionally seen to be a
privilege of a barrister. It may be seen to be a privilege
to the barrister, but there is a real concern about that
immunity.
The Attorney-General’s introducing legislation to
provide immunity for Crown prosecutors and
chairpersons in Legal Aid Victoria is a reflection of his
desire to ensure that a person who conducts the
alternative dispute resolution process or prosecutes a
criminal trial in this state should not be prevented from
being able to properly prosecute a case or deal with an
alternative dispute or in any way be fettered by the
threat of a civil action for negligence or otherwise. Yet
when the Attorney-General talks about the so-called
barrister’s immunity — the professional advocate
immunity — he does not extend the same privilege to
those people.
It is of profound concern, as I have said in this place
before, that one of the principal reasons that immunity
applies at common law is because professional
advocates — largely barristers, solicitors or
professionals as appear in tribunals where advocates
appear within the ambit of their rule, such as the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal — owe
their prime responsibility not to their client but certainly
to the court. Any interference with that immunity will
attack the fundamental notion that the advocates owe
their primary obligation to the court or tribunal and
would be a retrograde step.
Secondly, the so-called cab-rank principle, by which
anybody in the state can brief any barrister of the
Victorian bar, is a very important part of the bar’s rules.
Any person who wants to brief any advocate can secure
the services of any barrister, as long as they profess to
practise in that area and the appropriate amount of
money is agreed upon to be paid as a professional fee,
for whatever case on either side of the equation. The
cab-rank principle is strongly entrenched in the
principles of the bar. The member for Prahran, who was
a practitioner with me, would be well aware of the
importance of the cab-rank principle for the Victorian
bar. Interfering with that immunity for a professional
advocate will severely undermine that principle. A
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barrister may have to make a judgment as to whether
they are appearing for somebody who is likely to
prosecute them for negligence at some later stage.
It is interesting to note that in one breath the
Attorney-General is providing immunity for the new
chairpersons of Legal Aid Victoria but in other forums
is making public comments attacking professional
advocates’ immunity. As I said, apart from those
passing comments about the immunity, I do not
disagree with the immunity being provided by the bill.
There is certainly residual opportunity for any
aggrieved person to take a case directly against Legal
Aid Victoria.
In relation to summer time, as I said, it is an
improvement to the recording and use of time in the
state. It is the subject of a national agreement, and the
opposition certainly supports that proposal.
The last matter causes the most amount of profound
grief to the opposition. Unlike parliamentary
committees, which are all joint-party committees and
have a mechanism for reporting and tabling interim and
final reports out of the normal sittings of Parliament —
at least the opposition has an opportunity to participate
in the process of the release of reports to the public —
the Law Reform Commission includes no opposition
representation. There is no formal mechanism to inform
the opposition, The Nationals or the Independents as to
when, under this legislation, the Attorney-General may
decide to release a report. Notwithstanding that the
report will have attached to it all the privileges that can
be provided by this Parliament — and they may include
the freedom to be critical of other citizens and to refer
to evidence that may otherwise be the subject of
concern out there in the public arena — in the broader
sense that Parliament is a public forum which these
matters should properly be brought before, we are
provided with the privilege of freedom of speech. The
same privileges then attach to any form of document
that is formally tabled, including a report from the Law
Reform Commission.
It is a matter of profound concern that the
Attorney-General can choose the day and the time of
the release of a report. If it is an adverse report about
any aspect of the current executive government or if it
may cause some concern to the Attorney-General, then
of course the report can be hidden — at his behest, and
his behest alone, because he chooses the time for the
release. For example, the report of the dud ambulance
royal commission cost nearly $100 million.
Notwithstanding that, only two minor bureaucrats were
recommended for prosecution, and the dramatic
criminal conspiracy that had been alleged completely
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evaporated. That $100 million was completely wasted.
That report was released when Cathy Freeman won her
gold medal at the Sydney Olympics. The way this
government has behaved in the release of adverse
information is something that is stunning to believe.
The government must remain accountable for the
actions of the executive government.
If ultimately the Victorian Law Reform Commission,
no matter how independent it may be, produces a
report, it is at the behest of the Attorney-General as to
the timing of that report. Indeed, one would speculate
that if there was something terribly dramatic, it would
probably have been released Friday two weeks ago,
with world events focusing on what was happening in
Rome. Certainly with such events over the Christmas
holidays as the tsunami there would have been very
little opportunity for matters relating to state politics to
be focused on. The practical reality of politics would
mean the Attorney-General would be able to select the
time for release of this documentation.
These provisions also treat this place with utter
contempt. This place should be the place for proper
debate, the forum for public debate. This government
treats this place as if it were an electoral college that
meets only once every four years to determine who will
be the Governor of the state for the subsequent four
years. It is treated as part of the process the government
has to go through to get something done. Accordingly,
this is a matter of real concern. It may be only a minor
step in the demise of this place as a forum for public
debate, but it is a matter of the utmost principle to the
opposition. Notwithstanding the fact that we agree with
alternative dispute resolution being provided by
Victoria Legal Aid and notwithstanding that we agree
that national agreements should be adhered to and that
there should be a mechanism for having a national
agreement on time enforced, in this case this last matter
is of such significance, it is a matter of such principle
and such a dramatic change in the way we go about
things, that we are forced to vote against this
legislation.
I make it perfectly clear that if the Attorney-General
wanted to split this bill and deal with the first parts of
the bill — the amendments to the Legal Aid Act, the
Summer Time Act and the Supreme Court Act in
relation to time — we would be quite happy to deal
with those matters as soon as possible. We would be
happy to get them out of the way, adhering to the
principles, as I have said, of improvement in the
system. It is only the last aspect of the bill that causes
us to vote against the legislation.
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I will give an example of the way these provisions
would operate to the benefit of the executive
government and would exclude this place. Last year we
had the release of the report on defences to homicide. In
normal circumstances that probably would not have
caused much concern or attracted much public
attention, but it just happened that it was released about
a month after the so-called Ramage trial. You may
recall, Acting Speaker, that in that case a man who
killed his wife then availed himself of the defence of
provocation. The defence of provocation was accepted
by the jury, and he was convicted of manslaughter. It
was the subject of a lot of public debate.
Certainly I received representations from members of
the family and friends of the family, who were appalled
by the way the provocation defence played out in that
case. I am not suggesting anything one way or the
other, I am just saying that these matters were
represented to me. I am also aware that similar
representations were made to many other people in this
place. It was a real issue at the time.
Once the sentence had been passed by the court, the
Liberal Party announced that it would amend the
criminal law in this state to ensure that provocation was
removed as a defence to murder. Yes, we accept what
was later put out by the Victorian Law Reform
Commission about justification and the defence being
anachronistic. Although the way the commission set it
out in its report was a matter of some debate, the VLRC
did indicate that the defence worked against women in
this state. For all those reasons a rejection of that
anachronistic defence of provocation was announced
by the opposition — with little or no fanfare, I have to
concede.
But because of that environment, when the Law
Reform Commission dealt with the defences to
homicide — of which provocation was one, although
the report was far more extensive in relation to that
matter — a very public press conference, if you like,
was called upstairs in room K. Professor Marcia Neave,
the chairperson of the Law Reform Commission, spoke
on that day, as did a number of other people, launching
that report in a very public circumstance.
The opposition, certain victims of crime, members of
the Ramage family and friends, and the
Attorney-General all participated in that process.
Indeed there was a media scrum immediately out the
back of Parliament House, where the issue of
provocation was clearly put on the agenda and both
sides of politics were getting a hearing. I personally
have been criticised by a number of my former friends
and colleagues at the Victorian bar as a result of our
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announcement to abolish the anachronistic defence of
provocation. I have no doubt the member for Prahran
was subject to the same criticism when the government
came out at a later stage and formally announced that it
too agreed with the Ramage family, the Law Reform
Commission and the opposition and that it would also
abolish the defence of provocation.
If this piece of legislation goes through no longer will
the document have to be tabled in this house to attract
all the privileges of Parliament, which enables all of us
to participate in the public debate on whether we
advance the law or not. That becomes a public debate
based on what happens in this place and we can all
speak to those particular matters. It is a matter that I
have raised in this place, and I am sure that when we
deal with the legislation other members will be able to
advance their views. But at the end of the day it is still a
public issue, and I have no doubt because it was put
into this place that it remains that.
What concerns me is that if this bill goes through and
the Attorney-General has the call as to when the report
will be released, we will get an all-singing, all-dancing
media conference, with the spin doctors working on the
Attorney-General’s lines — and it will be released with
whatever spin the government wants to put on it — a
raft of supporters sitting behind, but nobody out there
criticising and saying, ‘No, you’re not doing the right
thing’. You always run the risk when dealing with
victims of crime that they do not think the measures go
far enough and that other issues may need to be taken
into account.
Certainly all of those matters would be eliminated, and
there would be an all-singing, all-dancing media
conference, with a whole group of supporters standing
behind the Attorney-General screaming in adulation
about what a great job he was doing. Of course all the
media would be there, and unfortunately the first time
that people who actually might have a different view of
the world will hear about it is when they listen to radio
that night, or watch it on TV, or more particularly when
they read it in the newspaper the next morning. That
does not promote public debate in this forum. It does
not promote public debate about important issues the
Law Reform Commission might be considering.
I am sure there will be many parts of reports released
by the Law Reform Commission that everybody will
agree upon. It may take some time, as indeed occurred
in relation to the government’s announcement about the
abolition of the defence of provocation in murder cases.
That may not necessarily be agreed with by
organisations like the Victorian bar and the Criminal
Bar Association, which has been very critical of the
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government, the opposition and the Law Reform
Commission over the abolition. But most importantly
everybody should be able to participate in that process
and debate, and they should not be excluded simply at
the behest of the executive government.
In his second-reading speech the Attorney-General said
that the bill will ensure better management and provide
the opportunity to facilitate a release. The
Attorney-General principally refers to the Law Reform
Commission. Surely after months and months, if not
years and years, of research by a significant body into
the defences of homicide — there will be some parts
that we will all agree on and there will be some parts
that will not be agreed with, and I assume these changes
will be brought in over a period of time — we will have
the opportunity to at least participate in the debate and
discuss the matter properly so both sides of the
argument can be put.
If we do not, then what we will have is effectively the
way this government likes it to happen, which is to go
out there and do the all-singing, all-dancing media
conference, spin it whatever way it wants to, and then
we all read about it the next day. We become excluded
from the process, the media moves on, and accordingly
there is no real debate about these particular issues. If
that debate does not occur we effectively have a
one-party state here, and most importantly it is another
nail in the coffin of this place as a forum for public
debate.
It is a simple amendment. I do not really see why there
is any practical or cogent reason why we need to go
through it. As I have said, regrettably the opposition
will have to oppose this legislation.
In conclusion, can I just point out that the opposition is
more than willing to allow this bill to be split to ensure
the first part relating to legal aid and the third part in
relation to coordinated universal time can be put
through as expeditiously as possible. The second matter
is a matter of the utmost principle to the opposition. It
reduces the function and utility of this place to the point
where it is another nail in the coffin for it and it
becomes merely an electoral college. For that reason
the opposition is obliged to vote against this entire piece
of legislation, which demonstrates the danger of
introducing these sorts of omnibus bills.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — There are
three elements to this bill. The first deals with the
important issue of alternative dispute resolution (ADR)
programs. In essence what is contemplated here is that
Victoria Legal Aid will now be able to provide an ADR
program to two categories of people. The first of those
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will be persons who have applied to VLA for legal
assistance, whether or not that application is successful;
or alternatively for persons who have not actually
applied to VLA for assistance, but have been referred to
VLA nevertheless so they can engage in an alternative
dispute resolution program.
I was a mediator when I practised law and I did many
mediations over the years. I was opposed to mediations
and ADR programs going back years and years ago, at
a time when my firm and I personally used to run most
of the cases that used to come from the Supreme and
County courts at Sale. In those times we had the
Supreme Court there for two or three months through a
year, and sometimes the County Court for five and six
months of the year.
I can say now all these years on that there was a
measure of vested interest in not having ADR programs
prevail, in essence because all the cases were mine and
we could structure the list of cases going before the
court on a basis which best suited us for the purposes of
the mechanics of running them. So if there were
30 cases in the list for the month we would know before
we started which 6 or 8 we wanted to really fight, and
we would dot them in amongst the list of 30 when the
all-important call-over of the cases was conducted at
the start of the circuit. That enabled us to structure the
running of the cases through the course of the month.
The ADR system, we felt and I personally felt, risked
the prospect of being able to get maximum and best
outcomes for clients and so initially we were not part of
it. With the passage of time, though, I found that by
participating in these programs you could in net terms
get better results for your clientele right across the
board. It meant there was an ability to deal with the
very difficult cases in a manner which enabled you to
get a result without the risk of having to run these
claims and where you had a chance to talk to an
opponent fully and frankly about the merit or lack of
merit of a given case. If the mediations were done in the
right spirit I came to see over the years that they were
usually productive. As I said, eventually I became a
mediator, and I think over the course of doing hundreds
of them I was able to facilitate settlements in 95 per
cent of them.
In a lot of instances people came to them reluctantly
and would sit in the room at 8.30 in the morning, arms
akimbo, protesting about having to be there and saying
they were only there because of they had been ordered
to be there by a court. Yet amazingly by 7 o’clock that
night you would be signing up terms of reference for
settlement provisions. That happened because you were
able to bring parties into an environment where, if you
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did your job properly as a mediator, you could get the
best outcome. It was a good teacher, I think, of the
principle that there are often lateral solutions that
people close to problems sometimes cannot see and that
often you are best to have someone involved who can
look at these things a bit more dispassionately than the
parties to a proceedings. I am a strong supporter
therefore of alternative dispute resolution (ADR)
programs.
I note that clause 3 defines ‘alternative dispute
resolution program’ as:
… a program for the resolution of disputes out of court and
includes conferencing.

It is no more specific than that. I do not know whether
these programs are intended to include conciliation,
arbitration, mediation or conferencing as defined in the
course of this legislation. Certainly by definition it
includes conferencing, but I wonder if whoever is going
to deal with this on behalf of the government can clarify
that situation. Mind you — and be it on my own
head — I had the opportunity of a briefing and did not
avail myself of it, so when the answer comes I am sure
it will be in the nature of what I would have been able
to access had I bothered to avail myself of the briefing
in the first place.
Be that as it may, I seek clarification on that issue. The
notion of having ADR programs is very sensible, and I
think the capacity which will exist in this legislation to
give Victoria Legal Aid (VLA) an ability to assist the
parties to become involved in ADR programs is also a
sensible amendment. Sometimes from outside the ring
in which parties are involved in, say, litigation that
might be about to go to court, a judge might determine
that, even though the people involved have not applied
for legal aid, they can nevertheless be steered to the
offices of VLA to see if assistance can be rendered in
the form of one of these programs.
I think the breadth of the ADR programs is a good
thing, and I am sure the ultimate application of the
principle behind them is good. If more people are able
to resolve their litigious disputes through the processes
contemplated by this bill, that will also be a good thing.
The Nationals certainly support that initiative.
The second element of this bill is to do with standard
time, and there are amendments to both the Summer
Time Act 1972 and the Supreme Court Act 1986. I
have left my copy of the Summer Time Act 1972
beside the bed at home, so I have not had immediate
reference to it of late. Again, having failed to avail
myself of a briefing, I am not across the absolute
specifics of this. I note that clause 6 will amend the
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Summer Time Act 1972 with respect to ‘standard time’.
A note under that clause says:
Under section 8AA of the National Measurement Act 1960 of
the Commonwealth the Chief Metrologist is required to
maintain Co-ordinated Universal Time (UTC) —

I am not sure why it is not CUT, but anyway —
as determined by the International Bureau of Weights and
Measures.

I am sure that makes an enormous amount of sense to
someone, and it has been incorporated into this bill for
very meaningful reasons. A similar amendment appears
in clause 7, which amends the Supreme Court 1986.
That is the second element of this bill.
The third element relates to the somewhat vexed issue
of the tabling of reports of the Victorian Law Reform
Commission outside the times of parliamentary sittings.
I have heard the concerns expressed by the member for
Kew. I note that the terms of the legislation reflect in
many parts those that apply to the parliamentary
committees legislation. The member for Kew made the
point that the same provisions cannot be said to
properly have application here, because there is no
member of the opposition parties on the Victorian Law
Reform Commission. I see nevertheless that throughout
clause 9 there is a series of checks and balances which
are going to enable the giving of immediate notice to
members of reports that are filed and the
communication of those reports to those members who
want to have access to them. There is a built-in capacity
to enable the clerks of the respective houses to have
discussions with members who may want to have them.
In the scheme of things I see and hear the concerns
expressed by the member for Kew, and I respect
entirely the passion with which he puts his point of
view and the principle he seeks to protect. But from the
perspective of The Nationals — in reporting this bill to
my own party room I did not take exception to such an
extent — we will not oppose the provision, nor the
legislation as a whole.
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — It is pleasing for me to
be able make some comments in support of the Justice
Legislation (Amendment) Bill, which seeks to address
three issues. It makes some amendments to the Legal
Aid Act in relation to facilitating alternative dispute
resolution procedures; it provides for an expanded
ability to table reports of the Victorian Law Reform
Commission; and it makes amendments which bring in
coordinated universal time in relation to the Supreme
Court Act and the Summer Time Act. I want to deal
with the three matters separately, because they are
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separate issues. This is an omnibus bill that deals with
three discrete issues.
I will deal with the amendments to legal aid alternative
dispute resolution first. Currently Victoria Legal Aid
provides an alternative dispute resolution system called
the round-table dispute management service. VLA
introduced that innovation, and it is working extremely
well. It enables early settlement of a number of cases
that would otherwise have to go to court, which would
incur greater expense over a longer time and would no
doubt increase the emotional cost to the parties. The
legislation before the house will give proper legislative
structure to alternative dispute resolution programs such
as the round-table dispute management service. It will
enable VLA to provide that service to a greater number
of people. That is a sensible and appropriate thing for us
to be doing.
The history of alternative dispute resolution is
interesting. Some previous speakers have referred to the
fact that over the last 20 years or so it has become a
more common and accepted form of resolving legal
disputes. In my 15 years as a barrister before I was
elected to this place I was engaged in a vast number of
cases that involved alternative dispute resolution. It
increased dramatically over the more recent years.
When I was first admitted to practise in the mid-1980s
alternative dispute resolution was largely unknown in
this state. It was brought in around about that time,
particularly in areas of personal injury, as an
innovation. It met with some degree of scepticism — I
think that is an appropriate way to describe it — by
sections of the legal profession. As time went on it was
more highly regarded and accepted. The benefits it gave
to the parties and ultimately to all those who were
involved in the legal process have been well accepted.
Only the cases that really do need to be fought out to
the bitter end in court should be fought out in that way.
Any cases that can sensibly be resolved by agreement
between the parties at an earlier date are resolved, with
clear savings in cost to the parties, the legal profession
and the court system itself. The degree of emotional
involvement of the parties in litigation, which is very
often stressful, is definitely reduced. All round
alternative dispute resolution has been a particularly
good innovation in this state and has grown in
popularity. Between 70 and 90 per cent of legal
disputes that are capable of being sent to alternative
dispute resolution of the mediation sort are ultimately
settled at those mediations. That is a good thing for all
concerned.
I note that the Leader of The Nationals asked a
rhetorical question concerning the meaning of
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‘conferencing’ and ‘ alternative dispute resolution’ as
defined in this bill. The bill defines ‘alternative dispute
resolution’ and states that it is to include conferencing.
It then sets out a definition of conferencing. The notion
of alternative dispute resolution is one of a voluntary
process between the parties to litigation. It is not an
arbitrated outcome. The process involves the parties
being brought together and if they are able to consent to
settlement of the case then alternative dispute resolution
of this type will facilitate that process. It does not
involve arbitration, which is generally regarded as a
way of enforcing an order on parties where they would
otherwise not voluntarily agree to it.
I move now to the issue of coordinated universal time.
This matter has been the subject of agreement between
all the state and territory governments in Australia to
change references in our legislation to Greenwich Mean
Time to coordinated universal time, a time scale based
on the use of atomic clocks. It is a more accurate and
precise way of measuring time than Greenwich Mean
Time which has of course been historically of great use
and interest to those of us who have read such books as
Longitude and are familiar with the history of
Greenwich Mean Time and how important it has been
to such things as navigation over the years. I remember
on one occasion going to the observatory at Greenwich
in England and having my photo taken standing with
one foot on each side of the prime meridian. I know we
will still be able to do that.
Greenwich Mean Time will not change. What we are
doing here by referring to coordinated universal time is
making sure that for such things as the use of
high-speed data transfer in computer technology the
most accurate and precise measure of time is able to be
used. It is necessary under the national agreement that
this be brought in before the start of summer time or
daylight saving time on 1 September 2005. I note that it
will have no effect on summer time or daylight saving
time but it will ensure that all the states in Australia are
in legal agreement on their measurement of time. One
thing it will not do, however, is shed any light on where
the Liberal Party may be keeping its policies from time
to time or whether they have any at all — but that is
another matter.
The Liberal Party is opposing the other section of this
bill, that allowing for Victorian Law Reform
Commission reports to be tabled while Parliament is
not sitting. I think the opposition to this particular
amendment shows that the Liberal Party opposition in
this state is really spending too much time looking over
its shoulder and seeing ghosts and shadows moving
about everywhere, without looking at the content of the
legislation. I am pleased that the Leader of The
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Nationals in his earlier contribution said he had
considered the checks and balances provided in this
legislation and that The Nationals would be supporting
the Labor government in amending the legislation to
enable the tabling of Law Reform Commission reports
while Parliament is not sitting.

