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Wednesday, 25 May 2005
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Matters of public importance: procedure
The SPEAKER — Order! I have a short
announcement in relation to the procedure for matters of
public importance (MPIs). I wish to clarify the procedure
for proposing MPIs. On Tuesday of last week I approved
a proposal for discussion submitted by the member for
Albert Park. When the matter came before the house for
discussion on Wednesday, 18 May, the member for
Footscray actually took the call as lead speaker in the
absence of the member for Albert Park. The procedure
for matters of public importance is covered by standing
order 39, paragraph 7, which states:
On the day of the discussion the Speaker will read the
proposal to the house and will then call the member making
the proposal to speak.

No objection was taken to the member for Footscray
taking the call as lead speaker, and the member for
Albert Park in fact spoke later in the discussion.
However, subsequently I have given consideration to
the situation that arose and have also reviewed the
practice of the House of Representatives. The important
factor here is that the proposal is submitted by an
individual member and is not made on behalf of his or
her party. It is for that member therefore to lead the
MPI discussion in compliance with standing orders, and
it is not appropriate for another member to
automatically take the proposer’s call. Should the same
situation arise in the future, the MPI will not be able to
proceed and the next item of business will be called on.
This is the procedure under the current standing orders,
unless it is the wish of the house to amend them.

Notices of motion: removal
TheSPEAKER—Order!

I wish to advise the house that under standing order 144
notices of motion 263 to 279 will be removed from the
notice paper on the next sitting day. A member who
requires the notice standing in his or her name to be
continued must advise the Clerk in writing before
6.00 p.m. today.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
changed procedure — that is, where the notices of
motion have come off the notice paper and you are
essentially declaring them to be redundant and
requiring members to reinstate them — is itself a
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redundant procedure. If the matters are now online and
not on the notice paper, then there is no need for this
expunging process and for members and your staff to
have to go through the process of reinstating them. I
wonder whether this process itself might be redundant.
The SPEAKER — Order! In relation to the matter
raised by the member for Doncaster, the standing orders
actually state that that is the procedure required. I am
personally quite happy to have it changed, but that
would obviously have to come as a recommendation
from the Standing Orders Committee.
Mr Perton — I ask, Speaker, whether this question
can go back to the Standing Orders Committee and
whether a weekly hard copy can be produced, as it is
with questions.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will take the matter
back to the next Standing Orders Committee.
Mr Baillieu — On a further point of order, Speaker,
on a similar subject relating to the change in the notice
paper, it was my understanding that the discussions
which took place and which led to this change
anticipated that the notice paper would be printed in the
consolidated version on a regular basis. That is not
indicated in the notice paper as it is printed today. I
wonder whether you could confirm that that is the case
and advise how regularly it will be printed.
The SPEAKER — Order! If the member cares to
look at page 3, he will find it says:
Earlier notices appear in the consolidated version of this notice
paper, available online at www.parliament.vic.gov.au —

and that will continue in the future.
Mr Baillieu — I understand that, and I have read
that.
The SPEAKER — Order! Is the member referring
to a hard copy?
Mr Baillieu — Yes. I understood the discussions
revolved around there being at least a regular, but not
daily, consolidated print.
The SPEAKER — Order! The recommendation
was that a consolidated print would be done at the end
of each session.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT (WILLIAMSTOWN SHIPYARD) BILL
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PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
(WILLIAMSTOWN SHIPYARD) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Minister for Planning) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill to amend the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 in relation to the Williamstown
shipyard site and for other purposes.

Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — Could I ask the
minister for a brief explanation.
Mr HULLS (Minister for Planning) — This bill is
about ensuring that the Tenix Williamstown shipyard
site continues to be used for industrial and also marine
engineering purposes in the future.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Schools: religious instruction
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of citizens of Victoria concerned to ensure the
continuation of religious instruction in Victorian government
schools draws out to the house that under the Bracks Labor
government review of education and training legislation, the
future of religious instruction in Victorian schools is in
question and risks becoming subject to the discretion of local
school councils.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria take steps to ensure that there is no
change to legislation and the Victorian government schools
reference guide that would diminish the status of religious
instruction in Victorian government schools and, in addition,
urge the government to provide additional funding for
chaplaincy services in Victorian government schools.
The petition of citizens of Victoria concerned to ensure the
continuation of religious instruction in Victorian government
schools, and to provide additional funding for school
chaplains.

By Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) (86 signatures),
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) (58 signatures) and
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) (14 signatures)
Tabled.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Burwood be considered next day on
motion of Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood).

Wednesday, 25 May 2005

DOCUMENT
Tabled by Clerk:
Audit Act 1994 — Report of the Auditor-General on results of
financial statement audits for agencies with other than 30 June
2004 balance dates, and other audits — Ordered to be printed.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Whales: hunting
Ms BEATTIE (Yuroke) — On Tuesday a
humpback whale was sighted in Port Phillip Bay and
over the next few weeks it is possible that we will see
more humpback and southern right whales along our
coast. These magnificent creatures must be protected
and I urge the federal government to do whatever is
needed to stop the slaughter of whales by Japan.
Japan’s bid to hunt the humpback whale in the name of
research and science is nothing but window-dressing. A
complete ban on whaling is the only action that will
stop this slaughter. Any boats detected hunting whales
should be prosecuted and have the book thrown at
them. I call on the Howard government to issue the
strongest possible message that Australia will not
tolerate doubling the slaughter of minke whales to 800
and the resumption of killing humpback whales.
The foreign affairs minister must apply diplomatic
pressure to stop Japan from killing whales. It should
also convey Australia’s opposition to all International
Whaling Commission members. The time for
pussyfooting around on this issue has ended. The
Howard government must demand a cessation of the
slaughter and reaffirm its commitment to the
establishment of a South Pacific whale sanctuary.
Australia’s reputation is on the line on this one and the
Howard government is in a position to do something
about it and should do so to stop the slaughter of these
magnificent creatures.

Bogong High Plains: cattle grazing
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — This morning’s
Border Mail says it all: ‘The Bracks government tells
farmers to get out and to stay out’. As a result of that
disgraceful decision, this morning I rang up a few
families affected by the decision. This has occurred at a
time when almost all the families on the Bogong High
Plains have not had any cattle grazing for two years
because of the 2003 bushfires. The remarks were, ‘This
was like having a kick in the guts for most of us’.
‘Worse still, it is like being kicked when you are down’.
‘It was like having a death in the family’. ‘It was almost
a relief to know that what this government has been
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putting so many families through was going to stop’.
‘Some families have been broken by the trauma of the
last two years brought on by the Bracks government’.
‘In most cases the financial outcomes will be severe,
with cattle herds having to be downsized’. ‘The
assistance package is pathetic’.
For every family I contacted it was the end of an era;
170 years of history and heritage has effectively gone
out the window. Do not ever let me hear that the Bracks
government is a government that cares about families.
This example shows that it does not understand the
trauma it has put these families through. It also shows
that this government does not care about those families.

Federal budget: welfare cuts
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — I rise to speak against
the Howard government’s punitive attacks on sole
parents and people with a disability in the latest federal
budget. The Howard government is giving large tax
cuts to those earning more than $100 000 a year. At the
same time it is cutting benefits to some of the poorest
people in our community. As part of the Howard
government’s so-called agenda for welfare reform new
applicants for a disability pension who are deemed to
be capable of working part time and sole parents with
school-age children will be put on unemployment
benefits rather than the disability pension. As a result of
these draconian changes people with a disability will
get $40 a week less and sole parents will get $22 a
week less.
To add insult to injury, the rate at which their pensions
are withdrawn as they earn extra income will increase
from 40 cents in the dollar to 60 cents in the dollar. This
is what the Howard government calls welfare reform. It
is a disgrace. It is not welfare to work, but a cut to a
lower level of welfare. It is even more appalling when
the same federal budget slashes $457 million from the
national job network over four years reducing the
services to train and support unemployed people in
getting into work. All the evidence shows that sole
parents, when given the opportunity, will undertake
part-time work consistent with their parental
responsibilities. By forcing them back into the work
force without regard to their parental responsibilities the
Howard government will only succeed in creating more
latchkey kids and more problem teenagers.
Mr Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! If the member for Bass
wants to make a contribution he can put his name on
the list. Otherwise, he should be quiet!
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Melbourne University: McMillan campus
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — On
Monday night I spoke at a well-attended public meeting
at Leongatha regarding the future of the McMillan
college campus at Leongatha as well as the one at
Warragul. This is a vitally important issue. It deals
primarily with the future of the involvement of
Melbourne University in the delivery of TAFE-based
courses which are going to be critical to the future of
our agricultural enterprises, not only at McMillan but at
the other three college campuses throughout country
Victoria.
There are issues here to be faced by Melbourne
University. It has a very bad attack of the cultural
cringes. This $1.2 billion global organisation has to
decide whether it wants to continue its involvement in
delivering these important courses. This is an
opportunity for the university, it is not a threat. The
dairy industry, particularly in Gippsland, is one of the
great producers of the state, and the university should
be able to seize the opportunity and help the future of
this industry.
Similarly, the industry itself needs to put its hand up. It
is doing a good job now; it is doing a better job in
making sure these courses continue to be delivered
under the umbrella of the university. Most importantly,
the government of Victoria has got to join the fray. It
cannot stand in the wings wringing its hands while the
university goes about the current processes. We need
the government to fulfil its proper role as a catalyst in
directing the outcomes that are going to be so essential
in the delivery of these courses throughout country
Victoria.

Yarra Valley Water: award
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I want to offer
congratulations to Yarra Valley Water on its success in
the most recent Australian risk management awards.
Yarra Valley Water’s headquarters are in the Mitcham
electorate, and I understand the organisation was
successful in the most recent awards in the categories of
best implementation of risk strategy and best
information technology security strategy.
Mr Baillieu interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — These are strategies the
member for Hawthorn would not know much about,
but this is important to Yarra Valley Water.
The awards are arranged by the publishers of Risk
Management magazine and endorsed by the Risk
Management Institute of Australia. Yarra Valley Water
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was the only organisation to achieve finalist status in
three award categories, and the finalists included Alcoa
of Australia, BHP Billiton, Mitsubishi, and Santos. We
do not often enough congratulate the outstanding work
of people involved in the public sector.

Jon Breukel
MrROBINSON(Mitcham)—

I also wanted this morning to acknowledge the
outstanding work of senior parliamentary librarian, Jon
Breukel. Jon maintains a strong commitment to Tibet
and supports the work of the parliamentary MPs for
Tibet group. His work for the cause is outstanding.
Some time ago he organised and produced a CD of
recording artists which raised some $250 000 for Tibet,
money which has been used to fund ambulances,
hospitals and housing for Tibetan refugees in India.