reviews the way in which this Parliament is operated.
There is no doubt, and the opposition agrees, that the
current act requires some change. We have no difficulty
with the government moving in that particular
direction. There are, however, some issues which we
have some concerns with.

Of course there are appropriate safeguards in this bill to
ensure that all parties and all members of Parliament
are given advance notice of the tabling of a Law
Reform Commission report. The same process already
applies under the Audit Act and the Ombudsman Act.
That process works well. The concerns of Liberal Party
members are in fact completely misplaced and show
that they do not understand the legislation that is before
the house. The legislation will enable the most timely
and efficient tabling of Law Reform Commission
reports at an earlier date than would otherwise be the
case and it is very appropriate and sensible legislation.
It is in the interests of the public of Victoria that it be
passed, and I commend the bill.

Firstly, I want to move to part 2 of the bill and to the
issue of parliamentary officer values. It is interesting to
see that the values set out in the bill for parliamentary
officers are responsiveness, integrity, impartiality,
accountability, respect and leadership. These are
admirable qualities, and one would hope that they
would be evident in anybody who is employed by any
organisation, whether it is public or private. I always
remember, when I was under the tutelage of my father,
his saying to me that there are two qualities one should
look for in an employee. One is their ability to do the
job, and the other is loyalty. He said to me that if you
could find people who are 90 per cent capable of doing
the job and 100 per cent loyal, they are the ideal
employees, because you can always get people to
improve their capacity to do a job but you can never get
people to improve their loyalty. If they are not 100 per
cent loyal, that should be a major mark against them.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr COOPER
(Mornington).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

PARLIAMENTARY ADMINISTRATION
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 March; motion of
Mr BRACKS (Premier).
Opposition amendment circulated by Mr COOPER
(Mornington) pursuant to standing orders.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The member for Mornington, speaking on the bill and
the amendment.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — The Parliamentary
Administration Bill is not being opposed by the
opposition. However, we do have some concerns about
some matters in the bill, and of course we have
significant concern in regard to the Parliamentary
Librarian’s position. That is the subject of the
amendment which we propose to move when the bill is
considered in detail by this house.
It might be worth while if I basically go through the bill
and touch upon some of the items I wish to comment
on, and particularly deal with some of them in detail.
This bill, as was said by the Premier in his
second-reading speech in the house on 24 March,

The point I would like to make regarding these values
and about parliamentary staff in general is that although
they are required to be responsive, to have integrity, to
be impartial, to be accountable, to demonstrate respect
and to show leadership, it is a two-way street. It is
important that members of this place and the other
place also demonstrate those qualities in the way they
deal with parliamentary officers. In my 20 years of
experience in this place I have witnessed a number of
cases where members of this Parliament, from both
houses, have not demonstrated those kinds of values in
their dealings with the people who have been employed
here. I trust that those value will be taken into account
not only by members of the present Parliament but by
members of Parliament in future.
I move on to division 3 and to clause 18 on the
employment and retirement of parliamentary officers.
In particular I refer to clause 18(2)(f). We have a
three-department-head structure under this bill — and
in fact it is an important and integral part of this bill that
the three-department-head structure is set up and
maintained. The three heads are of course the Clerk of
this place, the Clerk of the other place and the person
who is appointed as the Secretary of the Department of
Parliamentary Services. Under clause 18(2)(f) the
appropriate department head:
may transfer Parliamentary officers to duties in other
Departments or in public service bodies or public entities …
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In the private sector and perhaps in government
departments that would seem to be a reasonable thing,
but I point out to the house that that clause can now,
under the terms of this legislation, include the
Parliamentary Librarian and the head of Hansard. They
will no longer be departmental heads but will be liable
for transfer under clause 18(2)(f). I will come back to
that because it is an important point, and I would like
members to bear that in mind. In defence of that clause
I am sure we will hear members on the other side
saying that clause 19 deals with the review of actions.
Nevertheless we are talking about — certainly in the
case of the head of the Parliamentary Library and
Parliamentary Debates — senior people in this
Parliament. That certainly should be borne in mind.
As I move through the bill I come to part 4, headed
‘Employment of electorate officers’. This is a minor
query, and it is one that perhaps the member for
Richmond will be able to answer. If he does not know
the answer, I am sure he will rush off to get it for me so
that we will have it. It is interesting. Clause 30(1) states:
(1) The President and the Speaker, acting jointly, may, on
behalf of the Crown, employ as an electorate officer to
assist a member of Parliament, a person nominated by
that member.

That clause is going to replace clause 26(1) of the
Parliamentary Officers Act 1975, which states:
The President and the Speaker, acting jointly, may, on behalf
of the State, employ, as an electorate officer to assist a
member of Parliament, a person nominated by that member.

The word ‘State’ in the 1975 act is now being replaced
by the word ‘Crown’. Why that is so is a matter of
interest to me. One would have thought that, given the
debate that has been raging for a long time in certain
circles in this country about the republic, it should have,
as the member for Rodney said, gone the other way —
we should be replacing the word ‘Crown’ with the
word ‘State’. As I went through the bill I thought that
was an interesting point. I am sure the member for
Richmond, having had that placed on his plate, will
come up with a response.
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr COOPER — I notice that he is nodding
furiously in agreement and will in fact do that. I will be
obliged to him for the answer he gives me at some
appropriate time during the debate on this bill.
I move on to part 6 of the bill, particularly clause 39.
This clause sets up a new joint parliamentary
committee, the Electoral Matters Committee. This is
great — we are adding to the army of joint
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parliamentary committees that we have in this
Parliament! This will be another job for a Labor MP as
chairman; another little carrot to be thrown out to some
backbencher in the Labor Party. They will be
cheering — —
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr COOPER — You say it is a joint committee,
but it will not be chaired by a member of the Liberal
Party or The Nationals. We know that. Do not try to kid
us! We know full well where the benefit of the
parliamentary committee chairman’s salary will go, it
will go to a Labor Party MP. I am sure that all those
who have not got a committee chairmanship will be
lined up looking for that.
I am very interested in the functions of the Electoral
Matters Committee, because it is going to be charged
with inquiring into, considering and reporting to the
Parliament on the conduct of parliamentary elections
and referendums in Victoria. That is fair enough, I
suppose. The next subclause adds the conduct of
elections of councillors under the Local Government
Act 1989. I do not know whether I am paranoid; I do
not know whether I am a cynic; I do not know whether
I am just overly suspicious, but I find that fairly
ominous. We have already seen quite strange activities
from the Victorian Electoral Commission in regard to
changes to boundaries. I can refer to the activities of the
VEC on the review of boundary changes for the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council. It called for
public submissions, and within two days of the closing
date for those public submissions it had drawn maps
and had them in the hands of local newspapers, and its
no. 1 proposal was something that was totally contrary
to 98 per cent of the public submissions it received.
With that in mind we now have the prospect of a joint
parliamentary committee looking into the conduct of
elections of councillors. I would have thought, if the
conduct of elections of councillors were something that
needed to be looked at in any way, it should be looked
at by the Victorian Electoral Commission and not by a
parliamentary committee.
I am deeply suspicious of the motives behind the
creation of the Electoral Matters Committee. I do not
believe it is being created just to give a Labor Party MP
a job as chairman and the additional salary that goes
with it — even though that will be seen as a matter of
great joy by the backbench of the Labor Party! — what
I am suspicious of are the deeper motives, the motives
that were not spoken of in this house by the Premier
when he moved that this bill be read a second time and
no doubt will not be spoken of by any member of the
Labor Party in the debate on this bill. This will be
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something they will want to see slide through without
too much comment. That has not occurred, and there
will be further comment — if I am any judge, it appears
to me that the member for Rodney might even want to
raise the matter when he speaks on this bill, and more
power to his elbow if his does! — because it is
important that we get the real reasons out of this
government, which has so proudly proclaimed itself as
being honest, open and accountable. Let it be honest,
open and accountable in regard to that new
parliamentary committee.
I will move right along to division 4, which is indeed a
fascinating part of the bill. Under clauses 47, 48 and 49
of division 4 a whole lot of amendments are being
made to legislation that was passed by this Parliament
as recently as December 2004 — that is, the Public
Administration Act 2004. Changes are being made to
that act under those three clauses. It may well be that
the government will again argue that these changes are
very unimportant and just a bit of i-dotting and
t-crossing, but does it not again demonstrate just how
badly this government runs?
Mr Maughan — Sloppy!
Mr COOPER — It is sloppy, as the member for
Rodney said. ‘Incompetent’ is another word for it, and
in many cases it is corrupt. It really does show that the
government cannot get anything right. Is it not
amazing — the government produced that bill, and it
went through in December 2004 — that this is not the
first time that this has happened?
I have lost count of the number of times that this
government has brought in bills to correct legislation
that had only been passed two or three months before.
The member for Kew, who is the shadow
Attorney-General, has just reminded me of some real
classics in his portfolio area where this government
could not get it right and had to bring in amending
legislation. Here we are in April 2005 amending a bill
that passed through this Parliament in December 2004.
But it gets better or worse — depending on your point
of view. Clause 50 is headed ‘Amendment of
consequential amendments’ and contains another range
of amendments to the Public Administration Act 2004,
but these are retrospective amendments. What a classic!
It is a classic that was not lost on the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee. Its report was tabled in the
Parliament this morning and states:
The committee notes that the explanatory memorandum
states — clause 50 makes a number of technical amendments
to the consequential provisions of the Public Administration
Act 2004.
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The committee notes the clause appears to have retrospective
operation and as such the committee repeats its comments
and concerns (refer to clause 37 above) in respect to
inadequate or unhelpful explanatory memoranda.

Why would the committee be surprised about a
memorandum that was inadequate and unhelpful? Of
course it was going to be inadequate and unhelpful. If it
were helpful and adequate it would have drawn
attention to the fact that this government cannot get
anything right. Not only can it not get anything right, it
then has to introduce amendments to a bill that are
retrospective back to December 2004. What a disgrace!
What an abomination of administration by a
government that it has to do this kind of thing. It is a
catastrophe as far as legislation is concerned, and it
shows just how bad the government is.
Finally, before I get back to the question of the
Parliamentary Librarian, I refer to division 5 of part 6,
which is headed ‘Amendment of Terrorism
(Community Protection) Act 2003’. In my view the
Parliamentary Administration Bill has nothing to do
with the Terrorism (Community Protection) Act 2003.
When the Liberal Party was briefed on this bill, the
person from the Department of Premier and Cabinet
who gave the briefing was asked a question about this
and said, ‘This particular division is not related in any
way to the bill, but it was just a handy place to pop it’.
A handy place to pop it! So we now have a situation
where you can just dump anything into a bill.
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr COOPER — And the member for Richmond
says he does not see anything wrong with that. I find it
absolutely extraordinary.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr COOPER — I never did it, and I can tell you
now that the Premier I served under would have been
absolutely outraged by it. However, it appears that there
are different standards now, and they are not only
different, but they are very low standards indeed.
Let me get back to the question of the Parliamentary
Librarian because we have a situation advanced to us
by the government that says this is the way forward.
The Premier in moving the second-reading speech last
month, said at page 4 of his speech:
These arrangements for the Secretary of the Department of
Parliamentary Services are similar to arrangements currently
in place in the commonwealth Parliament.

The Premier is wrong. He has misled the house in
saying that and I am going to demonstrate why, because
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in the case of the Parliamentary Librarian they are very
different indeed. The Senate and the House of
Representatives earlier this year, in fact last month,
dealt with a bill called the Parliamentary Service
Amendment Bill 2005 and I quote from the
second-reading speech reported in the Hansard of
9 March, which referred to the recommendations of the
Podger review:
Another key recommendation was the creation of a statutory
office of Parliamentary Librarian.
In the August resolutions, the house and the Senate expressed
their support for the Presiding Officers in bringing forward
amendments to the act to provide for a statutory position of
Parliamentary Librarian within the new joint department and
conferring on the Parliamentary Librarian direct reporting
responsibilities to the Presiding Officers and the library
committees of both houses of Parliament.
A focus of the bill is to protect the independent provision of
library services to the Parliament. Throughout the history of
the Parliament that independence has been central to the
Parliamentary Library’s contributions to the deliberations of
the Parliament. It will be guaranteed by the package of
amendments in this bill.
The continued independence of the Parliamentary Librarian is
established by the legislative requirement that the
Parliamentary Librarian’s functions must be performed in a
timely, impartial and confidential manner and on the basis of
equality of access for all Senators and members.
The independence is reinforced by the need for the
Parliamentary Librarian to have professional qualifications in
librarianship or information management.
The independence is further underpinned by the direct
reporting lines between the Parliamentary Librarian and the
Presiding Officers and the Library Committees.

In the debate in the Senate on 10 March Senator Chris
Evans, who is the leader of the Labor Party in the
Senate, is reported in Hansard as saying:
The main provision establishes the office of the Parliamentary
Librarian, which will be established within the Department of
Parliamentary Services. The Parliamentary Librarian’s
function will be:
… to provide high quality information, analysis and
advice to Senators and members of the House of
Representatives in support of their parliamentary and
representational roles …
That is a description which we all absolutely agree with, but
of course such a description can only become a reality if
independence is preserved and proper funding is provided.

That is what Senator Evans said. I move on to another
comment that was made by somebody well known to
Labor members in this place, the federal member for
Lalor, Julia Gillard, who is reported as saying:
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The impartial information and analysis provided by the
Parliamentary Library is crucial to the effective scrutiny of
government in the Parliament and to ensuring that the
Australian people get the highest quality of debate and
legislative engagement as possible.
For those members of the opposition who obviously find
themselves without many of the resources that flow in
government, the access that we have to the Parliamentary
Library makes all the difference in the world and is one of the
foundation stones for enabling an opposition to play the role
that it must play in our parliamentary system: holding the
government to account and providing scrutiny of the bills that
the government brings before this Parliament.

She goes on to say:
One of the foundation stones of our system of democracy is
that this Parliament can hold the government to account. That
can only happen in any meaningful way, rather than simply
being a symbolic statement, if there are resources on which
the members of Parliament can rely to assist them in that task.
The Parliamentary Library is the key to enabling members of
Parliament to do that task. It is difficult to envisage how much
debased the debate in this place — and public policy debate
in the broad — and the ability to hold the government to
account in this house and in the Senate would be if we did not
have the sorts of assistance and resources that are available
through the Parliamentary Library.

You cannot get stronger statements than that in support
of the independence of the Parliamentary Librarian’s
role. They are statements of power and substance and
they are absolutely right. They have come from leading
members of the Labor Party — the leader of the Labor
Party in the Senate and the member for Lalor in the
House of Representatives, a person who has been
touted on more occasions than one as being a future
leader of the parliamentary Labor Party in the federal
Parliament. They are standing up for the role of the
Parliamentary Librarian being independent, and they
are doing so very correctly, and they are supported in
that, as I understand it, by all sides of the federal
Parliament. They recognise the need for that
independence. They recognise the need for that person
to be free of the kinds of threats that can occur, as I said
earlier, under clause 18 in division 3 of the bill, wherein
it states:
(1) A Department Head, on behalf of the Crown, has all the
rights, powers, authorities and duties of an employer in
respect of the Department and Parliamentary officers
employed in it.
(2) Without limiting sub-section (1), the appropriate
Department Head …
(f)

may transfer Parliamentary officers to duties in
other Departments or in public service bodies or
public entities.

What kind of a threat or possible threat is that to hold
over the head of somebody who is trying to carry out an
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independent and very important role in this
Parliament — a role that, as Julia Gillard and
Senator Chris Evans have said, is very important to the
operation of an opposition in the Parliament? That is
what it is all about: removing the assistance and help
that can be made available to this opposition in this
Parliament. We have seen since the election in late
1999 the assistance, help and staffing that is available
systemically reduced and carved up, so that this
opposition has less and less available to it in its ability
to research and to deal with legislation.
Now we have another example of that. The independent
role of the Parliamentary Librarian is now also about to
be pushed down the food chain. So we have a situation
where the Parliamentary Librarian, who has for years
and years been a departmental head in this Parliament,
as was the head of Parliamentary Debates, will be a
second string officer. They will be subject to the
possibilities under clause 18 in division 3 of this bill in
regard to their employment conditions. It is simply not
good enough for this government to say it is doing it in
order to have a streamlined administration.
We know that there is an agenda behind this. We know
what it is all about — and it is something that this
government needs to recognise. Not only do we know
what it is all about, but their federal colleagues also
know what it is all about. It would be very interesting, if
Senator Chris Evans and Julia Gillard were here now
and able to speak to this house and the other place, to
hear their views on what this government is proposing
to do to our Parliamentary Librarian. I suggest that if
they are honest and honourable people — and I suggest
they probably are — they would be standing up and
saying the identical words that they said in the House of
Representatives and the Senate earlier this year in
regard to the Parliamentary Librarian’s position. And
why should they not? They know, having been in
opposition for some years, how important the library
and the role of the Parliamentary Librarian are to their
ability to do their job.
What we are saying to this government is, ‘You need to
be taking that into account. You need to be
understanding that this is so’. Members of this
government seem to have the view that the wheel is no
longer spinning and they are going to remain in
government for years and years. The word is out among
the people of Victoria that this government is on the
nose. If there is a change of government at the next
election, who will be pleading for changes then? Who
will be coming cap in hand for resources then? Who
will be saying, ‘There need to be some changes made to
the way this Parliament is run in regard to the
Parliamentary Library and the Parliamentary
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Librarian’s position’? That is what they will be saying
because after 1992 they were very good at it — very
good indeed — and they will be back again. In the
meantime they are trying to slow down the wheels of
this Parliament in order to truncate and curtail the
ability of the opposition to operate in Parliament in a
decent way.
It is just not good enough for them to come in here and
say that this bill is just a nice piece of administrative
streamlining and there are no hidden agendas. We
know there are hidden agendas, and this is one. It has
been exposed by Senator Chris Evans and Julia Gillard.
They have shown that the identical reasons we are
arguing here are the reasons they were arguing in the
federal Parliament. And yet we had the Premier reading
this second-reading speech, which was written for him
by somebody. He obviously did not know what he was
talking about, because he made a statement which is
clearly wrong when he said:
These arrangements with the Secretary of the Department of
Parliamentary Services are similar to arrangements currently
in place in the commonwealth Parliament.

Nothing could be worse than to say that because they
are clearly not, and that has been exposed by the words
of his federal colleagues Senator Chris Evans and Julia
Gillard. We are saying that enough is enough. That is
the reason we have brought this amendment into this
place. I hope that this government will have the
decency to allow this bill to go to consideration in detail
so that we can delve into the situation of the future of
the Parliamentary Librarian. We believe that it warrants
it and we believe that if this government is fair dinkum
it will come with some clarity, honesty and openness to
the debate in detail and respond to the concerns that we
have that I am sure are shared by a great many people
in this place.
As I said at the beginning, we do not oppose the bill but
we have some grave concerns about some aspects of it,
and those concerns we would certainly like to deal with
later when the bill is considered in detail.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I rise with a great
deal of pleasure to speak on the Parliamentary
Administration Bill and to support the comments of my
colleague the member for Mornington because I think
he made some very sensible comments and ones that I
certainly support. I will talk about that as I go through.
This bill really did have its origins in the One
Parliament project that was led by the Speaker and the
President. It reviewed the administration of the
Parliament. As the member for Mornington has pointed
out, and as we all know, last year part 9 of the Public
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Administration Act 2004 was implemented to provide a
new administrative structure for the Parliament and to
start to implement some of the findings of this One
Parliament project. The bill before the house this
evening takes further those reforms and completes the
process of legislative reform.
I guess there are three main reasons for the bill that we
are considering tonight. The 1975 act no longer reflects
current employment arrangements used in this
Parliament and this bill attends to that.
The second reason is that it is hoped that the new
administrative arrangements in the bill will mean the
provision of more efficient and effective services to
members and the general public.
I take this opportunity to commend all the officers of
Parliament — the staff in the Parliamentary Library,
Hansard and the dining room, the clerks and the Joint
Services Committee on the excellent services they
provide to members. We are all very appreciative of the
services provided by parliamentary officers, who do
their best, sometimes under very difficult
circumstances. All of those officers, particularly the
clerks, provide excellent service.
Mr Cooper — They have to deal with us!
Mr MAUGHAN — The member for Mornington
quite rightly says they have to deal with all the
individuals who make up this Parliament, including all
their various idiosyncrasies. The clerks seem to be able
to work through those with equanimity, aplomb and
courtesy, giving good advice to both sides of the house.
After all, that is what democracy is all about. It comes
back to the point that the member for Mornington made
so passionately in talking about the independence of the
Parliamentary Library. If we really do believe in a
democratic system of government — and I sometimes
doubt that the present government does — then you
need an independent librarian and independent
parliamentary services — —
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — The Minister for Education
Services makes light of that, but this legislation before
the house in some way comprises the independence of
the Parliamentary Librarian and is at odds with what
has happened in the commonwealth Parliament. Those
reforms were certainly supported by the Labor Party
federally, and I wish the Victorian Labor Party had the
same view and did a bit more to maintain the
independence of the Parliamentary Librarian.
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The third general reason for this legislation coming
before the house tonight is that the administration of
Parliament should be consistent with the broad aims of
the Public Administration Act 2004. That act talks
about a whole range of those qualities that we expect
from members of the public service — integrity,
impartiality, accountability and likewise.
Before getting into some of the detail of the bill I will
comment in general terms about parliamentary
committees, because we will also be dealing with them
in this debate. From my perspective the work of the
all-party parliamentary committees is one of the best
features of the Parliament. Members of all political
persuasions work together — —
Mr Cooper — You are not going to be the chairman
of the new one, Noel.
Mr MAUGHAN — I realise that, and the member
has raised a very interesting point which I will deal with
on another occasion. I have no problems with that at all.
All of the joint all-party parliamentary committees do
excellent work. Their members work together,
irrespective of their parliamentary differences. Given
that there is bipartisan support, generally the
committees’ recommendations are adopted by the
Parliament. We have a terrific committee system, and I
just wanted to make those comments before
proceeding.
I want to also comment on the quality of the staff, in
particular the clerks and the standard of service they
provide. I again support the comments made by the
member for Mornington about the quality of the staff
and the loyalty and integrity they show towards
members. He made a valid comment when he said that
there are some members of this place — a minority, I
accept — who do not show the same qualities of
integrity, loyalty and respect to officials of this house in
return. They are small in number, but the point made by
the member for Mornington is very important. If we
expect loyalty, respect and integrity, we need to return
the same to the clerks.
As I have indicated, this bill is a flow-on from the One
Parliament project led by the presiding officers that
reduces the number of parliamentary departments from
five to three. We used to have five departments in this
place — the Legislative Assembly, the Legislative
Council, Hansard, the Parliamentary Library and Joint
Services. This bill brings that down to three — namely,
the Legislative Assembly, the Legislative Council and
Parliamentary Services, which is all the others rolled
into one.
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The bill replaces the Parliamentary Officers Act 1975
while retaining and updating many of the key features
of that act. As I indicated earlier, it recognises current
industrial relations principles such as merit and equity,
which were not even contemplated when the legislation
was written some 30 years ago. It retains the process for
appointing the heads of the Legislative Council and the
Legislative Assembly, and that very important proviso
is spelt out in clauses 9 and 10. The appointment of the
Clerk of the Legislative Assembly or the Clerk of the
Legislative Council, and the remuneration each
receives, is essentially a decision made by the Governor
in Council on the recommendation of the Speaker or
the President as the case may be. Both clerks receive
the same salary.
Clause 5 of the bill spells out the virtues, values and
principles that we should be looking for in
parliamentary officers. They are such things as
responsiveness, integrity, impartiality, accountability,
respect and leadership. I am sure we all agree with all
those principles. Subclause (2) of clause 5 states that
departmental heads must promote the values set out in
that section of the bill — that is, accountability, respect,
leadership, integrity et cetera — and ensure they are
adopted.
Clause 6 deals with parliamentary administration and
employment principles. Again, they are motherhood
things, but it is good that they are in the bill. Clause 6
stipulates that employment decisions should be based
on merit, that parliamentary officers should be treated
fairly and reasonably, that equal employment
opportunity should be provided and that parliamentary
officers should have redress against unfair or
unreasonable treatment.
We have no argument with any of those principles. We
all agree with them.
Under part 3, which is headed ‘Employment of
parliamentary officers’, clause 7 specifies the three
administrative departments — that is, the Department
of the Legislative Council, the Department of the
Legislative Assembly and the Department of
Parliamentary Services. Division 1 of part 3 gives the
break-up of the departments and division 2 defines the
department heads — the Clerk of the Legislative
Council, the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly and the
Secretary of the Department of Parliamentary Services,
with all the conglomeration of the library, Hansard and
the other parliamentary services that make — —
Mr Mulder interjected.
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Mr MAUGHAN — They do provide important
services, as the member for Lowan points out, that we
all rely on very much. The Secretary of the Department
of Parliamentary Services has a huge responsibility in
administering all of those diverse services that we as
members rely on so much.
Division 4 talks about financial management.
Division 5 sets out the restrictions on parliamentary
officers doing other work, and that is as it should be.
They need to devote their time, energy and intellectual
capacity to serving this Parliament. Again, there is no
argument about that.
Part 4 deals with the employment of electorate officers.
The member for Mornington, in his contribution to the
debate, touched on this. It is important that members of
the Parliament be adequately resourced to carry out
their functions and serve their electorates and the
Parliament properly. It is important that we have the
best possible staff and that the electorate staff are
chosen by the member and employed by the
Parliament.
I want to make a couple of comments in passing here.
Electorate officers should be paid according to their
experience and length of service. While the system now
is much better than it was in the past, there are still
some deficiencies in that length of service is given too
much emphasis as compared to experience. If a
member wants to employ a person who is highly
experienced, then to some degree they suffer a loss of
salary in those first few years until they build up the
length of service. That acts against employing people of
ability and capacity that otherwise might take positions
as electorate officers. It is skewed too heavily in favour
of length of service as opposed to experience.
Members of Parliament rely heavily on their staff. In
my own case I would argue that I have two of the best
that are available — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MAUGHAN — Members can argue, they can
push, but I just want to say that I have two fantastic
electorate officers, Wendy Nolan and Leonie Canham,
who do a marvellous job. They are dedicated, caring,
hardworking, innovative and all of that.
An honourable member — They deserve a pay
rise!
Mr MAUGHAN — I wish I could, because they
certainly deserve one. I think all members agree, in
spite of the jocularity, that we rely heavily on our
electorate staff and think highly of them.
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Part 5 of the bill is headed ‘Miscellaneous’. It refers to
the delegation of powers, the making of regulations,
transitional arrangements and so on. They are
mechanical-type things. Part 6 refers to amendments of
other acts and the repeal of the Parliamentary Officers
Act 1975. I refer to the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee report. In its summary of
comments on clause 37 of this legislation SARC
reports:
The committee notes the brevity of the explanatory
memorandum, which only repeats the provision found in the
bill. The committee is of the view that an explanatory
memorandum should explain the intention and operation of
the bill’s provisions.

Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.01 p.m.
Mr MAUGHAN — Before dinner I spoke about the
background leading to the legislation before the house
tonight. I talked about the quality of the clerks and the
staff in this Parliament and how they serve this
Parliament with such distinction and with impartiality. I
spoke about the importance of the library — and I will
have a little bit more to say on that in a minute — and
the impartiality of the library and how we need to have
a good library service and an independent librarian. I
commented on the remarks that were made by the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee on the
paucity of information that was contained in the
memorandum in the front of this legislation,
particularly on clause 37, on which it really said
nothing.
In that reference SARC indicated that it would write to
the Premier to seek an assurance that future explanatory
memorandums will better assist members of Parliament
in their consideration of legislation before the
Parliament. I commend SARC for that. I think it shows
that some of the explanatory memorandums leave a
little bit to be desired.
Going further into the bill we come to page 32 and the
amendment of the Parliamentary Committees Act. I
want to comment on that particularly. I spoke earlier
about my support for parliamentary committees and the
excellent work they do. Proposed section 9A in
clause 39 states:
The functions of the Electoral Matters Committee are, if so
required or permitted under this Act, to inquire into, consider
and report to the Parliament on any proposal, matter or thing
concerned with —
(a) the conduct of parliamentary elections …
(b) the conduct of elections of Councillors …
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(c) the administration of, or practices associated with, the
Electoral Act 2002 …

I simply ask the question: why do we need such a
committee? By way of background I indicate that when
this government came to office there were eight of
these all-party committees. There are now 11, and this
one will bring the total to 12, with each of those
committees having a chair who gets an additional salary
of $10 000-plus, and having the power to travel
overseas.
I am not against the committees. As I indicated earlier, I
am a great supporter of committees. What I am against
is the hypocrisy of this government, which made great
play of the fact that it abolished those Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association trips because it believed they
were not being used to advantage but has then added a
whole range of other opportunities for members to
travel overseas as members of committees.
The government is creating yet another committee. I
have some concerns about the role of this particular
committee. Where is the justified need for this
committee to inquire into electoral matters? Where did
the government get the idea that it was actually needed?
What sort of consultation was there about this
committee? Where did the government go to consult? I
have no idea at all. What about the resourcing of this
committee? Will there be additional funds? We will
now have another parliamentary committee. I see
nothing in this legislation to indicate that more funds
will go with that. One can only presume that all the
other existing committees will have their resources
reduced to a degree to fund the activities of this new
committee. I ask that in responding to wrap up debate
on this legislation the minister answer the question
about whether additional resources will be provided for
this additional committee.
I have already spelled out the committee’s terms of
reference. Why can this work not be done by the
Victorian Electoral Commission? Why do we need a
political committee to inquire into these electoral
matters? I have grave concerns about what this
committee might be up to and its impartiality.
In summary, what I am concerned about is the Library
Committee, the Parliamentary Librarian and the
independence of the library. The amendment that has
been circulated by the member for Mornington is good.
It will ensure the continuation of the position of the
librarian. There is no demonstrated need for the
additional committee. The function could be carried out
much better and more impartially by the Victorian
Electoral Commission.
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Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support the
Parliamentary Administration Bill and in doing so
indicate from the outset that the government does not
support the proposed amendment circulated by the
Liberal Party. This bill is designed to modernise the
administration of the Victorian Parliament and to create
a single and efficient Parliament. It builds on the
structure of three departments, already put in place in
the Public Administration Act last year. It is important
that we understand this bill is a logical consequence of
the Public Administration Act 2004.
As was indicated, there are three departments of
Parliament: the Department of the Legislative
Assembly, the Department of the Legislative Council
and the Department of Parliamentary Services. Indeed
it would be fair to say the structure does recognise a
need for more streamlined, accountable and — can I
say — modern administrative practice which we hope
will ensure the more efficient and effective running of
the Parliament.
The legislation incorporates the principles and
procedures applicable in the public service as a whole,
as set out in the Public Administration Act, and retains
those sections of the Parliamentary Officers Act that are
still applicable. Modifications have been made to the
principles in the Public Administration Act to take
account of the separation of the Parliament from the
executive government. It is obviously very important
that we acknowledge that. For instance, it is not a
principle that employees in Parliament implement the
policies of the government of the day. That is a
fundamental point.
The bill has been prepared in consultation with the
Presiding Officers and the heads of the three
parliamentary departments. Parts 2 and 3 of the bill set
out modern employment practices, including principles
that the department heads are to apply — they are in
part 2 — and making those department heads
responsible for the efficient running of those
departments. These changes have been made to ensure
that the departments and the employees within them
work in the most effective way possible to meet the
needs of not only the Parliament but of course the
people who work here and the people we were all
elected to serve.
Whilst the presiding officers will continue to be
consulted and advised on the running of the
departments, department heads will be responsible for
day-to-day employment matters and all employment
decisions. This reflects, of course, what occurs in the
broader public service.
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The clerks’ roles and responsibilities — and,
importantly, independence — are preserved in the bill.
They will continue to be appointed by the Governor in
Council. This is appropriate given their role in
providing independent expert advice to the Presiding
Officers in the two houses.
The head of the Department of Parliamentary Services
will be appointed by the Presiding Officers. We submit
that is appropriate given that department’s explicit
roles, which in general go to providing quite critical and
fundamental logistical support to the Parliament,
including responsibility for the facilities of the
organisation, the building itself and catering, as well as
the critical areas of library, Hansard and information
technology.
The bill also retains the provisions relating to electorate
officers contained in the current Parliamentary Officers
Act — that is, the provisions in part 4 of the bill are
completely unchanged.
I want to touch briefly upon a couple of issues raised by
the member for Mornington in his contribution. In
tabling his proposed amendment for consideration he
essentially submitted a case that suggested that the
office of librarian ought to remain independent from the
structure proposed here. There was at least a suggestion
that an attempt was being made to in some way
possibly fetter the role of the Parliamentary Librarian or
the staff of the library. Indeed an accusation was made
that there would be a diminution in the resources
provided to the Parliament through that most critical
role of the library. I submit that there is nothing in this
legislation in any shape or form that could lead a
fair-minded person to that conclusion.
The resources of the Parliamentary Library are highly
valued by both sides of this house. The office of the
librarian is critical to this Parliament. Indeed the staff I
have had the pleasure of working with and seeking
assistance from have been unfailingly courteous,
efficient and utterly professional in an unbiased way.
To suggest there is some — —
Mr Crutchfield — Conspiracy.
Mr WYNNE — To suggest there is some
conspiracy, as my good colleague the member for
South Barwon interjects, is entirely inappropriate and,
frankly, is unworthy of the member for Mornington,
who, as he indicated in his contribution, has been a
member of this house for in excess of 20 years. He well
knows the critical role that the library plays. There is no
suggestion in this bill — and it was quite erroneous for
him to make those accusations — that there will be any
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diminution in the services provided to Parliament or
that the professionalism, integrity and independence of
the role of the librarian, and in this case her staff, in
serving both sides of the Parliament would be in any
way inhibited.
A couple of technical matters were raised. The member
for Mornington raised a matter pertaining to
clause 30(1) under the heading ‘Employment of
electorate officers’, where in that context the term
‘Crown’ replaces ‘state’. It is a fairly technical question
raised by the member, and I will go to that clause,
which reads:
The President and the Speaker, acting jointly, may, on behalf
of the Crown, employ as an electorate officer …