Mornington Peninsula: council representation
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I wish to congratulate the
Victorian Electoral Commission (VEC) on its decision
to change the electoral representation of the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council from 9 wards with
9 councillors to 11 wards with 11 councillors. I had my
doubts that this would be the outcome because until
now not one non-metropolitan council under review
had ended up with the 1 ward/1 councillor model,
despite community opposition. I doubted it even more
when the VEC’s two preferred options for the
Mornington Peninsula Shire were multi-councillor
wards.
The VEC has finally shown its independence by
listening to the overwhelming view of the Mornington
Peninsula community and its elected council. Of the
176 submissions, 152 preferred the 1 councillor/1 ward
model. The VEC has ruled against this government’s
drive to politicise local government in line with the
views of local groups like the Mornington Peninsula
ratepayers.
The 1 councillor/1 ward model has served the
Mornington Peninsula well. The shire is made up of a
number of quite different regions and towns and it has
been best represented by this model. The councillors
are very accountable to their local towns or areas and
have been mature enough to seek the common good of
the entire municipality. I congratulate the Mornington
Peninsula community and council for their
extraordinary interest and response to this entire
process. It is quite clear that people do not want
political interference in their local government.
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Child care: Whittlesea
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — Last Friday at my
regular mobile office at the courthouse in Whittlesea I
had the pleasure of meeting with Margaret Hayes, the
coordinator of the Whittlesea child-care centre and
kindergarten, and north ward councillor Allan Cann to
discuss the child-care needs of the Whittlesea township.
The Whittlesea township is experiencing significant
growth and in particular growth of young families.
Whittlesea child care is a community-based centre
managed by a hardworking parent committee of
management. The centre operates long day care, three
and four-year-old kindergarten and
before-and-after-school care, as there are three schools
in the township, being Whittlesea Primary School,
St Mary’s Primary School and Whittlesea Secondary
College, which do not operate their own
out-of-school-hours care. The centre is experiencing
significant demand, with waiting lists that total over 60,
including 12 babies, 11 two to three-year-olds and
19 three to five-year-olds for child care, and
12 three and four-year-olds for kindergarten. A solution
for the town would be to establish a separate
kindergarten within a children’s centre.
I commend the Minister for Children, who this week
announced the opening of a third round of children’s
centre funding with grants of up to $250 000. I urge the
City of Whittlesea to submit an application for an
allocation from this fund, and I offer my full support in
working with the council and local families. The city
and the state government have a record in working
collaboratively for families in the growth corridor, as
reflected in the children’s centre currently being built in
Gordons Road, South Morang. I urge the council to do
the same for the Whittlesea township.

Coroner: undertaker services
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — In April 2003 in
this house I drew the attention of the Attorney-General
to the shameful state of the services provided by the
government for the collection of bodies of people
unfortunate enough to have died in public places. At
that time I provided two examples, one in Mornington
and another in Frankston, of bodies being left for hours
before the government-appointed undertaker arrived to
remove them. In May 2003 the Attorney-General wrote
to me with an assurance that an undertaker from the
Mornington Peninsula would be employed to ensure
that a decent, timely service would be available.
Now, exactly two years later, another disgraceful event
has occurred with a body being left on Portsea beach
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for over 7 hours before being collected. The undertaker
who arrived did not have a stretcher to carry the body
from the beach, and the State Emergency Service had to
be turned out to take the body from the beach to the
undertaker’s vehicle in the nearby car park. This failure
by the government to provide a timely and dignified
procedure to remove the bodies of those who die in
public places needs to be fixed immediately. The
Attorney-General has not kept the commitment he gave
to me, and he now needs not only to take immediate
action but also to explain why he failed to keep his
promise.
I repeat what I said in April 2003: the circumstances of
death happening in a public place are always tragic, and
the dignity of the deceased and the feelings of the
family and others who are close to the deceased are
paramount. That was not the case then, and now, two
years later, it seems nothing has changed.

Bill Forrest
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — I rise to congratulate
Bill Forrest from Nillumbik Shire Council on his
appointment as chief executive officer. Bill brings great
experience and professionalism to the top job in
Nillumbik. His exceptional career in local government
over the past two decades is testimony to his capacity to
enact real improvements in our local area. As a former
economic development manager for the Shire of
Melton, director of planning and development for the
City of Moonee Valley and second in charge at
Nillumbik, local government has always benefited from
Bill’s management abilities. Bill Forrest has a genuine
commitment to proper consultation. He has great
people skills, a vision for improving council services
and a desire to ensure much-needed outcomes for local
ratepayers.
As chief executive officer Bill has a huge job ahead of
him. Compared to other municipalities Nillumbik
suffers from a restricted commercial and residential rate
base while servicing one of the largest local
government areas in metropolitan Melbourne. The
subsequent tensions between ensuring minimal rate
rises while meeting local residents’ thirst for improved
services will be a massive task for Nillumbik over the
coming decades. Bill is particularly concerned to
achieve a better deal for Nillumbik from the grants
commission. He is active in seeking a funding
mechanism to ensure greater equity of services for
relatively poor metropolitan councils. Bill has always
shown a willingness to cooperate across levels of
government — whether it be with federal, state or other
local governments — to achieve the very best in
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services. I look forward to working with him to achieve
improved services for people living in Nillumbik.

Donald McPherson
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I wish to inform
the house of the sad passing of Mr Donald Roy
McPherson on Monday, 23 May, at the age of 79. Don
was a well-respected leader in the Shepparton
community as well as a great contributor at state and
national levels. He was actively involved as a volunteer
in a number of service clubs over his lifetime, taking on
leadership positions in Rotary and Apex. He was made
a life senator of Jaycees and was a proud member of the
Freemasons, where he was also elected to many
leadership positions.
Don served his country with the Royal Australian Air
Force in World War Two and on his return took over
the management of the McPherson Newspaper Group,
publishers of the Shepparton News, from his father,
Stanley. He managed the Shepparton News through a
great transition in the newspaper industry. He made a
huge contribution to the newspaper industry, serving on
a number of state and national printing and publishing
bodies, and was a past president and life member of the
Victorian Country Press Association and Country Press
Australia. I know he was proud to have his sons, Paul,
Ross and Chris, involved in the business. After his
retirement in 1985 Don continued his involvement in
the business as chairman of directors and was very
much part of the decision-making process. I also know
he would have been proud to see his son Ross carrying
on the family tradition of being a leader in the
newspaper industry when Ross was recently appointed
president of the International Newspaper Marketing
Association.
I have appreciated the support and friendship of Don
and his wife, Betty, over the years. I had the honour of
working with Don on the refurbishment of the
Shepparton Mechanics Institute, a historic building
built in 1888 and entrusted to five trustees with Don as
the chairperson. My condolences to his wife, Betty,
sons Paul, Ross and Chris, daughter, Julie, and their
partners and Don and Betty’s eight grandchildren.
Shepparton is a great place to live because of leaders
like Don McPherson.

Lancefield Primary School: upgrade
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — It gave me great
pleasure to accompany the Minister for Education
Services to the official opening of the new buildings at
Lancefield Primary School last Friday. This is a further
demonstration of the ongoing commitment of this
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government to investing in education, particularly in
rural and regional Victoria. It was a great day. Lots of
the Lancefield community were there, including former
principals, principals from surrounding schools,
parents, grandparents and friends of the school, all the
staff and students. It was a terrific day for the whole of
the Lancefield community seeing the total project
completed and opened. The work included seven
permanent classrooms, a two-classroom relocatable, a
new library, a new multipurpose room, a new canteen,
new student toilets and the redevelopment of the
original school building, which was the original
Lancefield Primary School, as a new staff and
administrative centre to ensure this historic building is
maintained. The government’s contribution to this
project was $1.8 million, with $85 000 being raised by
the local community.
We want to make sure that all students, no matter where
they live in Victoria, are given the best possible start. I
congratulate Andy Kozak, the principal, former
principal Bob Sherrin and all of the staff and students
on this wonderful outcome.

Planning: Camberwell railway station
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — This week the new
Boroondara City Council on behalf of the Camberwell
community sent a very clear message to the Bracks
government about the future of Camberwell station.
The community is clearly saying that this site should
have a civic and community base and should provide
significant public open space. It is also saying that
intensive development at the station site is not
appropriate, which means there should be no
development of air rights over the station, no
development on Cookson Street, no transport
interchange, no addition to commuter car parking, no
loss of view and no development over three storeys.
Once again the member for Burwood failed to show,
but on Monday night more than 250 local residents
jammed the council chamber. They cheered as the
council determined not to proceed with a proposal at
odds with the community view which has been so
forcefully expressed over the last two years. Instead the
council has invited the Bracks government to embrace a
vision of this site as a new community base for the city
with low-scale and small footprint development,
including public open space. This vision is consistent
with the modest option professionally prepared by the
Boroondara Residents Action Group, which received
more than 60 per cent of support in a council-sponsored
survey. This site provides an important open space
break between the commercial heart of Camberwell and
the adjacent residential area. The location, existing
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traffic congestion and our already overcapacity
infrastructure do not support intensive development.
Boroondara was conned by the government over the
development of the Kew residential services site.
So-called community consultations were manipulated
by the government to justify its preferred but not
supported outcome. The community will not let this
happen again. The Camberwell community does not
want an intensive development at Camberwell station.
If the government fails to heed that message, then the
community will respond with vigour and commitment.

Rotary: United Nations forum
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — A couple of weekends
ago I spent my Saturday as a mum in the public gallery
of this house. My daughter was a participant in a
modern day United Nations assembly — a Rotary event
that involves young people forming a country team to
present arguments to the United Nations. From my
electorate these were the teams: Jenny Munt and
Melanie McLeod from Mentone Girls Grammar
representing Brazil and sponsored by Hampton Rotary
club; Amrita Simadri and Kimberley Mouritz from
Mentone Girls Grammar representing Italy and
sponsored by Sandringham Rotary club; Carmen Yan
and Fiona Finegan from Kilbreda College representing
Russia and sponsored by Dingley Village Rotary club;
Christy Hatherley and Marisa Cesario from Our Lady
of the Sacred Heart College representing Syria and
sponsored by Bentleigh Moorabbin Central Rotary
club; Mieke Car and Tess de Munk from Mentone Girls
Secondary College representing the USA and
sponsored by Mordialloc Rotary club; and Camille
Peuker and Jacqueline Younger from Mentone Girls
Secondary College representing Zimbabwe and
sponsored by Sandringham Rotary club.
It was an intelligent and ordered debate with some
light-hearted moments — for instance, it was the first
time I have heard ‘Happy 16th Birthday’ sung in the
chamber and the first time I have seen a beautifully
executed Mexican wave in the chamber. It was great
fun and good education. Congratulations to Rotary for
all its work and support. Well done, Jenny Munt!

Neighbourhood houses: funding
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — The
so-called A Fairer Victoria, the state government’s
social policy action plan, supposedly allocated new
money to neighbourhood houses. It also claimed to
support the important role of neighbourhood houses
and learning centres in strengthening communities.
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In my electorate the Central Ringwood Community
Centre welcomed the investment in capital
infrastructure to build some new neighbourhood houses
elsewhere in Melbourne, but noted that the allocation of
this funding leaves the funding to its centre totally
unchanged. The Association of Neighbourhood Houses
and Learning Centres (ANHLC) budget submission
highlighted that the first priority for any increase to the
funding of neighbourhood houses is to be used to make
all houses and centres financially viable and not to add
new houses that would be funded at unsustainable
levels.
Under the current neighbourhood house coordination
program there is a requirement for an employment
outcome but the actual funding only provides for 80 per
cent of the award rate that houses are required to pay
coordinators. The management committee of the
Central Ringwood Community Centre is in the
impossible situation of paying its centre manager either
below the award — illegally — or by using money
raised through fees and fundraising events.
The second priority for the allocation of new funding is
to bring all houses up to a sustainable number of funded
hours. The number of hours of coordination time varies
from as little as 5 hours per week up to 40 hours. There
is no rationale for these differences — they are
historical accidents. Neighbourhood houses have
requested all MPs to contact the Minister for Housing
in another place, Ms Candy Broad, and ask her to work
with the ANHLC to reprioritise the new funding that is
supposedly allocated to neighbourhood houses as this is
critical to their viability and their ability to meet the
needs of their communities.