The Public Administration Act 2004 says ‘the Crown’.
There is no sleight of hand involved here; it is merely
about ensuring that we maintain contemporary
language in the drafting of new legislation. It is in fact
lifted straight from the Public Administration Act 2004,
where ‘the Crown’ is the contemporary term used
throughout.
I want to briefly touch upon the resourcing of
parliamentary committees in the short time I have left.
There is a proposition embedded within this bill that
says we will be having a joint parliamentary committee
which will review and comment upon, on a four-yearly
basis, the operation of state and local government
elections. What better organisation to reflect upon these
matters and to offer advice than a joint parliamentary
committee, which in my experience, at least on the
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee, always acts in
a bipartisan and utterly professional way? The
Nationals’ representative asked me a question in
relation to the resourcing of such a parliamentary
committee, and I can say that the resourcing would be
very much along the same lines as the resourcing of
joint parliamentary committees and the way they
operate now. There is no suggestion that this would not
be a bipartisan committee, and I am sure members on
both sides of the house will tackle that important task in
the way that they are well known for.
I commend this bill to the house. It will modernise the
Parliament and will be excellent for the administration
of democracy.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms ASHER
(Brighton).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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LAND (REVOCATION OF
RESERVATIONS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 March; motion of
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General).
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I rise to represent
the opposition in speaking on the Land (Revocation of
Reservations) Bill. This in itself is not a big bill.
Revocation of reservation bills are not unusual to this
house, but this bill is unusual in that two reservations
are being revoked — one in Sandhurst near Bendigo,
and one at Burnley Gardens near Richmond. They are a
long way apart, and they have entirely different
impacts. It is with that in mind that we will be moving a
reasoned amendment.
There are, as I said, two revocations. Clauses 4 and 5
deal with the revocation of the reservation in Sandhurst.
This land is currently reserved for an abattoir. The
reservation was made in 1874 and is of 2 hectares; it
has not been used as an abattoir for approximately
70 years. In recent years the land has been used as
stockyards, cattle yards and pig yards, but now it
contains mature box-ironbark vegetation. The Victorian
Environmental Assessment Council (VEAC) did not
consider this site in its box-ironbark report of 2001,
even though it had been previously identified as being a
possible candidate.
The council agreed to have a second look at it and it is
now proposed to revoke the current reservation and
have a re-reservation of this site under clause 5 with a
view to preserving it for nature conservation. It will
form part of the Bendigo bushland trail network and the
associated linear parks. It enjoys council and local
support, very strong opposition support and obviously
government support. There is absolutely no problem
with this reservation and we wholeheartedly support it.
The second revocation though, which is represented in
clause 3, is a revocation of parkland reserve at Burnley
Gardens in Richmond. The purpose of that revocation
is to alienate the parkland to assist a commercial
development. The site is adjacent to Swan Street on the
corner of Swan Street and The Boulevard in Richmond,
on the west side of the Yarra. Members might be more
familiar with the Leonda Reception Centre which is on
the opposite bank of the Yarra. We have serious
concerns about this revocation, so we are moving a
reasoned amendment. I desire to move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in their place the words ‘this bill be withdrawn and
redrafted to —
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(a) retain the provisions relating to the revocation of land at
Sandhurst; and
(b) take into account results of a comprehensive,
independent and public investigation into alternative
proposals which would avoid the alienation of public
parkland in relation to the proposed road widening at
Richmond’.

I do not intend to go over the Sandhurst site any
more. We support that.
The history of the Burnley site is that in October 1873
the reservation was made for public parkland and
recreation. Maps of that original reservation are on the
wall at the City of Yarra offices and I recommend that
members have a look at them. I have an aerial
photograph in my office taken in the 1930s showing
parkland and some horticultural gardens. The Burnley
Horticultural College occupied part of the site, which
was later acquired by Melbourne University. Currently
Melbourne University occupies part of the site with its
Institute of Land and Food Resources. It is also
occupied by a commercial business, Amrad
Corporation, which has General Electric as a tenant.
We are told that at present there are some 41 000 trips
down Swan Street past the site, which is on the south
side of Swan Street.
This is a prominent site in the middle of parkland. The
Richmond Boulevard, which is adjacent to it, is a
designated scenic route, although I note some of the
signs that indicate it is a scenic route have been recently
removed. There are still some there, but I invite the
member for Richmond to get the other ones returned to
their original place. It is also a designated Capital City
trail. The Richmond Boulevard was built in the 1930s
by sustenance workers with the assistance, I believe, of
Sidney Myer. There are some plaques along the trail
which mark the memory of those sustenance workers.
The area around Richmond Boulevard and Richmond
Park, which is essentially the parkland involved here, is
a place of tranquillity, calm and peace. It separates
Richmond and Burnley from the river and Hawthorn.
The site in question is part of the original Richmond
Park. I have to say it is the most delightful area.
The recent history of the site unfortunately is different.
In 2003 Amrad sold its portion of the site to
R Corporation for some $47 million. On 25 September
2003 the former Minister for Planning, the member for
Northcote, called in control of the site from the City of
Yarra for the purposes of a commercial development.
Considerable concern was expressed at the time. Public
meetings were held protesting the government’s
intervention. On 29 March 2004 a full-page
advertisement was placed in the Melbourne Leader
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protesting what was described as ‘the boulevard of
shame’. I seek leave to incorporate that advertisement
in Hansard. I believe that has been agreed to by the
government and other parties.
Leave granted; see advertisement page 635.
Mr BAILLIEU — I thank the government for
incorporating that document. That advertisement very
clearly expresses the community’s outrage at what was
proposed on this site. Indeed ‘the boulevard of shame’
is a phrase that has stuck.
On 13 July 2004 the previous planning minister granted
planning approval to rezone the site to Business 2 and
retained responsible authority status for the site. In
August of last year a lease deal was signed with the
developers signing up a major corporation to some
24 000 square metres of leased office space, which
represented about 35 per cent of the proposed
development, not entirely the whole thing at all. In
September of last year there was a sale of some
government land to the corporation to assist in the
development. In October last year, lo and behold,
another company bought out the buildings that had
been leased to this other significant company. They
paid $115 million. Essentially what was happening was
that $50 million to $60 million had been made as profit
simply as a result of the approval that had been given
by the government.
In February this year the Treasurer, the Minister for
Transport and others turned a sod. I wonder where the
Minister for Planning and the Premier were. They had
been there earlier. The reality is there has been
considerable concern expressed about this
development. I think the Premier is staying away,
because the phrase which keeps coming up is ‘Bracks
buggers Burnley’. Excuse me, but that is the quoted
phrase of those who have been upset about what is
proposed, as reported in many of the publications.
General Electric is to be the tenant of the proposed
development; it is said to be establishing its
headquarters, a training centre and a call centre at the
site. The second-reading speech referred to it as being a
development of $98 million. I note the web site for the
project, which is now called the Botanica project, refers
to a $260 million site project value, and a press release
on the web site refers to a $200 million development.
We are not quite sure what the real value of the
development is.
The site has some 4.7 hectares. There will be
70 000 square metres of commercial office building, six
buildings up to seven storeys, 1000 square metres of
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retail space in three buildings and 4000 employees on
site. In previous meetings we were told some
4500 employees would be on site. Currently on the site
there are about 1000 employees of Melbourne
University, Amrad and General Electric. We are talking
about an increase of between 3000 and 3500 in the
number of people on a site that is in the middle of one
of Melbourne’s most special parkland areas.
It is difficult to find accurate information because we
are told on the web site there will be 4000 employees
but elsewhere on the web site it says 2500. There are
2000 on-site car parks, the web site claims, but
elsewhere on the site it also says there are only 1650.
So again there is some confusion. Indeed, it says ‘1650’
in a 13 July 2004 release.
There are some other tenants that have been secured in
the process, but the reality is that only half the
development has been pre-leased as such.
Mr Cameron interjected.
Mr BAILLIEU — Save it! The interesting thing
about this development is that considerable concern has
been expressed about it. Let me quote David and
Shirley Goldsworth from Hawthorn, who referred in a
letter to the former planning minister, the Minister for
the Arts, to ‘this draconian overdevelopment’. Let me
also quote John Dwyer, QC, of The Vaucluse in
Richmond, with whom I am sure the member for
Richmond is familiar. He said:
The development actually relies on the Burnley Gardens to
reduce the impact of the development on the River Yarra but
does not sufficiently acknowledge the impact of the
development on the gardens themselves. Thus the developer
seeks to use this heritage place, a public asset, to make
possible a development for private profit. To diminish a
community asset for private gain is to expropriate public
property.

He went on to say:
The proposed development is inconsistent with the
Melbourne 2030 strategy recently adopted by the
government. It is not in one of the designated activity centres
included in that strategy, and for good reason. The site is not
suitable for development as a commercial and retail centre
within the guidelines set out in that strategy. The proposed
development is an ad hoc proposal put forward for
commercial gain and not as a contribution towards planning
for sustainable growth for Melbourne.

That is the whole point. This development is an
out-of-centre development which will create a
significant increase in traffic.
Mr Cameron — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I ask you to bring the member back to the bill.
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It relates to land and the revocation of reservations, in
this case referring to a tram stop. While the honourable
member may want to speak about what has previously
happened, the fact is that it has happened and we are
dealing now with a tram stop. He has to bring himself
to address the issues in this bill and not to previous
planning matters.
Mr BAILLIEU — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, the tram stop has been proposed there because
of the bill.
Mr Cameron — Exactly: it has already happened.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Languiller) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr BAILLIEU — Thank you for using up some
time, Minister!
This is an out-of-centre development, and it will set a
precedent. Parkland is being used here for a commercial
development. The role of Parliament in this has been
presumed. If you look at the promotional and
advertising material on the development, you will see
that all these decisions which we are set to make here
today have been presumed.
It is the view of many that this is an inappropriate
development. It is an overdevelopment of parkland —
and it is right on the Yarra. In addition it is claimed to
be a project of state significance. Seventy-thousand
square metres is a substantial piece of development, the
equivalent of a 35 to 40-storey building. But if every 35
to 40-storey building is going to be a project of state
significance, then I can imagine that we are going to be
in the situation where the minister calls in just about
every development in the City of Yarra.
The problem we have with this development is that it is
creating massive traffic and parking issues. When it
comes to parking issues, the employees on site — some
400 to 500 — are already parking on the Richmond
Boulevard and destroying its amenity. The scenic route
has been undermined as a consequence. If you add
another 3000 to 3500 employees, with inadequate car
parking on site, there will be additional parking and
traffic issues.
Mr Cameron — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the member is referring to car parking, which
is not on any of the land referred to in this bill. If he
disapproved of the previous planning approvals, he
would have put in a disallowance motion, but he did
not. That was his opportunity to debate it, but he did not
take it. What we are talking about in this bill is a
specified piece of land which relates to a tram stop.
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None of that land relates to any of the development the
member is referring to, about which he had the
opportunity to move a disallowance motion.
Mr BAILLIEU — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, I invite the minister to look at the notices of
motion on the notice paper. If he does, he might get
some idea of the previously expressed views on this.
There are traffic issues here associated with the
proposals for the road widening.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Languiller) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr BAILLIEU — Thank you again for wasting
some more time, Minister!
The proposed revocation at Burnley is of approximately
2500 square metres of parkland on the north side of
Swan Street, directly opposite this development. There
are 14 or 15 mature trees there, including some large
eucalypts, and the intersection that links the Yarra
Boulevard and Swan Street is being substantially
expanded as a consequence. Along with the expanded
intersection of The Boulevard and Swan Street the road
width will be enlarged to three plus two lanes and two
tram lines. There will be a slip lane off The Boulevard
to eastbound Swan Street and a slip lane out of the
Botanica development to westbound Swan Street. The
traffic lights will remain but will be repositioned, and
there will be two tram super-stops. One eastbound lane
is to be dedicated to a right-turn lane, which will mean
a right-turn arrow and a slowing of the intersection
traffic.
The extent of the parking restrictions in Swan Street on
the west side of the proposal is still to be confirmed.
The revocation consumes approximately 2500 square
metres of parkland on the north side, as I said. Although
the second-reading speech refers to that as a small
portion of land, it is a substantial portion of land, and I
invite members to go down and look at where it has
been pegged out. On the photomontage of the
development you can see a photograph of the
intersection. Unfortunately that photograph does not tell
the truth about what is being proposed, because it is
much more substantial. What will that intersection be
like? Sadly it will become almost a mirror image of
what is now outside Victoria Gardens in Abbotsford.
That by any standard is a piece of urban design blight.
It is a widely held view that the transition from Victoria
Street, Abbotsford, into Barkers Road is unfortunate.
The sad thing about what is involved in this revocation
and the proposal is that alternatives have not been
contemplated. This development is going to go ahead
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because the minister has given it the nod. It assumes a
property right, it is not going to go away and it will
generate traffic and parking issues — but no-one has
given any thought as to how best to handle it.
Mr Cameron — You said there was a motion to
disallow it.
Mr BAILLIEU — No, I did not.
Mr Cameron — Yes, you did.
Mr BAILLIEU — No, I didn’t.
Mr Cameron — Yes, you did. You said, ‘Look at
the motions’. I am looking at them, and there is no
motion of disallowance. You have gravely misled this
house.
Mr BAILLIEU — Darling, go away!
The problem with this proposed revocation is that it is
essentially a dumb solution to what will be a substantial
problem. It has not been thought through and the
alternatives have not been considered. It is not
necessary; it will create traffic and parking chaos in the
process. Some guy somewhere in the department has
dreamt this up as the solution. In fact the drawing we
have of this dates back to April 2004 and we have had
nothing more sophisticated since than this proposal,
which is an indictment of the government. The reality is
that this is a travesty of urban design.
Let me explain. I have widely consulted on this and it
has been drawn to my attention that there are many
possible alternatives, including a whole-of-precinct
traffic management plan, because just down the road
west of this proposal Loyola Grove crosses the Glen
Waverley railway line at Burnley. There is a major
traffic problem there that has not been considered in
regard to this issue. A whole-of-precinct solution is
needed. The increased traffic at the north end of the
Yarra Boulevard in Richmond, which I am sure the
member for Richmond knows well, is already a very
difficult situation. A whole-of-precinct solution might
have been useful. Indeed, use of the commercial land
might have been considered and is possible.
But there are also creative solutions. Just in the last two
weeks I have had creative solutions sent to me from
local engineers, who have made very creative
suggestions about how this issue might have been
addressed. Andrew Caroe, a gentleman from Hawthorn,
has written to me with extensive plans and proposals to
make this work without using public parkland at all, let
alone using public parkland to assist in what is
essentially a commercial development. It really is an
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indication of the lack of thinking that has gone into this
proposal. That in itself is a great shame.

sure his constituents will be interested — has been
silent on this issue.

We are assured that everybody will need the two tram
stops that will be provided by using public land to
widen the road. The reality is that hardly anyone uses
the current public transport. There is substantial car
parking and not many people arrive by tram or train.
The proposals for the development include one for
people to use Heyington station, 15 minutes walk away
across an elevated bridge. The local community was
assured that there would be an upgrade of this
pedestrian link so that Heyington would be the station
of choice.

He has had not put out a press release, but he has had
plenty to say about other issues. Indeed he issued a
press release last year about open space being
‘protected in the City of Yarra’. When talking about
Melbourne 2030 he said about a particular amendment
that ‘it protects open spaces for the benefit of future
generations’ and that ‘it recognises the importance of
local space for recreation, conservation and lifestyle
reasons’. But there is not a word about Burnley
Gardens or the consumption of public parkland in the
name of a commercial development when, above all, it
does not need to happen. I simply implore the member
for Richmond to think again. The opportunity exists to
do this without taking parkland. Yes, the government
will no doubt pass this bill, but it still has a chance to
think about the alternatives and have a serious look at
doing something which will not destroy the amenity of
this area.

At a briefing we discovered this would simply involve a
resurfacing and some lighting. It is an exposed, elevated
location. It will not be used; most people come there by
car. The other two stations are Burnley and Hawthorn.
Again they are 15-minute walks away — and very
tortuous walks at that. The second-reading speech
referred to the regard in this development for local
amenity and said that local amenity would be protected
and improved. There is not a soul in Richmond or
Hawthorn who thinks this proposal will improve or
protect the existing amenity. In that sense it really is a
travesty.
We were told at the briefing that Richmond Park is
managed by a committee of management and trustees. I
asked — I thought half reasonably — whether the
committee of management or trustees had made a
decision on this. I was told that no, they had not; they
had not even met on the subject. You might have
thought that that would be a starting point. It is
extraordinary that this group had not even considered it.
The developers of this project are simply doing what
the government will allow them to do. They have no
hesitation in understanding what is going on here. They
promote this development in their own advertising on
their web site with statements like ‘surrounded by river
and parkland’, ‘surrounded by Crown land and can
never be built out’, ‘commanding views over the golf
course’ and ‘set in a unique location surrounded by the
Burnley Golf Course and the Yarra River. As I said, the
parallels with this are the same as in Victoria Gardens.
The super-stop is there, and it really has created an
urban blight in a sensitive area. The hypocrisy of this is
that the government promised to protect the Yarra and
locate development in activity centres. There has been
enormous opposition to both this development and this
revocation in the local community. The sad thing is that
the local member — and I am sure the member for
Richmond will be speaking on this subject, and I am

In case there is any notion that locals do not think that is
true, I will quote from some material I have received
specifically on this revocation and this bill. Shirley and
Colin Bailey of Fordholm Road, Hawthorn, said:
The result … will be a totally congested Burnley railway
crossing and certainly a hold-up in the tram service …

Mary Murdoch of Hawthorn said this loss of park space
is unacceptable and that traffic congestion will become
a nightmare. She said, ‘The loss of parkland is
devastating’. She also said of those who currently use
the area that they do not use the trams.
Further, the Glassons of Morang Road, Hawthorn,
which is directly opposite this site, said:
Unfortunately this is yet one more example of how
developments get approval under Melbourne 2030 regardless
of the capacity of the infrastructure to service it.
A new tram stop here will not avoid major traffic impacts …

Walter Jona, a former member for Hawthorn — when
he was the member for Hawthorn he was the member
for Burnley because the seat of Hawthorn covered
Burnley and the Yarra — said in a letter he wrote to me
just recently:
I strongly oppose the planning approval. My prediction is the
proposed erosion of public land at that time would create a
precedent for further encroachment of additional public land.
The damage from the original planning approval has already
occurred and the ultimate ruination of the Burnley Gardens
site and precinct is about to begin with this legislation.
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The Friends of Burnley Gardens in its document, which
we have incorporated in Hansard, described this as a
boulevard of shame and said:
It is scandalous how the government has proceeded here,
having called in this project and taken licence with public
parkland.