National Palliative Care Week
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — On Monday of this
week I was proud to officially launch National
Palliative Care Week at Federation Square. This
important week aims to raise community awareness of
issues related to death, dying and end-of-life care. The
theme for National Palliative Care Week is ‘Partners in
Caring’. The week is all about honouring those
important partnerships that help governments and
health services provide the best possible care to the
terminally ill. In this regard I want to acknowledge and
pay tribute to the many volunteers right across Victoria
who work to support the terminally ill. The work of
volunteers both as carers and support persons is often a
critical factor in a person’s ability to spend the last
stages of their life in their own home. The value of
spending that precious time in a familiar and
comfortable setting surrounded by family and friends
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and the things that have helped shape a person’s life is
profound.
I also pay tribute to the dedicated staff in our hospitals,
the palliative care specialists, the nurses and the allied
health staff. Their dedication and their commitment to
their vocation are critical in offering patients end-of-life
care filled with dignity. Palliative care is not always a
popular career path, and it is important to properly
acknowledge the important work that dedicated staff
perform. As a government we will spend just on
$62 million this financial year to support these
partnerships, and I am proud to say the recent budget
provided a massive boost to services in Melbourne’s
east, an area of high need. The $30 million subacute
and palliative care centre at Knox, with its 30 palliative
care beds, will be a substantial boost to services.
I congratulate all those involved in organising and
running Palliative Care Week 2005, especially Dr Jane
Fisher and all her team at Palliative Care Victoria. Well
done, and sincere thanks for the important work you
do!

Traralgon Special Development School: awards
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — I would like to bring to
the attention of the house the great work of the
Traralgon Special Development School. Last week I
presented the first of the Traralgon SDS citizen of the
year awards to Corey Anderson. Corey undertook and
promoted a recycling program for the whole school.
His schoolmates, family and staff are very proud of his
efforts. I also take this opportunity to congratulate the
staff, students and school community at our SDS for
their great school. Our SDS caters for 58 students from
Traralgon, Morwell, Moe, Rosedale, Glengarry,
Toongabbie, Boolarra and Yinnar South and districts.
Thirty dedicated staff are supplemented by music and
occupational therapists and physiotherapists — and let
us not forget the drivers who get our kids to school.
Our SDS provides a holistic approach that caters for the
educational, social, emotional and physical needs of
students. All the students have moderate to severe
intellectual disabilities. Some also are coping with
autism spectrum disorders, Down syndrome, cerebral
palsy and other disabilities. Our SDS maintains parental
and community links, and all work together to deliver a
great educational experience for some terrific young
people. They ought to be congratulated.

Jewish National Fund: awards
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — I want to commend the
Jewish National Fund (JNF) for organising an awards
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ceremony honouring Holocaust survivors. The event
was held last Sunday, 22 May, and was attended by
over 1200 survivors and their families. As members
would be aware, Melbourne is home to the largest
population of Holocaust survivors outside Israel, and
this year is the 60th anniversary of their liberation from
the Nazi death camps. I was privileged to speak at the
ceremony and to present an award to Alex and Tamara
Grossman. Other speakers included the Minister
assisting the Premier on Multicultural Affairs; the
Israeli ambassador, His Excellency Mr Nati Tamir;
Dr Mark Baker; and the member for Caulfield. There
was a parade of the Australian, Israeli, Russian, English
and United States flags, along with the playing of their
anthems, as well as a flag parade of the Jewish youth
groups. A brilliant video presentation commemorated
the Jewish contribution in Israel and also in Melbourne
over the last 60 years. These were the highlights of the
event.
It is said that Holocaust survivors have two birthdays:
one when they were born of their mothers and a second
when they were returned to life on their liberation from
the death camps. I want to congratulate everyone at
JNF, including the state president, Tom Borsky, and the
state executive director, Joe Krycer, for organising such
a wonderful celebration of rebirth, life and hope for the
survivors of the Holocaust here in Melbourne.

Eyre Bird Observatory, Western Australia
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — Eyre Bird
Observatory is a self-funding, not-for-profit education
and research facility situated in Nuytsland Nature
Reserve in Western Australia, 50 kilometres from
Cocklebiddy Roadhouse and 1 kilometre from the sea. I
have been lucky enough to stay at Eyre twice. In 1993
Gwen and Graeme Goodreid were the friendly wardens
who provided accommodation and friendship for a lot
longer than was originally intended, but that is another
story. In January this year we spent time at Eyre. Jim
and Verna Howell were the wardens, and again their
friendship and efficiency ensured another memorable
stay. The observatory is located in the Eyre telegraph
station, which was built in 1897 and acts as a remote
weather station and bird observatory. I have some
wonderful pictures of many birds, and you can literally
watch them from the veranda or hides around the
house. The ocean is a short walk away and is warm and
inviting most of the time.
It is a not-for-profit facility run by Birds Australia that
relies on the generosity of governments, companies and
individuals to help continue their research and
education programs. Unfortunately due to a lack of
funds it has had to rely on the generosity of volunteer
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wardens in three-month blocks. I am a Friend of Eyre,
and if members have keen birdwatchers in their
electorates, I ask them to inform them of this wonderful
facility and the energetic committee that aims to
continue the existence of this valuable facility.
Eyre is on very remote and beautiful land, and this
wonderful historical and ornithological oasis needs our
support. Please stay a night or two yourselves and urge
others to do so, or you can join up as a Friend of Eyre
by going to the Birds Australia web site. Eyre needs our
help, and you do not need to be a birdwatcher to
appreciate its natural beauty and history.