Who was the patron of the Friends of Burnley Gardens?
None other than former Premier Dick Hamer, someone
the government sought to enlist in many of its
exercises. Dick Hamer attended, as I did, public
meetings at the town hall in Richmond, and he, like
many in the community, was despairing of what is
proposed here.
In short, what we have here is very much a con job,
because it does not need to happen. This is really
naivety.
Mr Cameron — You wanted a disallowance
motion, but your leader overruled you. This is private
Liberal Party stuff here.
Mr BAILLIEU — You are dreaming. This is a
commercial real estate development, and as yet it has
barely 50 per cent of its capacity for committed tenants.
As I and the Friends of Burnley Gardens have said, this
is a case of Bracks buggering Burnley. It is most
unfortunate; it does not need to happen. The reality is
that this is not an owner-occupier development. This
has been sold on and the profit has been made, and now
we are simply taking public parkland and converting it
for the purpose of a commercial development. It will be
a monument to the previous minister, it will be a
monument to the Premier and it will be a monument to
the Treasurer. In 5 or 10 years time people will be
asking, ‘Who was responsible for that? Who did it?’.
The current planning minister should be getting out the
mop and the bucket, because he has so much of a
clean-up to do to remove the mess the previous minister
left behind. This is one of those terrible messes that
have been left behind.
I will conclude by quoting some others who have
expressed their views about this. The Friends of the
Elms, from Richmond, wrote in a letter to the previous
minister:
The Boulevard is one of the most beautiful roads in
Melbourne and must not be turned into a car park for
overdeveloped areas.

Peter Roberts of Hawthorn said:
As past supporters of the Labor Party we feel betrayed.

Another letter to the Premier is from Pat Stone — I am
sure he is not unfamiliar to the Premier. He wrote to the
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Premier and got a pat response from him, which is
perhaps not surprising. Mr Stone said:
In this case I am appalled by your abuse of process as its
encroachment on inner-urban parkland, natural green areas
and tranquil river proximity will be profound.

He continued:
I hope the new name tag of urban green belt environmental
vandal will sit uncomfortably on your shoulders.

In case the Minister for Agriculture, who is at the table,
thinks I have not been involved in this area, I can tell
him that I have been involved in it almost since the day
I came into this house. I wrote to the member for
Richmond of my concerns about traffic and parking
along The Boulevard and Swan Street. Efforts were
made to pursue this issue and find out who was
responsible. That is the question: who is responsible in
this government? When it comes to planning you can
never find out; it is always somebody else’s fault.
A series of letters was written to a constituent of mine.
Jim Claven — he is not unknown to the house — tried
to identify this. My constituent wrote to the office of the
Minister for Tourism about the parking and traffic
issues on The Boulevard and Swan Street. Mr Claven
said in response:
The minister appreciates your concern; however, I note that
the specific responsibility for the matter raised in your
correspondence rests with the Minister for Transport, the
Honourable Peter Batchelor, MP.

Then the Deputy Premier’s chief of staff, Phil Martin,
replied to the same constituent:
The City of Yarra has responsibility for enforcement of
parking regulations in that area.

What did the Department for Victorian Communities
say on the subject? In a letter received in October 2003
it stated:
The City of Yarra is therefore not responsible for the parking
arrangements along the road.

That was from Brian Negus of the north-western
metropolitan region of the Department for Victorian
Communities.
The reality is that no-one is responsible for what is a
lousy outcome here that does not need to be.
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
speak on the Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill on
behalf of The Nationals. The purpose of this bill is to
revoke permanent reservations over parkland at
Richmond and to revoke the related Crown grant over
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the same parkland. The bill also revokes the permanent
reservation of certain land in the parish of Sandhurst
near Bendigo, and it temporarily re-reserves that land
for public purposes or nature conservation.
I will deal first with the Sandhurst abattoir site. The
land was reserved on 10 August 1874. The purpose of
that reservation was as a site for abattoirs. It is situated
in the parish of Sandhurst at Bendigo, and there is
almost 2 hectares of land. The land has not been used
for an abattoir for at least 70 years.
Clause 5 of the bill says:
that land is deemed to be temporarily reserved for public
purposes (nature conservation) under section 4(1) of the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978.

When this reservation is revoked the land will then
belong to the Crown. It will be freed and discharged
from all trusts, limitations, reservations, restrictions,
encumbrances, estates and interests and any committee
of management appointments will also be revoked. The
registrar of titles must also record the changes made
because of this bill.
On dealing with the land in Bendigo I spoke to the
property manager, Mr David Wright, of the Bendigo
Council who said that the land is in Crane Street, North
Bendigo, which is White Hills. It is a residential area
and it is quite unsuitable for abattoirs and as such the
council supports the revocation of the reserve. I was
told that Bendigo needs an abattoir but the location
needs to be further out in a more appropriate zone.
Council unsuccessfully tried to rezone land near the
saleyards but due to public pressure has dropped the
issue. I have also spoken to the Honourable Damian
Drum, a member for North Western Province in the
other place, who lives in Junortoun near Bendigo and
who supported the revocation. His concern was that if
an abattoir is placed in that position now there will be
all sorts of problems.
An honourable member interjected.
Mrs POWELL — The community would be very
concerned about the issue and also the traffic would be
a problem because you would have stock trucks going
through residential streets to get to the holding pens and
to the abattoirs. Mr Drum believes that there would be
huge community opposition. The community
opposition was shown in 2003 when a developer called
Lincoln Valley applied to build a abattoir in Huntley.
That would have been worth $4 million a year to the
Bendigo economy. It said it would walk away if the
community did not support the proposal. It had already
been rejected by the Melton shire so it then came closer
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to Bendigo thinking it would be good to have one in the
north-west.
The proposal was to build an export quality lamb
slaughtering plant near the livestock exchange which
would directly employ 45 to 50 people and indirectly
offer about 50 more positions. But the residents around
the area opposed the plan. The council received
40 objections but approved the proposal. The residents
then applied to go to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and were going to fight it
there. Before that happened the developers decided to
pull the pin because they wanted to go where they were
actually supported rather than having the community
against them. They did say that they were going to try
somewhere else and were intending to go to the Ballan
or Ballarat region.
I have seen some photos of the abattoir site at a briefing
I was given and there is lots of native vegetation on the
site. The trees include box-ironbark and I can see the
need to protect that area. The Nationals support the
protection of the site and its retention in public
ownership. I asked the council if it would be needed for
uses other than as an abattoir site and other than being
put into native conservation, but Bendigo council has
earmarked other areas for industrial development.
In March the Honourable Damian Drum and I visited
the sites in Bendigo. The visit was organised by
Mr Brian Gould who is the economic development
officer. Interestingly, he is also the brother of the
President of the Legislative Council. We were shown
around by Mr Geoff Bothey, the manufacturing
industry development officer, and we saw Hazeldene’s
new hatchery site, which is one of Bendigo’s largest
employers. We toured through the old Mayfair Park
which currently accommodates Gillies Pies, Rositas
corn chips and Pasta Masta.
That land will not be needed for those sorts of
industries because they will be moving to the new
manufacturing precinct, which is 40 hectares of
bushland. It is fairly unique and has natural bushland,
which will be a buffer zone; and they are also going to
have some unique facilities, which they will share.
Bendigo has many big employers — B & B Truss &
Timber and a $40 million skin export business, which
we also saw. Therefore the council will not need that
land for an abattoir site or for any businesses or
industries.
The government is putting both revocations together.
One is straightforward and supported by the council;
the second is contentious and not supported by the
Yarra council or the community. At the briefing I asked
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if there were any thoughts of splitting this bill and was
told no, that often reservations are put together.
The Nationals will be supporting the reasoned
amendment put forward by the member for Hawthorn
to seek other alternatives for the use of that land, so that
public land is not used to benefit developers. The
Richmond Park land was reserved on 13 April 1873 for
public park and recreation, and that is what the
community expects it to stay as. The government wants
to take away some of that public land to now create an
extra road capacity. This is in Swan Street. This will not
only be about road widening; it also will be about
having a huge impact on the parkland that is near that
development. Due to the larger proposed development
on the Burnley Gardens, the parkland there will be
adversely affected. The member for Hawthorn has
spoken extensively about the concerns of the
community and the concerns of the motorists who will
be travelling through that area.
This has also been highlighted by the Friends of
Burnley Gardens in a full page advertisement in the
Melbourne Yarra Leader on 29 March 2004. I know
that the member for Hawthorn has had that
incorporated into Hansard, but for the members who
are listening I will read out a few comments made in
that advertisement. The Friends of Burnley Gardens
group felt so strongly that it decided to pay for the full
page advertisement, which says in part:
Shame! Nine new high-rise commercial and retail office
buildings will be constructed, up to six storeys high, including
a massive call centre operating around the clock. This is all
overpowering the existing Burnley Gardens, the beautiful
Yarra Boulevard and the Burnley golf course.
Shame! Up to 4500 additional people are expected to invade
in the new gardens/development site buildings every day.
Shame! Up to 3000 extra cars are expected to look for
parking and will clog up The Boulevard and residential streets
every weekday and much of the weekends.
Shame! Thousands of extra business people from associated
industries will enter and leave the gardens/Boulevard site, in
cars and trucks, each week.
Shame! On-site parking will only allow for 1500 (approx)
cars. The remaining thousands of cars will have to park on
and around the already overcrowded Boulevard.

I know they were seeking comment from the residents
and I think this shows you how much the community is
really against what this government is trying to do on
this land. I have spoken to the Yarra council media
officer who put out some media releases and she said to
talk to her if I wanted to know anything about the
council’s concerns.
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Their concern was that the community was not
consulted. They also said that they wanted the trees on
the site kept. The member for Hawthorn talked about
some comments and letters from residents who wanted
those trees kept. That area is the gateway to the Yarra
Boulevard and I know the community very strongly
wants those trees protected. The city of Yarra is a
thoroughfare, with traffic from many places going
along Swan Street — —
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mrs POWELL — I am going to get to that,
member for Hawthorn, in my debate. The city of Yarra
is a thoroughfare with traffic from many places going
along Swan Street to get to the freeway. It is a collector
road, not just a local road, so this proposal will have an
impact on much of the traffic that is using it as a
thoroughfare and coming into the area to use the
freeway to get to other places.
The council did say that it wanted the super-stop but it
does not need and does not want the road widened. The
reason for that was quite interesting. I spoke to the
mayor of the Yarra council, Cr Kay Meadows. She said
they want the super-stop but they do not want the extra
lane. She told me that research shows that if you create
more road space you create more traffic and then you
create congestion. The councillors’ idea was to have
only one lane so that congestion is created and therefore
people would not use that route; they would go along
an alternative route and not go through that area. I think
they were also trying to convince people to use public
transport. That is a laudable aim because a lot of people
do use public transport. If we are being realistic, people
who go along Swan Street to get onto the freeway
certainly would be very angry. You would probably see
a lot more road rage if there were congestion there
because of the super-stop and because the laneway was
not widened. Therefore the traffic would not go
anywhere else, because it has to go that way, but you
would get a lot of angry motorists. So whilst I heard the
mayor’s comments, I certainly did not agree with that
side of it.
I also believe that the government should have had a
permit condition when the development was approved
by the government, so that when the developer applied
for the extra development it should have had some
conditions on it. The developers themselves made
reference to the extra laneway. Using public land for
development’s gain is a bad precedent. As the member
for Hawthorn said, I have been on the record many
times about public land being used for development —
and I will speak about that again later in my
contribution if I have more time.
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The Botanica development was one that we heard the
member for Hawthorn talk about and also one that the
mayor of Yarra city spoke about. Cr Meadows was
quite concerned that the development was taken out of
the hands of Yarra council. The council believes it is an
overdevelopment of that site and therefore it would not
have approved it, so councillors were concerned that
they are now not the planning authority. I was told at
the briefing that the state government took the
development out of the hands of Yarra council because
the government believed the project was of such state
significance because of the extra employment that
would be provided. I was told there would be an extra
1500 people, with the potential of 4000 people, on the
site.
At a public meeting the government heard the concerns
of Yarra council and so it knew which way the council
was going to go. The government was concerned that
the development would go somewhere else. While it is
a laudable aim to try to get employment opportunities
into areas, we have to bring the community with us
when we are looking at having an impact on their local
environment.
Cr Meadows also said that the Yarra council is the
busiest or second busiest for planning applications in
the state. She also said that the Botanica developers had
unrealistic time lines on the approval of the application,
and they went to the government purely to have this
application fast-tracked. I think it is another instance of
the government coming in over the community to look
at a development that will have a huge impact on the
local area and on the community, but with some state
significance.
As the member for Brighton said, I have been on record
as being very supportive of retaining public parkland
and opposing the use of public for the gain of
developers. I have been on the record many times in
notices of motion and also bringing forward in this
house a number of times the community’s absolute
outrage about Parkside Gardens in Shepparton — —
Mr Baillieu — And quite rightly, too.
Mrs POWELL — And quite rightly, too, as the
member for Hawthorn says. Their outrage is at using
public open space, a beautiful 21 hectares of public
land, and developing it by the government’s own
development arm, VicUrban, to build 150 homes on
that site.
On 1 April I attended with a number of protesters when
VicUrban and the council were at the beautiful Parkside
Gardens to change the name of the gardens to the
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Grove Lakeside. There was no consultation with the
community on that name change. While The Nationals
support having public parkland, the community needs
to be consulted much more. The Nationals support the
revocation of the reservation of the land in the parish of
Sandhurst near Bendigo as an abattoir site and its
re-reservation for public purposes or nature
conservation, but we certainly oppose the use of public
parkland for gain by developers. As such we will be
supporting the reasoned amendment of the Liberals
moved by the member for Hawthorn.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to support the
Land (Revocation of Reservations) Bill before the
house this evening. It is important to indicate that this
GE development at Burnley is the largest job
generation project in this state for 25 years — perhaps
longer than 25 years. There are 1500 new jobs being
created through this development.
The member for Hawthorn in his contribution has
sought to trawl over some ground around the planning
process. The government made it very clear when it
assumed responsibility for the planning for this project
that it was a project of state significance. By any
measure, the investment of many millions of dollars
and the creation of 1500 jobs in my electorate is one
that I welcome and it is certainly welcomed by the state
government. This investment has been widely
applauded throughout the community.
The member for Hawthorn in his contribution has
sought — I am not sure whether it is deliberate or by
omission — to mix up two different sites here. He
talked about development in the Burnley Gardens, but
he neglected to acknowledge that it was in fact this
government that placed the Burnley Gardens on the
heritage register, thereby protecting the Burnley
Gardens. FR Smith Drive, which is the access point for
the Kevin Bartlett Reserve, was also built during the
depression by susso labour. Some quite important
historical remnants of those walls remain intact, and of
course they were also protected by the government in
that heritage listing. Similarly, there are some very
significant trees on the south side of the development.
So I think the member has been deliberately seeking to
mislead the house in relation to this land revocation.
This land revocation will in no way, shape or form
affect the historic Burnley Gardens. In fact it enhances
the Kevin Bartlett Reserve by providing quite a
significant amount of public car parking on weekends
when the reserve is extensively used by the local
community for soccer and various other activities.
The member for Hawthorn proposes that he has an
alternative. Lo and behold, he has an alternative to the
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development of the disabled access super-stops for this
development! He asked, ‘Why did you not take more
land off the private developer on the GE side of the
road?’. That is the south side of Swan Street. Guess
what? If he had read the plan properly he would have
understood that 500 square metres has been taken off
the GE development site.
Mr Hulls — He had it upside down.
Mr WYNNE — Perhaps, as the Minister for
Planning indicates, he has read the plan upside down.
Guess what — 500 square metres has been taken off
the GE site. Why would you not take more? Lo and
behold, you cannot take any more because it butts up to
the buildings. It is important when you go on the public
record that you outline exactly what the proposal is.
Yes, there is an annexation; there is a revocation of land
on the north side of Swan Street, and that is what this
bill is on about today. It is not a revocation of Burnley
Gardens land, but in fact of Richmond Park land.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr WYNNE — Lo and behold, the member for
Hawthorn says, ‘Why did you not go and consult the
committee of management?’. Does he understand
anything about the way government works? The
committee of management is not a group of people out
there, it is the City of Yarra.
This is a revocation of land. It has a length of
approximately 400 metres and at its greatest width it is
10 metres. That provides a slip lane as you are leaving
the city. It provides a slip lane to go around The
Boulevard, two through-lanes and one lane turning
right into the GE development. The honourable
member for Hawthorn, as he tools off on his way home
at night, would know what a difficult situation we have
there already in terms of traffic movement. As you go
around Lisson Grove and up Swan Street there is
currently an immediate conflict between road vehicles
and trams, and the member for Hawthorn well and truly
knows this. What we will have when this legislation is
introduced is a much more streamlined balance
between the need for traffic movement in that precinct
and the development of high-grade public transport —
disabled access, super-stops; that is what this is about.
The member for Hawthorn can shake his head, but the
advice I have been provided with is that up to a third of
the people currently employed at the development —
and the projections for future employment are that a
further 1500 new jobs will be created — will be coming
to the site by public transport.

Wednesday, 20 April 2005

Mr Hudson — As they should.
Mr WYNNE — As they should, the member for
Bentleigh says, and as any government ought to
encourage.
The member for Shepparton indicated in her
contribution to the debate that the City of Yarra
opposes the road widening — I understand that — but
it does not oppose the super-stop. I will share with the
member for Hawthorn the fact that I have driven the
Minister for Planning — and indeed the bureaucracy —
absolutely crazy in ensuring that we explored the full
range of options in case there were any possible
alternatives to the proposition before us tonight. The
City of Yarra had an alternative proposition that was
extensively explored by the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and by VicRoads
and other authorities. It was ruled out on the basis that
the proposition was simply unworkable.
I am satisfied that I have taken a very close interest in
this particular development — —
Mr Baillieu — Why is it not on your web site?
Mr WYNNE — I am pleased to see that the
member for Hawthorn is looking at my web site — it is
an excellent one, I think — and I will tell my colleagues
that.
This revocation and the development of the super-stops
have been very carefully worked out. You have to
strike a balance, and that is recognised. You have to
strike a balance between the need for reasonable traffic
movement through the precinct and the development of
high-quality public transport access for people who will
be working in that area.
It is a balance. Yes, this is a revocation; it will be taking
away some public land. Would we like that to be
different? Of course we would, but the practical reality
is that if you want to achieve an outcome that strikes a
balance with high-quality public transport access for
people in the area, this legislation is the result. I look
forward to seeing this development completed, and I
look forward to the further 1500 jobs that will be
created in our area — one of the biggest job
investments in the history of Victoria over the last
20 years.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms ASHER
(Brighton).
Debated adjourned until next day.
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PARLIAMENTARY ADMINISTRATION
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr BRACKS (Premier).
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to make a few
brief comments in respect of the Parliamentary
Administration Bill. This bill follows on from the
Public Administration Act, which in part changed the
structure of the parliamentary departments as we have
known them for some considerable time. The Public
Administration Act was debated in December 2004,
and the opposition opposed the bill; however, some of
the themes are still pertinent. The theme of centralised
control is still pertinent in relation to this bill, but other
aspects of the Public Administration Bill to which the
opposition objected are not present in this bill.
For example, fines and jail terms for perceived
detrimental action against the government, gags on the
public sector and an obligation to follow various
government directives are not features of this bill;
therefore the opposition will not oppose it. However,
the opposition has already flagged an amendment to the
bill which would guarantee the independence of the
Parliamentary Librarian.
The bill does not change the role or the method of
appointment of the two clerks — the Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly and the Clerk of the Legislative
Council. However, a departmental head of
Parliamentary Services will be appointed by the
Speaker and the President for a four-year term.
Previously, Acting Speaker, as you would be aware,
there were five departments of the Parliament, and this
bill, as flagged in 2004 in the Public Administration
Act, will reduce the number of parliamentary
departments from five to three. The Department of the
Parliamentary Library and the Department of
Parliamentary Debates, or Hansard, will be merged
with the former Joint Services Department.
I wish to touch briefly on the Parliamentary Library,
which is where the opposition has most of its concerns.
The Parliamentary Library is a key backbench and key
opposition service within the Parliament. Having held
government and opposition offices in this Parliament I
can say that in the early days as a backbencher one is
enormously dependent on the Parliamentary Library
until one discovers or makes friends in the ministry —
or until one discovers that great briefing note, the
lever-arch folder and is able to use that folder as a point
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of research. Backbenchers are very dependent on the
library for impartial and independent research.
Ministers, of course, have their own departments, and
parliamentary secretaries — the people close to
ministers — will always get lever-arch folders of
briefing notes prepared by the department.
Oppositions in particular are completely dependent on
their own small staff or on the Parliamentary Library. In
terms of providing information to oppositions, if one
wished to be idealistic one would say that the library
plays a key role in the functioning of democracy in this
state. I would imagine it is no surprise that the
opposition is so concerned about the role of the library
in this bill.
The bill abolishes the Library Committee. Under the
previous President the Library Committee was a
particularly active committee which sought to
maximise resources for all members of Parliament,
even ministers, who have access to vast resources. The
current librarian is quarantined from the changes in the
bill, as she should be.
However, our concerns centre around the independence
of the library in the future, and in that light I wish to
draw to the house’s attention a couple of clauses in the
bill. Clause 18 relates to the employment and retirement
of parliamentary officers. Under this clause vast powers
are given to departmental heads. This is consistent with
the way the public sector operates these days, but as an
opposition we have some concerns about the way this
will impact on the operations of the library.
Under clause 18 the appropriate departmental head can
do a number of legitimate things, such as employing as
many people as they want and so on and so forth.
However, under clause 18(2)(b) the departmental head
can assign work to parliamentary officers. Under
clause 18(2)(c) the head may issue lawful instructions
that must — must! — be observed by parliamentary
officers, and under clause 18(2)(f) the head may
transfer parliamentary officers to duties in other
departments, in public service bodies or in public
entities. So after the employment of the current
Parliamentary Librarian terminates, the head of the
library will be under the jurisdiction of the head of
Parliamentary Services, who will have these very wide
powers, including the power to assign work and
transfers.
I draw the house’s attention to the termination
processes itemised under clause 29, whereby this same
head can terminate the employment of a parliamentary
officer for many legitimate reasons. I strongly support
that, for example, if an officer has abandoned his or her
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employment, or is inefficient or incompetent or guilty
of serious misconduct. These are all areas where it is
quite legitimate to terminate employment.
However, it is not legitimate under certain
circumstances, and I take up the member for
Richmond’s comments that the opposition sees this as a
conspiracy. That is not necessarily so. We see this as a
reading of what could happen with our resources. For
example, if the Parliamentary Librarian under
clause 29(1)(b) refuses a transfer to other duties, they
could be sacked. It is all very well for the member for
Richmond to tell us this would not happen; the fact is
that under this bill it could. Under a government
wishing to curtail opposition resources — a
hypothetical example, I concede — if a Parliamentary
Librarian refuses a transfer to other duties, then under
clause 29(1)(b) the librarian’s employment can be
terminated. These are the bases of our concerns.
We in the opposition are therefore supporting an
amendment which reads:
There continues to be an office of Parliamentary Librarian in
the Department of Parliamentary Services and the department
head of that department must ensure that a person is at all
times employed as Parliamentary Librarian.

I reiterate the point that oppositions are completely
dependent on the services of the Parliamentary Library.
We do not have the staff that the government has — we
do not have ministerial staff, and we do not have those
lever-arch folders — so we are completely dependent
on the functioning of the Parliamentary Library. The
bill, in its wording, threatens the ongoing employment
of the Parliamentary Librarian.
I wish to conclude by making a couple of additional
comments about the bill. A new parliamentary
committee will be formed on electoral matters. I
understand this will be convened after each state
election and that the committee will investigate both
state and local government elections. I seek from the
Minister for Gaming, who is at the table, an assurance
that notwithstanding the balance of power in any
Parliament, legitimate issues arising from the conduct
of an election and put forward by any opposition of
either persuasion would be analysed by that committee
in a serious and legitimate way.
The other issues I wish to touch on are in division 5 of
part 6. We see a whole range of amendments related to
terrorism which again makes out the opposition’s point
that in so many of these bills brought before the
Parliament the government appears to be dealing with
errors it has made in previous bills. Even more
fundamental to my point on this issue is that in
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division 4 of part 6 there are a range of corrections to
the Public Administration Act 2004. This act was
debated in the house in December 2004, and already —
and the opposition has made this point time and time
again — the government has acknowledged in the bill
before the house that it has made a series of errors and
is seeking to correct them. If this was a one-off feature
you could understand, but this is a regular feature of
this government, an area where it needs to get its house
in order.
Clearly the existing act is antiquated; it is in need of
update and change. I do not oppose the concept of
modernising the Parliamentary Officers Act. However,
the opposition feels very strongly, given its dependence
on the Parliamentary Library, that the government has
been too draconian in its new structure and needs to
heed the opposition’s amendment.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to support
the Parliamentary Administration Bill, which seeks to
modernise and bring up to date the structure covering
the governance of the Parliament of Victoria and
replaces the Parliamentary Officers Act 1975. I was a
parliamentary officer in 1975, interestingly enough, a
young graduate clerk in the federal Parliament. It is
only appropriate, given the extensive changes that have
occurred in the public sector over the last 30 years, that
it is time to modernise the act dealing with the
Parliament through this Parliamentary Administration
Bill.
The bill seeks, as other speakers have already
remarked, to update the arrangements for the
employment of parliamentary officers and to make sure
they are consistent with current and modern
employment arrangements for the delivery of public
services. Indeed, last year we passed the Public
Administration Act, and many of the provisions in this
particular bill draw their strength from that particular
act.
There has been a process of wide consultation and
project work led by the presiding officers of the
Parliament over the last couple of years aimed at
creating a new administrative structure for the
Parliament of Victoria. I would like to place on record
my own personal appreciation of the work of
parliamentary officers. Indeed right through the
Parliament, from parliamentary services officers and
the clerks to the committees, Hansard and the library,
they all do an excellent, supportive job. As I said, I
have had experience in my own career of the work of
parliamentary officers. It is a task indeed to ensure the
continuation of the essence of our democracy here in
Victoria and in Australia. The work of these officers is
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crucial to this and we rely on them to ensure that this
continues, with the great tradition of balance and fine
administration we actually have in Victoria.

accountability. This bill continues a very fine tradition
of service by parliamentary officers, and I commend it
to the house.

As many speakers under various circumstances have
mentioned, we have a fine democracy here in Victoria.
Its strength is that it is a parliamentary democracy, a
representative democracy, and very much underpinned
by the work of the parliamentary officers in support of
that, in support of this house and the other place.

Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
make a brief contribution to the debate on the
Parliamentary Administration Bill on behalf of The
Nationals. The Nationals do not oppose this bill. Its
purposes are to change the framework of governance in
the administration of Parliament; to reduce the number
of parliamentary departments from five to three; and to
abolish the Library Committee. The functions of that
committee will be performed by the House Committee.
It is for that reason I would like to make some
comments on this bill.

The Parliamentary Administration Bill completes the
process of legislative reform of the public sector. As
has already been mentioned, it reduces the number of
parliamentary departments from five to three, and it
provides a more modern administrative structure and
ensures it is totally consistent with other practices.
I commend those provisions.
The bill also elaborates on the new parliamentary
officer values, the standards that are expected in the
performance of their duties, the principles and the
processes through which their employment is
proceeded with. It seeks to retain the appointment
process for the department heads of the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly.
I know there has been a lot of discussion about the
office of the Parliamentary Librarian. This government
is very supportive of the Parliamentary Library. Indeed,
as a member I am also very supportive, having used its
services extensively. It is not just the focus of the
opposition but also the focus of government members,
who do use the services of the library. I use them quite
often. Even this week I have used them on a couple of
occasions to help me with my research for various
speeches.
I also commend the very fine job they do in terms of
the parliamentary interns. I have had quite a number of
these in my office over the last few years, with the
support of the Parliamentary Library, and I very much
commend the work it does in support of those interns
through two universities, Melbourne University and
Monash University. I understand the program is being
further extended this year to other universities and
institutes. We recognise that the Parliamentary
Librarian is no longer a department head, but this was a
process of review, and the advice is that the review saw
no need for the librarian to be a statutory officer.
I support this legislation. It is modernising and bringing
the parliamentary administration up to date. It ensures
merit and equity in the operation of the Parliament. It
ensures appropriate values, which include
responsiveness, integrity, impartiality and

I am a member of the all-party Library Committee on
behalf of The Nationals. The Liberal Party has the
member for Sandringham, and Mr Strong and
Mr Dalla-Riva from the other place; Labor has the
Speaker, the President of the Legislative Council, the
member for Brunswick and the member for Keilor, as
well as Ms Argondizzo and Ms Darveniza from the
other place. So the committee certainly has a broad
representation of people and members of Parliament
who make their comments known to the Library
Committee and also to Hansard.
Can I just say that the Library Committee was not
informed of the changes made by this bill, and that is
very disappointing. I would have thought the Library
Committee would have been asked for its comments
and would have been made aware and consulted with to
let us know. But we have not met since last year. We
had our last meeting on 10 November 2004, and
I would have thought we could have been given a bit
more time to consider how the changes would affect
not just the Library Committee but, more importantly,
the Parliamentary Library and Hansard. When we look
at the Parliamentary Library and Hansard, we have to
understand that that is where the communication of this
place is. In fact the current Parliamentary Librarian,
Gail Dunston, is doing a great job. I know it has
probably been of some concern to her that the Library
Committee was not able to be informed.
Under this bill the Parliamentary Librarian will be
demoted from department head to parliamentary
officer, so no matter how the government wraps it up,
the Parliamentary Librarian will be demoted. The
Parliamentary Librarian will probably retain the same
remuneration, so that is not an issue, but there will
certainly be a change in her role, in which she is able to
have a vision of what she thinks or what members on
the committee think is needed by the members in this
house and what is a quality service from the library. I

PARLIAMENTARY ADMINISTRATION BILL
622

ASSEMBLY

think many of us consider it a great shame that the
librarian will now not be independent.
The members for Mornington and Rodney and a
number of others have talked about the importance of
the independent role of the librarian, so that she or
whoever takes that position in years to come can
continue to provide services not just to members of
Parliament but to others. The library does not provide
services just to members of Parliament, it provides a lot
of services to our electorate officers. I know that the
country members of Parliament are very appreciative of
the work the Parliamentary Library does — and
Hansard — and the resources that are made available to
our officers. Quite often I hear from our electorate
officers what a great job the library is doing.
I know that people will say that that may not change
under this bill, but we are not sure. We do not know
what the government will say is going to happen to the
library. We are also told that going from five
departments to three is to simplify administration, but
again we do not know whether the library will be able
to look ahead to provide quality services, to look at any
skill shortages that we need to fill or to look at any gaps
in the services that are provided to us. We are not sure
what will happen there. As a member of the Library
Committee I am very saddened that our role will not
continue — not that I particularly wanted to always be
a member of the Library Committee, but I felt that it did
a great job.
The Library Committee has been seen as being
valuable. The original Library Committee was set up on
14 November 1851 by the Legislative Council, on the
same day as the standing committee was established.
So way back then it was seen that communication to
members from the Parliamentary Library was vitally
important. The current Library Committee has
continued to listen to the views of both opposition and
government members to make sure members have the
services they need. We still have not been told formally
that our services are not needed, so I guess this is our
resignation notice.
The library is always very helpful, not just because we
are members of opposition parties. It is always helpful
on matters of legislation, where you do not always have
time to do the research and get background information.
When you know you cannot actually look through the
archives and some of the newspapers, the library
researchers are always very helpful, knowing the
members will need that information. It is not available
just to the member who asks for that information, it is
actually packaged up and made available to any other
member who needs it. That work is done on behalf of a
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member, but it is not used just for that member; it is
also used for any other member who wants that
information. It is a resource that is valuable to this
Parliament. While members of the government say that
will not stop, we have not had any discussion to say that
that will continue, and we do not have any assurances
that that will not be changed. We do not have any
assurances to say that, although the parliamentary
committee did not get any remuneration, the issue is not
about budgets rather than simplicity, that the issue is
not about cutting back services. I would like an
assurance from the government that that certainly is not
the case.
Many good ideas came from the Library Committee,
which is as I said an all-party committee, so members
came from all sides of politics. There was the MP
survey, which was brought about under the former
librarian, Mr Bruce Davidson, and carried on brilliantly
by the current librarian, Gail Dunston. Those surveys
went around all the electorates to see what sorts of
services and information we needed and wanted from
our library and whether there were any gaps in the
services provided. Talking books were made available
because many country members travel a lot and for
many hours. The Library Committee put forward the
suggestion that talking books should be made available
to country members — and to city members who travel
into the country — who travel long distances, so that in
the middle of the night they are not listening to talkback
radio but actually listening to something of interest.
There was discussion about putting legislation and
background information on CD. That would be
important for members who travel a lot and do not have
the time to read all the information; they could listen to
the CD and have all that information at their fingertips
so that they could later comment on it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs POWELL — Members opposite are talking
about the long boring trips, but we members from the
country travel many miles on those roads quite often to
come to Parliament, and we do not mind doing it,
because we represent our communities.
The library also has links to other sites, which are very
valuable — federal sites, state sites and other MPs’
sites. An issue brought before the Library Committee
by some MPs was the importance of radio and TV
monitoring, and the library has now brought about
‘Who said what’, a pilot program which will be in use
shortly about who has said what — was it a member?
Was it somebody from a state, from federal
government, from other state jurisdictions actually
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talking about pieces of legislation or other issues of
interest? We will be able to access online whether a
minister has said something about, for example,
legislation, another member of Parliament’s comments
about a topic and so on. The library has provided
training to electorate officers and MPs.
As regards Hansard, a contentious issue raised by the
parliamentary committee was that people in the
Legislative Council gallery could not hear the
proceedings. The installation of microphones in the
Legislative Council chamber, which has now been
completed, became a contentious issue because some
members did not want them there. They felt the
microphones changed the ambience of the chamber, but
I think it was a good initiative, because people in the
gallery can now hear what is going on in the chamber.
There have been a number of other great initiatives by
Hansard. They want to develop multimedia facilities.
While we do not oppose the bill, we would like the
Parliamentary Librarian to maintain some
independence and be able to continue the great job of
ensuring that members have quality services and is not
nobbled by budget constraints or the government
saying it is not allowed to do what the members want it
to do.
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — I rise to
speak on the Parliamentary Administration Bill. A
number of members have raised issues with respect to
this bill. Thankfully, members opposite are joining with
us in supporting it, but they have an amendment which
raises some concerns for all in this place. This bill has
arisen through the One Parliament project from last
year, which members would be well aware of. It
implements a new administrative structure in respect of
the Parliament of Victoria, but it does cause some
angst. Let us be quite clear about this. Any restructure
in any organisation, whether it be in Parliament, the fire
service where I was employed, the teaching service, or
whether it be in legal circles in terms of private firms,
causes some angst amongst the employees. This is
absolutely no different.
The bill reduces the number of department heads from
five to three, and clearly there are some ramifications
for the staff whose employ we enjoy, whether it is staff
from IT, Hansard or the catering department, whether it
be the staff out in the gardens or the people who help us
park cars, whether it be staff in this chamber or the
other chamber. We enjoy their employ and we celebrate
their civility in the face of some difficult circumstances.
I certainly do not think any of us here can say that we
are all wonderfully behaved all the time.
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There are people here who are impacted on by our
behaviour both in this place — and I think all of us can
understand in this place we do get heated — and
outside this place. There are people amongst us who
behave in ways that I do not think any of us would
celebrate. I am talking in quite a bipartisan way about
both sides of the house. We need to be conscious of the
fact that the way we handle ourselves impacts on staff
members. I know I have been here a very short time,
but there have been incidents involving people’s
reactions to staff that have concerned me.
I certainly empathise with the changes being made in
this fair place, and changes have been and should
continue to be made. There are female heads of both the
lower and the upper house, and we are continuing with
the changes to the apparel of our staff in the house. In
this bill we are modernising the 1975 legislation.
I know that members opposite have talked about library
services. I am concerned that in particular the member
for Mornington was effusive and animated in speaking
about his conspiracy theories. I note that the member
for Shepparton is on the Library Committee. My
understanding is that members of the Library
Committee can in fact attend the House Committee
until the end of this term of Parliament. It is my
understanding that the Library Committee will continue
to have input into the operation of both the library and
this house.
In respect of resourcing it would be biting your nose off
to spite your face if you were to hinder or hobble library
services provided to us all. I also am a country member,
and I can speak as effusively as the member for
Shepparton about the services which I have received
here and which the members of staff in my electorate
office have received. It is not about a reduction in
services. It is not, as the member for Mornington
says — he is the only one in this place who has been
quite vocal — about truncating opposition resources. It
is nothing to do with that.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr CRUTCHFIELD — I know there will be
another member who will also get excited. At least The
Nationals have been quite considered and measured in
their contributions to the debate and in bringing forward
some of the concerns they have. I can only speak from
my view of this legislation. If you wanted to raise
conspiracy theories like the member for Mornington
and perhaps the member for Warrandyte, there are
other bills in regard to which they should do it. They
should not use members of this place as pawns in their
attempts to have a go at this government. I am sure we
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can use other resources to further some political agenda
than the people we all have to interact with on a daily
basis.
I would certainly discourage members who will speak
after me from continuing these conspiracy theories.
They do nothing for the people who espouse them nor
for the people who may be affected. The member for
South-West Coast has come back in. He should not
hide. I welcome him back.
Before I finish I want to comment on another
conspiracy theory, this one regarding the Electoral
Matters Committee. It will be a bipartisan
parliamentary committee and will be allowed the
resources that other parliamentary committees have. It
should be, because it will look at the quite significant
issues that concern local government and people in this
place, including the election of 2006 and any
referendums we may undertake. It will not be a vehicle
to persecute local government. I refer back to the
member for Mornington’s speech about persecuting
local government. Referring back to that hypocritical
comment, we do not have to delve far back into history
to remember the sacking of councils.
Mr Wynne — You were a victim of it.
Mr CRUTCHFIELD — Actually I was one of the
successors of the people who were sacked. This is
about transparency, supporting local government and
being accountable in this place to the people we serve.
In summary this bill improves the 1975 act. It makes us
and the staff more accessible to the people who are in
the chamber tonight. It makes this place more
accessible; it makes the library and all our staff more
accessible; and it makes us more accessible. It is in fact
a bill that should be supported wholeheartedly without
amendment.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — Let us cut to
the chase here. After the mealy-mouthed apologist
opposite who went on about apparel in the house, about
looking after staff interests — the hypocrisy coming
from the other side tonight is incredible, and we will
not give any examples of how government members
have looked after the staff here — let us cut to the
chase: this is all about diminishing the resources of the
opposition of the day. Of course it is not good enough
for the government to have cut the opposition staffing
component to the bone. Here I am as Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, and what do I have? I have two
members of staff, exactly the same as the lowliest
mushroom opposite. I have two members of staff! That
is the total staff complement that we are entitled to as
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opposition members under this government, because it
does not want an opposition that can critique it.
At the end of the day this is what the legislation before
us is about. It is about the last bastion available to any
opposition — that is, an independent parliamentary
research staff — being subjected to interference and
dilution of the right to have an independent
Parliamentary Librarian. Whoever the poor old librarian
is, they will have to answer to a separate head of
department. It is about the government of the day, in
this case the Labor Party, which is worried about its
Newspoll results and the fact that it is behind in the
polls, ensuring that there is no additional research staff
support — even though it is objective when it comes to
the Parliamentary Library — for the opposition of the
day. That is what this legislation is all about.
I could dwell on clause 28, because it places restrictions
on parliamentary officers doing other work. Can you
imagine for one instant a Labor member of
Parliament’s electorate officer being subjected to clause
28 and any restriction on their doing other work? Half
of the electorate officers of members on the other side
are doing other things. They are either mayors or Labor
councillors! In the City of Hume most of the
councillors are Labor Party electorate officers. When
they are not on the take, when they are not getting
money for little development opportunities, they are
getting money from the Parliament of Victoria as
electorate officers, and then they are not just double
dipping, they are triple dipping by getting money as
councillors as well.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HONEYWOOD — This is on the bill.
Mr Crutchfield — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the member for Warrandyte says belatedly
that he is on the bill, but it is a question of relevance. I
ask you to ensure that the member for Warrandyte
speaks on the bill rather than giving his usual diatribe
with its characteristic assassination of people in
electorate offices.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Warrandyte is
speaking on the bill, and the bill affects parliamentary
officers. I ask him to continue.
Mr HONEYWOOD — We heard about the pizza
delivery today. We heard about the member for
Greensborough, the Minister for Community Services,
who has an electorate officer who is paid a full-time
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salary as an electorate officer and who is then paid a
councillor’s allowance — —