Aboriginals: Sorry Day
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I begin by
acknowledging the Kulin nation, the traditional owners
of the land on which we stand, and pay my respects to
their elders.
Tomorrow the Knox Reconciliation Action Group,
together with the City of Knox, is holding a flag-raising
ceremony to mark Sorry Day and the start of National
Reconciliation Week. There will also be an indigenous
art exhibition at the Knox Civic Centre, with a display
of artworks from the Central and Western deserts as
well as from local and other Victorian indigenous
artists. The Knox Reconciliation Action Group is
working very hard to increase the awareness and
understanding of the rich indigenous history and culture
of our area. I commend all members of the group for
their important work and tireless efforts to make these
issues more widely appreciated in our local community.
Sorry Day has been celebrated since 1998 to remember
the stolen generations, and now provides an annual
focus for healing for all Australians. National
Reconciliation Week begins on 27 May and marks the
1967 referendum in which Australians voted to
recognise Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people
as Australian citizens. However, central to
reconciliation with indigenous people must be notions
of justice, respect and equity. Also fundamental is
recognising Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
people’s connection to country and hence to their
cultural heritage. For too many indigenous people
connections to country, to family, to language and to
culture have been damaged due to the policies and
practices of well-meaning and sometimes not so
well-meaning white fellas. That dispossession — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
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Immaculate Heart of Mary School,
Newborough: refurbishment
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I rise this morning
to comment on the Immaculate Heart of Mary School
in Newborough. I attended the primary school on
Friday for the opening of its refurbished facilities, to
which the state government contributed $285 000. I
was very proud to be part of a government that is
supporting our education system not just by providing
massive infrastructure funding and increased staffing in
our state schools but also by supporting the independent
and Catholic sectors.
St Mary’s primary school has done a magnificent job
on its refurbishment. It was a wonderful opening that
was strongly supported by the school community. The
choir of children singing was absolutely magnificent. It
is a very outward-going and friendly school with a
strong reputation within the local community and it is
very well regarded. As a local member of Parliament I
am very proud to have such an active and fine primary
school in my electorate.
I thank very much all who were involved in the
refurbishment, from the architect to the builders and
those in the school who raised funds. Not only did the
school receive a government contribution but the school
community also raised significant funds themselves. I
congratulate them because, as we know, it would have
been difficult to raise funds to enhance education
facilities at their school. Well done!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Keilor has 11 seconds.

Green Gully Soccer Club
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I rise to thank the Green
Gully Soccer Club for its millennium celebration last
Sunday — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Rural and regional Victoria: government
policies
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Speaker
has accepted a matter of public importance submitted
by the member for Gippsland East:
That this house condemns the Bracks government on its
recent policy decisions which will impact most heavily on the
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social, economic and cultural viability of rural communities
throughout Victoria.

Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I thank the
Speaker for giving us the call. Due to the nature of the
numbers in the house it is a rare occurrence for
Independent members to have the opportunity to speak
on matters of public importance. The matter we have
put forward is fairly broad because it is not likely that
my Independent colleague will get a chance to get a call
in this Parliament or the next one, so it is important that
we both have the opportunity to speak on a matter of
public importance.
We have covered some issues that will be crucial to my
area. I will focus on two issues: the recent government
decision on timber industry royalties which is having a
devastating impact on my communities, and
yesterday’s decision by the government to ban alpine
grazing in the Alpine National Park. Both of those have
ripped the guts out of my communities. We should
recognise that these decisions will have a long-lasting
impact on my communities.
Let us look particularly at the alpine grazing decision.
The debate has been going for a long while; it was
raging in my area as I was growing up. I am probably
one of the few members of this place who has actually
spent a significant amount of time in the area we are
talking about. Unlike most members of this place, I
actually know the areas and the people individually. It
will be devastating for the families who have had this
decision imposed on them. There is no way that a
farmer who has a grazing licence in those areas will be
able to manage their property or their business. It will
mean they will have to completely restructure, and
many of them will lose the businesses they are currently
operating.
The government does not get how serious it will be for
the individuals concerned. Families who have 170 years
of heritage and tradition in those areas have been told
overnight that they no longer have a licence to allow
their cattle to graze on summer pastures. Their farms
are set up so they can graze their cattle on their own
properties in winter and during summer take them off
their properties and up to the pasture lands in the hills.
The government says grazing will be moved to state
forest areas. That is not practical. It shows the
government does not understand what the impact of its
decision will be. It does not understand the areas.
I will go through some of the people on whom it will
have an impact. Brian Higgins from Glenmaggie near
Heyfield has been right through the Caledonia fire
debate. His licences are right in the middle of that area.
When I was first elected in 1999 I was contacted by the
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Mountain Cattlemen’s Association because it was
having trouble with Parks Victoria at that stage. The
science was used as a weapon against the cattlemen to
stop the cattle being returned after the fires. We were
walking around in areas that had grass up to our knees
and looked as good as anywhere else and probably even
better than most areas in the Alpine National Park, yet
the science said they could not put the cattle back there
because of the bare ground.
During that time it was acknowledged by some of the
national parks representatives that it was going to be
near impossible for those areas ever to meet the criteria
set by the scientists at the time. So the cattlemen were
kept out of those areas for a number of years. We
lobbied very hard and put a lot of pressure on, and they
have gone back into those areas in the last couple of
years, only to now have their licences in the national
park cancelled. There are still some state forest grazing
licences, but there is no way you can put the cattle
currently grazed in these areas into the state forests —
the land is not there and the areas of grasslands are not
there. We are talking about alpine high plains.
Similarly Buff Rogers from Black Mountain has a
family history in that area. He grazes his cattle at the
eastern end of the Alpine National Park. It will be
devastating for him. I know Buff is a pretty raw
character, and he usually says it as it is. Some of his
comments have got him into trouble with this
government, and he was very critical of the
government’s fire management. I think sometimes there
is a bit of payback with some of these things. Doug
Treasure from Stratford and all the Treasure clan have a
number of licences. In all, 39 of the 61 licences that we
are talking about are in my electorate. They are in
towns like Dargo, Licola, Heyfield, Omeo, Benambra,
Buchan, Swifts Creek and Ensay. I do not think either
side of politics understands the impact government
policies are having on these small rural communities.
In 1999, when I was elected, I was at a meeting at
Swifts Creek. We were discussing the closure of the
sawmill. It was in the period between the election and
the decision. The member for Bundoora at the time was
at that meeting and made a commitment to the people
present that a Bracks Labor government would protect
small rural communities. At the time that was a fairly
big statement, because Swifts Creek had been through
the wringer in the Kennett years and had suffered, like
many small communities, under previous governments.
Those words will now be sounding very hollow to the
people at Swifts Creek.
Simon Turner from the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria comes from just north of Swifts
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Creek, and I am sure he would be devastated. Whilst
his is a state forest licence, he has very capably
represented his members and has fought and worked
very hard. I have met with the task force and Simon and
other graziers. I think it is a devastating decision for my
communities, and at the next election it will come back
to haunt some of the members not only of the task force
but of the government in those country seats. This is a
catalyst issue. It is one of those things that stand out and
resonate across country areas in terms of the impact of
this government’s policies.
The other issue I raise is timber royalties, and I have a
letter on this from one of my constituents at Cann
River. In this place last week a number of ministers
commented that it was just about Bob Humphreys and
Hallmark Oaks — and the minister responsible for
VicForests is sitting at the table. They both commented
that this was just one mill and that Bob Humphreys was
going to sell anyway. What effect does that decision
have on a town like Cann River? The biggest employer
in Cann River is the sawmill; timber is really the only
major industry. This is not a threat: Bob Humphreys is
usually fairly forthright and comes out and says what he
thinks. How would you feel if you put millions of
dollars of investment into an industry and then got
belted around by a whole range of government
decisions like the Our Forests Our Future program,
whereby 40 per cent of the wood that is available in
those areas is cut back? Then after you go through the
competitive tendering regimes, the last straw is the
22.4 per cent increase in timber royalties. That will
make most of those businesses unviable.
It is not just about mills like Hallmark Oaks, it is about
some of the best industry players, like Neville Smith
Timber Industries at Heyfield. Its business is totally
high-quality ash timber, and based on its current
turnover its royalty costs will increase by over
$1 million from last year to this coming financial year.
There are not too many businesses that can afford that
type of increase and still be viable. Bob Humphreys is
quite clearly saying, ‘I am not here as a charity. I cannot
continue to pay these increases without any certainty or
security into the future’. The letter I have is from
Raphael Mills at the Cann River Hotel. He is very
critical of the government’s decision and speaks about a
range of governments, both state and federal:
Successive Victorian state governments in conjunction with
the federal government have made decisions that have had a
negative impact on the employment prospects of towns like
Cann River.
The privatisation of the SEC and Telstra, the amalgamation of
shires, the outsourcing of road maintenance and the regional
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forests agreements all contributed to the loss of jobs in both
the public and private sector.
The community thanks the state government for the money
spent in improving the amenity of the town, but what is
desperately needed is employment. Cann River has made
many submissions and representations to the state
government for job creation, particularly in the surrounding
national parks and state forest.
The impact of tourism, particularly ecotourism, is often
mooted as the panacea for all the ills of Cann River. This will
not happen overnight and will not happen at all without
significant government infrastructure spending. There is too
little private land for development, and those currently in
business simply do not have the cash flow to consider
renovations necessary to move upmarket.
The bottom line is we are people too. We have partners and
families and live in a great community. The remote politicians
and bureaucrats undermining us don’t seem to care about the
viability of our businesses or our community. Thirty-five jobs
might not seem a big deal but Hallmark Oaks is the biggest
employer in town.

He goes on to explain that closure will impact on the
Cann River P–12 College. Cann River is a small town a
long way from Melbourne. This will devastate Cann
River. If that mill is closed it will probably mean that
the school will be under threat and kids will have to be
bussed from Cann River to Mallacoota, nearly an hour
away, or back to Orbost, an hour away. It is just a town
in the middle of nowhere. Without the employment of
mills like Hallmark Oaks that town will be turned into a
ghost town, and I do not want that on my conscience.
I would also like to highlight some of the real
contradictions. If you look at the justification for the
decision on alpine grazing, you will see it was to
remove large half-hooved animals from the Alpine
National Park. I have here a copy of the memorandum
of cooperation between the Australian Deer Association
and Parks Victoria, a 10-year agreement which was
signed last year. Among the objectives of the
agreement, and I will quote it, is:
… will preserve and enhance recreational deer hunting …
opportunities —