speaking on the point of order but he then continued to
talk on the bill. The point I wish to make — —

Mr Crutchfield — I raise a further point of order,
Acting Speaker, and once again it is about relevance.
The member is straying into areas that are libellous; he
is well aware of that, and he is again using this house to
attack people about whom he would not use other
forms of communication outside this place to get out
his message.

Mr HONEYWOOD — Could I have my time
extended because of these frivolous interjections? What
standing order is he quoting from? What standing
order?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! Even though the bill is quite wide, and in
particular clause 28 refers to other work by
parliamentary officers, in the main that is restricted to
the Parliament. It would be quite broad to expand it to
electorate officers as the honourable member was going
to do. He can refer to it in passing, but he should then
come back to the bill.
Mr HONEYWOOD — They are very precious and
sensitive on the other side tonight! Parliamentary
officers include our electorate officers, therefore I am
totally relevant in addressing clause 28. If it is not good
enough for them to get a full-time salary from the
Labor Party via the taxpayer, then double dip to get
their salary as a part-time councillor or half-time mayor,
then get the bundle of $50 notes across the pizza
counter for allowing parking privileges to certain pizza
shop owners, then at the end of the day — —
Mr Crutchfield — Again on a point of order,
Acting Speaker, and again on the question of relevance,
the member is again using this parliamentary forum in a
very cowardly way and is straying from the intent of
the bill. If he wants to keep to the bill, then he is quite
entitled to use the remaining period of his time. If he
does not, he will get very little time.
Mr HONEYWOOD — On the point of order,
Acting Speaker, if the new member with the learner
plates opposite gets up again you might like to extend
my time, because these are just trite, trivial interjections
on the part of a member with a learner plate on his
backside. At the end of the day we have a Labor Party
that can dish it out but cannot take it. It is quite happy
for its electorate officers to double dip and triple dip,
but it does not want them to be subjected to any attempt
at scrutiny by this Parliament.
I will turn back to a number of clauses in the bill before
the member for Burwood, like the drover’s dog, jumps
to his feet.
Mr Stensholt — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I thought the member for Warrandyte was

Mr Crutchfield — Sit down!
Mr HONEYWOOD — What standing order is he
quoting from?
Mr Crutchfield — Sit down, Phil!
Mr HONEYWOOD — This is a deliberate attempt
to obstruct debate. What standing order is he quoting
from?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Stensholt — The point I wished to make is that
this debate on the point of order which was raised by
the member for South Barwon was inappropriately
going off the matter of the bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I also thought the honourable member for
Warrandyte was speaking on the point of order. I ask
the honourable member for Warrandyte to complete his
point of order, and then I will ask the honourable
member for Burwood to also speak on the point of
order, unless I rule on it.
Mr HONEYWOOD — On the point of order,
Acting Speaker, I declare dissent from your rulings
from the Chair and call on the Speaker to come into the
chamber, because you are allowing trite interjections to
take away the time for my contribution to the debate.
This is an outrage. There is no point of order from those
opposite, and for me to have to speak on the point of
order means that I have no time to debate this bill
whatsoever.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I have ruled repeatedly on the matter raised by
the member for South Barwon and continue to support
the honourable member for Warrandyte’s right to speak
on the bill in regard to the matters he has raised. I am
more than happy, if the honourable member for
Warrandyte wants me to, to call the Speaker in regard
to this particular matter — but I will not! The
honourable member for Warrandyte, to continue.
Mr HONEYWOOD — Acting Speaker, you have
explained how relaxed you are in the chair, but I would
like you now to call the Speaker in and to stop the
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clock, because we have now had five points of order
within 5 minutes and your rulings from the Chair have
been totally contradictory. You are very confused
tonight, Acting Speaker, so I ask that the Speaker take
the chair.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! On the point of order raised by the honourable
member for Warrandyte, what he has just said reflects
upon the Chair, regardless of whether it is me or
somebody else who is in this position. It is nearly time
for the adjournment debate, so I am happy to call for
the Speaker. I ask the Clerk to call the Speaker.
The Speaker took the chair.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
The SPEAKER — Order! I cannot hear the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition at the moment, because the
time is 10 o’clock and I am required to interrupt
business.
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order?
The SPEAKER — Order! I cannot hear a point of
order.
Ms McTaggart interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Evelyn
will cease interjecting in that manner. The debate will
not continue tonight. What I suggest to the member for
Warrandyte is that he comes and sees me in my
chambers. We can talk about the matters he has raised,
and I can give a ruling in the morning, but we have now
come to 10 o’clock, so we have to move on to the
adjournment debate.
Mr Honeywood — I want to point out that the
Acting Speaker was totally incompetent in the chair
tonight.
The SPEAKER — Order! I understand that the
member for Warrandyte is concerned; however, he
must not make reflections on the Chair, whoever is in
the chair at the time. I have done all I can do at the
moment, but because it is 10 o’clock we cannot
continue this debate any further. The member for
Warrandyte is welcome to come and discuss it with me,
and I will report back to the house in the morning, but it
is not appropriate, regardless of whether he agrees with
the decision or not, to make reflections on the Chair in
that manner.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Police: schools program
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I raise a matter of grave
concern with the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. It is about the government’s apparent decision
to cut the police schools involvement program. The
action I seek is for the minister and the Chief
Commissioner of Police to ensure that this program is
fully reinstated.
I have visited a number of schools across the state. In
particular I visited one in the Keilor electorate, and it is
obvious that this program is working well. The police
have an immediate impact on the schoolchildren,
whether at primary or secondary level. The program
has particular impact on those young students who are
born overseas. The reason I say that is that in some
countries they do not have the same respect for police
as we do here. There are levels of corruption in some
countries and there is a lack of trust between the young
people and the police. Also in some cases older
members of their families may have had poor
experiences with the Victoria Police or the police force
in the country they have come from, so they do not
have respect for or a rapport with the police.
This is one of those proactive policing programs that
actually works, and it is strongly supported by the
Liberal Party because it believes it will create better
citizens. We continually criticise the police for being
reactive rather than proactive, but this is a proactive
program.
The real reason the Bracks government is trying to cut
out the police schools involvement program is that it
promised 600 police at the last state election in
November 2002, but to date it has delivered only 232.
So with only 18 months to go that means it will have to
more than double the number of police it has been able
to put through. It is saying it is going to put the
83 police officers who are in the police schools
involvement program at the moment back out on the
front line, but it will destroy a program that is working
and the proactive role with the schoolchildren.
The media spin — and you can count on the Bracks
government to come out with all the media spin under
the sun — is that it is widening the program to include
other youth. That is total rubbish; it is Bracks talk for
cutting and slashing a decent program. As the shadow
minister for education has pointed out, there is an
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increase in bullying and violence in school
playgrounds, and the police could be there to assist and
build up a rapport with young people. I ask the minister
to take immediate action to have this program
reinstated. It is a crucial program, and we have to find
the police to ensure that this program is a success.

Schools: Gembrook electorate
Ms LOBATO (Gembrook) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for Education and Training. The
action I seek is for the minister to visit my electorate of
Gembrook to see the need there for further works in
schools.
Mr Mulder interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Polwarth! The member for Gembrook
should continue and ignore the member for Polwarth.
Ms LOBATO — I am asking for the minister to
visit certain schools in my electorate that still need
some additional work. We all know that the Bracks
government has committed an unprecedented
contribution to or investment in state schools to the tune
of about $4.36 billion, but there are still some schools
in my electorate that need improvements and upgraded
facilities.
Mr Mulder interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Polwarth is being extremely
discourteous, and I ask him to cease.
Ms LOBATO — Over the last couple of years I
have participated in many school openings and assisted
schools with the development of master planning,
which has assisted these schools enormously. I have
participated in the opening of the new Berwick Primary
School and also recently opened the upgraded facilities
at Upper Yarra Secondary College, which were very
welcome indeed after years and years of neglect. The
Beaconsfield Upper Primary School recently received
an upgrade to the tune of about $1.5 million, which was
also very welcome there. The Berwick Secondary
College has also blossomed with new facilities and
extra funding from the Leading Schools fund and as a
centre for excellence in language.
There are a number of schools that I would like the
minister to visit. One is Beaconsfield Primary School,
which is in the growth corridor of the south-east and is
experiencing an unprecedented increase in its
population, so it very much needs new facilities to keep
pace with the demand. Another is Gembrook Primary
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School. I am sure that most members in this house
would know the passion I have for Gembrook Primary
School. It has been my no. 1 priority since my election.
The school is in need of some upgraded facilities, so I
would like the minister to have a look at that school.
Another is Emerald Secondary College, which is also a
very well-attended school that needs upgraded
facilities. That school has an enormous success rate and
is very committed to vocational education and training
and the Victorian certificate of applied learning
programs. I ask that the minister attend these schools to
see the further need.

Bridges: maintenance
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER — This is terrible stuff.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Murray Valley will continue, without
any conversation in the chamber.
Mr JASPER — I wish to raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport, who I
understand is unwell, and in his absence the Minister
for Gaming, who is at the table. It relates to the
replacement of bridges across the Murray River
between towns, and the most recent — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I ask members to allow the member for Murray Valley
to raise his matter without interjections across the table.
Mr Andrews interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Mulgrave!
Mr JASPER — I raise a matter for the attention of
the Minister for Transport, who is ill, and in his absence
the Minister for Gaming, who is at the table. It relates to
the replacement of bridges across the Murray River.
In recent years we have been most successful in
achieving progress in this area. In 2001 the bridge over
the Murray River at Howlong was replaced, and more
recently the bridge at Corowa was opened, with an
official opening on 2 April which was attended by the
Minister for Transport, and an informal opening on
24 February.
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The issue I wish to raise for the minister’s attention
refers to the agreement which had been made between
the Victorian and New South Wales governments that
when the Federation bridge at Corowa was opened
funding would be provided for the refurbishment of the
John Foord bridge. This bridge is over 100 years old
and it is a single-lane bridge with traffic lights. The
arrangement that had been made by the two state
governments was that this bridge would be renovated
and that once it was renovated it would be returned to
the councils of Indigo and Corowa for their
maintenance into the future. There appears to be some
discussion now as to the funding and the proposal as to
when these works will be undertaken.
Mr Mulder interjected.
Mr JASPER — Late last year I made extensive
representations to the Victorian Minister for Transport
and wrote to the New South Wales minister as well,
and it was indicated that the program for refurbishment
of this bridge would not be undertaken until 2006.
Mr Mulder interjected.
Mr JASPER — The Corowa shire now has
concerns relating to this refurbishment program and
when it will be undertaken.
Mr Mulder interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order,
please!
Mr JASPER — What I seek is assistance from the
minister and discussion with the New South Wales
government, giving a firm indication that funding will
be provided for the refurbishment, that the councils
understand that the funding will be provided, that the
refurbishment program will be undertaken, to
commence in early 2006, and importantly that there
will be discussions with not only the two councils but
also the local community so that they can be involved
in deciding how this program will be continued into the
future and funded by the two state governments.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
When the member for Polwarth raises his matter on the
adjournment I would encourage the member for
Murray Valley to stay in the chamber and do the same
thing that the member did!
Honourable members interjecting.
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Multicultural affairs: grants
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister assisting the Premier on
Multicultural Affairs. The matter that I draw to the
minister’s attention is the need of many multicultural
groups in my electorate of Prahran to secure funding and
ongoing funding support through the Victorian
Multicultural Commission and its grants programs for
organisational support and senior citizens organisational
support. My electorate of Prahran is one of the most
diverse and vibrant in the state of Victoria. According to
the 2001 census the electorate of Prahran, which is in the
City of Stonnington, had something in — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, on the issue of relevance, the honourable
member has mentioned in passing various multicultural
groups. It could be anything from the Callithumpians in
Mildura to the Callithumpians in East Gippsland. In
terms of being relevant this evening I ask that the
member for Prahran, particularly as I have just had five
points of order raised in 3 minutes while making my
contribution, details the specific ethnic communities he
is referring to. I suggest that my point of order, Acting
Speaker, is far more relevant than the five points of
order raised a moment ago.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
On the point of order, the member for Prahran has
asked for action regarding groups securing funding. I
will allow him to continue on his matter.
Mr LUPTON — I urge the Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs to secure that funding
for the multitude of multicultural and ethnic groups in
the electorate of Prahran. The groups that are
represented in Prahran cover a wide spectrum of the
multicultural community, including the Greek Senior
Citizens of South Yarra, the Ptolemei Association of
Greek Senior Citizens, the Grupo Primavera Prahran
Latin American Association, the Asklipios Greek
Women’s Group, the Ethnic Discussion Club, the
N’Adezhda Russian Senior Citizens Club, the Victorian
Association of World War II Veterans from Former
Soviet Union, the Prahran Chinese Women’s
Association of Australia, the Prahran Chinese Elderly
Citizens Association, the Society Kalamata 23 March
Brotherhood, the Chile Lindo, the Jewish Museum of
Australia, the Melbourne Hebrew Congregation, the
Australian Western Thrace Turkish Women’s
Association and the Australian Western Thrace Turkish
Association of Victoria.
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Road safety: hoons
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — The matter I raise is
for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
and the action I call for is for him to provide police
resources in the Doncaster area to deal with the
problems that I outline. I draw to the attention of the
house the concern of many Doncaster residents who are
being terrorised by the disturbing activities of late night
vehicle hoons. Last week a George Street, Doncaster
East, resident wrote to me saying that she is at the point
of despair. This lady said she feels like a victim in her
own house due to the activities of rowdy drivers. She
wrote:
Every night … I am deprived of sleep because of the roaring
of motors from hoons in their hot cars. They are either
burning rubber or racing around streets in Doncaster East.
I now feel that this situation is getting out of control and the
residents of this area are being victimised by these hoons …

Her letter was penned just after midnight on Monday
morning, written amidst the roar of the motors. She said
further:
There must be a way to stop residents being terrorised by
these young drivers — —

Mr Lupton — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
perhaps the member for Doncaster may not be aware
that the government has recently — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
There is no point of order. I ask the member to sit
down!
Mr PERTON — Doncaster residents are being
disturbed by loutish behaviour at the park-and-ride
facility near the freeway in Doncaster. Neighbours who
live in parks have had bottles thrown at them by people
lurking in the grounds late at night, and there have been
reports of illegal drug-taking and vandalism which has
damaged a hall housing a local scout group for
physically disabled children — and I do not notice the
member for Prahran having done anything about that at
all.
The Liberal Party has already indicated that it will
impose tough measures to take these hoons off the road
when it resumes the Treasury benches after November
next year. As indicated, it will introduce legislation that
provides for a range of penalties, including fines and
the confiscation of vehicles. It will bring in a hoon
hotline in an effort to curb the alarming increase in
dangerous and antisocial driving on our roads. Operated
by the Victoria Police the hotline will help identify and
apprehend offending and dangerous drivers who
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persistently disregard road laws and safety on our
roads. The Liberal Party believes the safety of Victorian
pedestrians and drivers must be of paramount
importance.
Drivers who do not understand their responsibility or
who persistently flout the law and thereby endanger
lives will be removed from the road. At the moment the
Bracks government is failing to respond to this grave
community concern. It was only after the Liberal Party
announced that it would crack down on this behaviour
that the government finally made some move to
respond to this growing community problem. Despite a
task force paper being released last month, the Bracks
government has only acted after the Liberal Party
policy announcements, and it will be many months
before concerned residents see any tougher laws in
place. It seems to be a press release-led campaign by
the member for Prahran rather than any substantive
action by the government or the police.

Schools: Star 6 program
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I wish to raise a
matter for the consideration of the Minister for
Education Services. I ask her to continue to assist
students in my electorate to access the Star 6 program. I
understand the program is for the benefit of rural and
regional students, enabling them to access a bus trip and
entrance to the Scienceworks museum. I raise for the
minister’s consideration the difficulty experienced by
students in rural and regional areas in accessing centres
of educational excellence in Melbourne.
There has been considerable interest in the press in the
last couple of days about the decline in the numbers of
people teaching science and a lack of interest — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, you have been a member of this place for
almost as long as I have, and you would be well aware
that when you ask, as the member for Seymour has
done, for someone to ‘continue to’ do something —
and I quote the member — you are not asking for any
new action. The member for Seymour has asked for
something to continue. That would assume that
something is already in place, and therefore there is no
new action being asked for. If all he is doing is reciting
from a government policy and is not asking for any new
action — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I have heard enough, thank you. The member has more
time to ask for action.
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Mr HARDMAN — So it is a matter of concern for
this program to continue. Students from the whole of
the Seymour electorate have enjoyed this assistance for
some time. I would like the minister to clarify that the
small towns in my electorate that are in metropolitan
shires such as Yarra Ranges and Nillumbik, and the
towns of Healesville, Chum Creek, Badger Creek,
St Andrews, Strathewen and Dixons Creek can also
access this program, and I would like the minister to
clarify that tonight.
Students from the whole Seymour electorate really
need this program. In my time as a principal and
teacher in rural schools, a number of schools used to
utilise this funding to visit a number of other places, be
it the Parliament or the museum, to get those students
from there to come down and enjoy the learning that
can happen. I think the continuation of this program
would be a really important thing, but if the minister
can clarify that all the students from the Seymour
electorate will be able to continue to enjoy this in the
future, I would very much appreciate it.

Murray Valley Aboriginal Cooperative:
administration
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I raise an issue for the
attention of the Minister for Consumer Affairs in
another place. The Murray Valley Aboriginal
Cooperative at Robinvale administers in excess of
$700 000 of Victorian taxpayers funds to the
indigenous community. There are also quite
considerable funds from the federal government.
Regrettably the majority of Murray Valley cooperative
directors — chairperson Lal Pearce, Richard Kennedy,
Wayne Johnstone and Jean Baxter — are under
investigation for their involvement in the community
development employment program. Their level of
appropriate governance skills is unacceptable, and they
are also misusing cooperative funds.
The action I ask for as a matter of urgency is that the
minister use her powers under the Cooperatives Act to
stand all the current directors down and put in an
administrator to run the cooperative. For example, last
week cooperative director Richard Kennedy borrowed
$3000 from the Murray Valley cooperative to give to
his ex-wife for funeral expenses. There is no funding
for such contingencies, and therefore this is a serious
misuse of cooperative funds.
Former chairman and current director Wayne
Johnstone, against the rules of the association, has run
up a personal mobile phone debt of between $6000 and
$10 000, which the cooperative is liable for. Johnstone
has refused repeated requests to stand down as a
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director and is therefore in breach of his director’s
responsibilities. Significant private and personal
expenses have been billed to the cooperative by the
chairperson Lal Pearce. Unjustified travelling and
accommodation expenses were also billed to the
cooperative for attendance at the recent native title
tribunal at Bendigo. This is not cooperative funded and
is again a misuse of its funds.
There is also continued misuse of petrol vouchers paid
for by the cooperative for personal use. I am also
advised that an intensive audit is proposed by the
Department of Human Services, but this would take
some weeks to instigate.
There are a number of very concerned indigenous
community members in Robinvale who are calling for
help. This is not the first time I have raised this issue,
Acting Speaker. Unless some intervention is made very
soon, there will be a receiver appointed — as was the
case in Swan Hill, when assets had to be disposed of
when the cooperative folded. The indigenous
communities are the ones that suffer as a consequence
of that. I ask the minister to intervene under the
provisions of the Cooperatives Act, remove the
directors and appoint an administrator.

Child care: funding
Ms MARSHALL (Forest Hill) — I rise tonight to
bring a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Community Services. It regards child care and concerns
both parents and the providers of child-care services in
my electorate. I call on the minister to investigate the
possibility of centralised waiting lists as a mechanism
to combat confusion and increase efficiency. In
response to the imminent wage rise for child-care
workers on 1 July, I ask the minister to work with the
federal government to ensure that the child-care costs
remain affordable to families. Over my time in
Parliament — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, if the member checked the rulings of previous
speakers she would find — I do not mean any offence
to the member for Forest Hill, and she will be aware
that this is not personal — that it is not allowable for a
member to read their contributions in the adjournment
debate. The member for Forest Hill is reading her
speech verbatim, and I would ask — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I have heard enough, thank you. Is the member for
Forest Hill reading or referring to notes?
Ms MARSHALL — Referring to notes.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member is referring to notes. The member for
Forest Hill, to continue.
Ms MARSHALL — Over my time in Parliament I
have spoken to many young families and child-care
centres in the Forest Hill electorate. A concern that
repeatedly arises involves waiting lists and the
enrolment process. When a parent calls a child-care
centre and there is no place available, the child is placed
on the waiting list. This occurs frequently with the
centres in Forest Hill which report waiting lists of
between 2 and 12 months. I personally have had to go
through this dilemma and have found that most of the
waiting lists exceeded 12 months; on many occasions
they were 18 months long.
As a result and in order to maximise their chances the
parents will often place their own children, as I was
forced to do, on 5 or 10 different waiting lists. Once the
child is given a place somewhere, the child remains on
the waiting lists for all of the other child-care centres
unless the parent calls the child-care centre and asks for
them to be removed individually. If there were some
form of centralisation within the local areas, parents
could easily view the list of all child-care centres and
child-care centres could maintain more accurate waiting
lists.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I am having some difficulty hearing the member for
Forest Hill. Could members keep their voices down.
Ms MARSHALL — Given that the responsibility
for and funding of child-care centres are split between
the local, state and commonwealth governments, I call
on the minister to investigate ways in which the three
tiers might work together to solve this problem.
Another issue is obviously child-care affordability. On
1 July the commonwealth award wage for child-care
workers will increase. This increase is certainly well
deserved — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Electricity: Otways supply
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — The issue I raise is for
the Minister for Energy Industries and Resources in
another place. In line with your previous ruling, Acting
Speaker, if members of the government should interject
during my contribution, I will attempt to deal with
them.
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Tourism operators, Country Fire Authority volunteers,
farmers, businesses and residents in the southern Otway
Ranges have had an absolute gutful of lame-duck
excuses in relation to their poor power supply, and I call
on the minister to act immediately to protect their lives
and livelihoods. These people and their businesses are
bearing the brunt of frequent and lengthy power
outages.
Ms Marshall — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, given the previous situation with my
adjournment matter, I consider that the member for
Polwarth is reading from notes.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
Is the member for Polwarth reading or referring to
notes?
Mr MULDER — I am referring to notes.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member for Polwarth is referring to notes.
Mr MULDER — These outages have resulted in a
loss of business, reputation and income for tourism
operators and a loss of income and damaged equipment
for dairy farmers. Kids at school have to put up with
computers that shut down, along with no heating.
People in Melbourne would not put up with it, and nor
should the residents of the Otways have to put up with
it. These people have had enough. They are calling on
the minister to intervene and ensure that they have a
reliable power supply to support their businesses and
keep their schools and homes warm throughout the
winter months.
Most of the problems are caused by trees, limbs and
bark falling on the powerlines, along with inappropriate
and ageing infrastructure. Powercorp’s staff have great
difficulty in locating damaged powerlines due to the
rugged terrain and thick vegetation. I learnt this from
discussions I had with them. An outage on 2 February
caused the ground to be scorched. If it had not been for
the fact that it rained on the day in question, a wildfire
could have occurred, resulting in loss of life and
property.
These business operators and residents are also
concerned that the impending Otway National Park will
result in a further reduction in clearing around
powerlines, which will in turn exacerbate the problem.
They only want a fair go and ask for nothing more than
a reliable power supply, along with a code of practice
that allows clearing around powerlines to ensure that if
a tree or branch falls, it does not drop onto a powerline
and shut the power supply down. People who live on
the southern slopes of the Otways endured 31 power
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outages last year and have endured 7 so far this year. I
call on the minister to act to protect their lives and
property.
As all members would admit, we do not need to think
back all that far to remember the horrific fires of Ash
Wednesday. Knowing that we have a problem in the
Otways that could be the root cause of a similar disaster
which would put the lives of residents and volunteers at
risk is totally unacceptable. I have a letter and a petition
which I will forward.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Health: Lilydale super-clinic
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for Health. The action I seek is
for the minister to secure funding for the urgent
construction of the Lilydale super-clinic in my
electorate. The residents of my electorate of Evelyn and
the adjoining regions have been deprived of adequate
health services since the previous Kennett government
closed hospitals all over the state. It was with much
relief that during the last state election the Bracks
government announced the establishment of three
super-clinics to be located at Melton, Craigieburn and,
more importantly, Lilydale to service those regions.
These much-needed services will provide an alternative
to hospital-based services for same-day and outpatient
care. The health services may include renal dialysis,
chemotherapy, nursing care, pathology and radiology,
as well as allied health services.
Last year the Premier announced the availability of a
site in Clarke Street, Lilydale. This new super-clinic
will complement the existing Ranges community health
service. It will strengthen patients’ capacity to
effectively maintain their personal health by utilising
the support and education that the Ranges community
health service provides. As the chair of the community
advisory group (CAG) I would like to thank the CAG
members for their support of and input into the
development of the Lilydale super-clinic. This group
comprises community members from throughout the
Shire of Yarra Ranges, and I certainly look forward to
working with them as this project progresses.
I thank the Minister for Health for her efforts in
rebuilding the health system in Victoria. I know she is
very aware of the lack of health services in the outer
east, and I ask for her continued support in securing
funding for the Lilydale super-clinic.
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Responses
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and
Training) — The member for Gembrook raised a
matter concerning capital works at Beaconsfield
Primary School, Emerald Secondary College and
Gembrook Primary School. I am certainly aware that
Beaconsfield Primary School is at stage 2 of a two-part
redevelopment of the school. Emerald Secondary
College is at stage 1, involving general purpose
classrooms and student and staff facilities; and
Gembrook Primary School is at stage 1, involving
general-purpose classrooms and art, craft and student
facilities.
I know these schools have done all their planning works
and are hoping to get funding through the budget.
Obviously I cannot provide that detail, but I would be
happy to visit those schools either before the budget is
delivered, if possible, to talk with the presidents of the
school councils and the school principals about the
work that is needed, or post budget, if it is impossible
for me to visit beforehand. I know that on previous
occasions the member for Gembrook has raised with
me the importance of these works and the fact that
these schools have worked very hard, together with
their communities, to detail the work that is needed. I
am very happy to oblige, either before the budget or, if
needs be, after the budget.
However, I have to say that we may need to reconsider
the funding of these schools — in fact the funding of
the entire capital works strategy — if the member for
Doncaster is to be believed. We would need, if he is to
be believed, a major reinforcement of roofs on every
school around the state as well as reinforced plaster
works and bolted-in light fittings — if the sky really is
falling in. But I have been told that the sky is not falling
in as Henny-Penny said, but the member for Doncaster
still walks around with his head in the clouds. We are
certainly very pleased to be able to respond to the
concerns of the member for Gembrook.
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) —
The sky is not falling in on education, that is for sure.
There are plenty of positive announcements around
education, and tonight I am pleased to confirm another
positive announcement in response to an adjournment
item that the member for Seymour has raised.
The member for Seymour is a terrific local member and
a fierce advocate for schools in his area. He understands
the importance of providing services to country
schools. It is fortunate for the Seymour electorate and
for schools right across country Victoria that the
member for Seymour got elected and put a stop to the
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rot that happened during the seven years of the former
government, when it closed schools right across the
state.
I wish to confirm the very successful and popular Star 6
program, which has been in operation since 1997.
Supported through the Community Support Fund, it is
not just going to be continued, it is going to be funded
from within the Department of Education and Training.
This is in recognition of the unique education
opportunity this program provides to grade 6 students
right across country Victoria.
The program was expanded by the Bracks government
in 2000 to include the full transport costs of all year 6
students going to Scienceworks, some administrative
support for the Scienceworks centre, a $2 subsidy
towards the cost of a visit to the Melbourne
Planetarium, and a $3 subsidy towards the costs of all
metropolitan year 6 students. But we did not stop there.
The provision of free admission for all children to the
Immigration Museum, announced a couple of budgets
ago, gave country students the opportunity not only to
visit Scienceworks and the Planetarium but to see other
museums and art galleries. This is a terrific program,
and we have seen it work in schools.
I want to appreciate the support that has been shown by
a number of schools which have written to me urging
its continuation. Tonight the member for Seymour was
obviously concerned to see that every school in his
electorate has the opportunity to take advantage of the
program. I am pleased to confirm for him that every
school in the Seymour electorate will be eligible to
participate in the program.
It is terrific to note that the program has been welcomed
by schools right around the state, as I have indicated,
and by members of this place such as the member for
Seymour. The member for Morwell has also supported
it. It is also pleasing to get support from the other side
of the house. Unfortunately we did not see any support
from the Liberal Party. We have seen support for the
initiative from the member for Swan Hill and the
member for Lowan, with honourable mentions to the
members for Murray Valley, Benalla and Rodney, who
have also been keen to see this continue.
What a contrast that is to the attitude of members of the
Liberal Party, who, whilst the member for Seymour
was on his feet sticking up for his schools, were raising
petty points of order through the so-called Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. The only leadership we on
this side of the house have seen tonight is indicative of
what the member for Doncaster said on radio earlier
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this week: the sky is falling in. It certainly is on his side
of the house!
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — We have a tough
lot here tonight. I thank the member for Prahran for
raising issues about multicultural communities in his
electorate. I know he is a passionate and hardworking
local member not only across the board but also with
ethnic communities. It is a shame that the house could
not hear much of the contribution because of the
interjections, a lot of which were untoward and quite
rude, particularly those from the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition. This was unfortunate, given that he was a
minister in this area.
The member for Prahran has been supporting
community groups for a long period of time, given that
he has large community organisations in his electorate.
Some peak groups such as the Federation of Indian
Associations of Victoria are seeking funding, as are a
lot of the locally based groups that he mentioned, such
as Jewish community groups and Chinese groups.
I am pleased to let the member know that 40 groups
have received funding from the Victorian Multicultural
Commission. Just over $39 000 has been provided as
part of the organisation support grants. Some of these
organisations are senior multicultural groups, and this is
the third year in a row where we have gone into
triennial funding, with multicultural groups only having
to apply once every three years.
I am also pleased to announce that for this year and
next year under the organisation support grants program
the other organisations — non-senior citizens groups —
will have a two-year funding deal to give them some
certainty. I thank the member for his hard work and his
encouraging local ethnic community organisations in
his electorate to apply for the growing dollars that have
been available for Victorian Multicultural Commission
grants and for helping them to know that they exist and
that there are opportunities available to them in
applying.
I thank the member for Murray Valley for his request to
the Minister for Transport about Murray River bridge
replacement issues and particularly about discussions
with the New South Wales government over, I think,
the Corowa bridge. I think this was the rowdiest
session — —
Mr Jasper — It should not have been.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — Certainly. To pay the
member for Murray Valley respect, he is quite
respectful on most occasions in this house.
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An honourable member — The father of the
house.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — He is not only the
father of the house, he is quite respectful in his
contributions and his thoughtfulness in approaching
ministers privately about matters he wants to raise to
give us an opportunity to prepare. I appreciate that. I
thought it was particularly rude, given that it was a
transport issue, that the shadow Minister for Transport
was the one making all the noise. He showed so much
concern — feigned concern — about road transport and
transport issues in Victoria that when the member for
Murray Valley was trying to raise a genuine issue we
could hardly hear him. It was extremely disappointing.
I will pass the matter on to the Minister for Transport
on behalf of the member for Murray Valley.
Connectivity between New South Wales and Victoria
across the Murray River is very important for tourism
and those local communities.
The member for Doncaster raised a matter for the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services about
police resourcing issues. He read what I think was a
policy statement of future intentions, but the member
for Prahran called a point of order about the
government’s intentions on that matter. Nonetheless I
thank the member for Doncaster. I got most of his
contribution and I will pass that on to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services.
The member for Mildura raised an important matter for
the Minister for Consumer Affairs in another place
about the Murray Valley Aboriginal Cooperative. I will
pass that on to the minister.
The member for Forest Hill raised a matter for the
Minister for Community Services about centralised
waiting lists for child care and her experiences with the
system. She made some suggestions for the minister
about cooperative arrangements with the federal
government in the child-care area. Again it is a shame
that the member had interjections interrupting her
contribution, but I will pass on those comments to the
minister.
The member for Polwarth raised a matter for the
Minister for Energy Industries and Resources in another
place about security of supply issues in the Otways. I
note that despite opposition interjections suggesting
members were reading, there were two occasions, and
this was one of them, where members on the other side
were reading their contributions. However, we wanted
to get through this and not sit here and call silly points
of order. The matter the member raised is obviously an
issue he wanted to raise in the house. I note that the
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house gave him the courtesy that he did not give others
in allowing him to make that contribution. I will pass
the matter raised by the member for Polwarth on to the
Minister for Energy Industries and Resources in the
other place in a very respectful way.
The member for Evelyn raised a matter for the Minister
for Health about the Lilydale super-clinic, a major
commitment given by Labor in the last election
campaign. I know the member is doing a huge amount
of work in her electorate, not only in health but in so
many other areas. She is steering and leading this
project. There is no doubt that all the improved services
going on in the eastern suburbs, including this planned
facility, are much needed and were neglected by the
previous government. I will pass that request on to the
Minister for Health.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The minister has not responded to the member for
Scoresby.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — I apologise to the
member for Scoresby. He raised a matter for the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services about the
police schools involvement program. I will pass that on
to the minister. I understand from press reports that it is
a program which is continuing in a different form.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
Prior to making his contribution the member for
Murray Valley raised with me the level of noise in the
chamber. It was particularly noisy during that time.
However, I readily admit that it is inappropriate for the
Chair to encourage interjections. If that was the case,
then I apologise. The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 10.44 p.m.
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