in the Alpine National Park. There is a comparison, and
what are we removing cattle for?
I would also like to speak on today’s advertisement in
the Herald Sun. I think it is extremely insulting to those
families. If the government wants to use its propaganda
to defend its decision, by all means it should put an ad
in there. But stamping on the graves of the cattlemen is
an appalling thing to be doing. I condemn the
government for that, because this has been a pretty
tough decision for those people. They will not be
feeling very well out there in those small towns in my
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electorate, and the last thing they need is the
government putting an ad like the one in today’s
papers.
Dr Napthine — It is a disgrace!
Mr INGRAM — As the member for South-West
Coast says, that is a disgrace. That is not an appropriate
way for the government to behave. If it wants to sell its
message, it should get out there and sell it on the — —
Dr Napthine — Do it honestly.
Mr INGRAM — Do it honestly with the science,
which is what it has done, but it should not run ads like
that which really condemn those people. Through this
whole saga the cattlemen have tried to put their position
as strongly and forcefully as possible. The most
disappointing thing is that I do not think the committee
took on board the concerns that have been expressed by
those people in my electorate, and I am supremely
disappointed that it has not considered them.
If you look at the documental support the government
has put out, it can be seen that it has not recognised that
there are more brumbies than deer in the national park,
and that it is managing those to maintain the
populations. Instead it has turned around and said that
the cattlemen have to go. I condemn the government for
this decision. It will be a very sad day for my Alpine
communities and a very sad day for the high country
people.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I rise this morning
to talk on this matter of public importance. I have
listened with interest to some of the comments in
debates that have been made in the last couple of days,
and I reflect on the work the Bracks government has
put into regional Victoria and rural areas in the last five
and a half years. I compare that to The Nationals and
Liberal Party betrayal of country and regional Victoria
over its seven quite dark years of government.
The Bracks government has in fact looked very closely
at the issue of cattle grazing in the Alpine National
Park. I chaired a task force which was very
comprehensive and which certainly went through the
whole issue in depth. We did not shirk the tough issues,
and we also made sure that everybody was listened to
and everybody was heard during the debate. On a
number of occasions we travelled to the high country.
We went up with representatives of the cattle grazers,
the Victorian National Parks Association (VNPA) and
Parks Victoria.
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We also had public hearings right across the region —
in Bairnsdale, Omeo, Mansfield and Bright — because
we were not hiding from the community; we wanted to
hear what it had to say. We heard a whole and diverse
range of views. At every community we went to we had
people talking to us from all sides — some proposing
compromises, others saying that they wanted cattle
removed from the Alpine National Park, others
insisting that they should stay in the Alpine National
Park. Any members of this chamber who have read the
report will see that in fact we very thoroughly looked at
all the views, that we listened to everybody who had a
view and an issue to raise, and that we considered them
all. We received in excess of 3000 submissions, which
we read and looked at. So this was certainly a very
thorough process.
Comment has been made across the chamber that the
outcome was preordained and that a decision had been
made. As chair of the committee I can tell members that
we received no instructions. We were not told what we
were to do and to go off and do it. We were told to
thoroughly investigate the situation — and that is what
we did. The fact that Liberal Party members stand in
this chamber and lie means that they know they have no
credibility. They know they are lying, and it is about
time they actually told the truth.
Look at the number of issues here. I could go on for
some time about the betrayal that the Liberal Party and
The Nationals inflicted on country Victoria. It is
interesting to see a minister of the former Kennett
government is in the chamber — a minister who was
involved in the decision to close country schools, in the
decision to close country hospitals, and in the decision
to close our railway lines.
We have heard a bit about the drought in recent times.
The drought is an interesting situation. I look back to
when the Bracks government stepped in when the
drought hit not so long ago — and it is good to see the
Minister for Agriculture in the chamber; he is well
aware of the support package we put in place to support
those affected by the drought. Then look at what the
federal — —
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr MAXFIELD — The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition mentions the federal government.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Interjections
are disorderly, and responding to them is similarly
disorderly.

Wednesday, 25 May 2005

Mr MAXFIELD — I refer to the federal
government’s drought contribution, because it promised
this state $187 million which was to be paid by early
2005 as part of its drought relief package for those
affected by drought in this state. How much money has
it paid?
An honourable member — How much?
Mr MAXFIELD — It has paid $117 million. That
is $70 million less than it promised, less than it
budgeted for. What happened to that $70 million?
Where is that $70 million? This is another betrayal of
country Victoria. Have the Liberal Party and The
Nationals pocketed the missing $70 million? Are they
spending it in Sydney? They are probably subsidising a
tollway in Sydney with that $70 million, because they
are certainly not spending it on drought-affected
farmers in Victoria. Where is their commitment? Will
the opposition members in this chamber stand up and
say they are going to Canberra to demand that we get
what we were promised? Victoria was promised an
additional $70 million in drought relief. Will the
opposition members here stand up and go to Canberra
and say, ‘We want the $70 million’?
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, while the matter of public importance debate
is a wide-ranging debate, and it is certainly a
wide-ranging issue, the MPI specifically refers to the
Bracks government’s policy decisions in regional and
rural Victoria. If the member has not got any defence
for the terrible — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for South-West Coast is now not on the point of order.
Dr Napthine — I would suggest you bring him back
to debating Bracks government decisions on regional
and rural Victoria.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! As the
member for South-West Coast said at the opening of
his point of order, this is indeed a very wide matter of
public importance; it is very broad. Therefore there is
an opportunity for members to range broadly in the
MPI debate. However, within that, references to actions
of other governments et cetera should only be passing
references and should not form the main thrust of the
debate.
Mr MAXFIELD — The Bracks government’s
commitment to drought relief has been impressive. We
did not wait until the federal rules cut in and drought
assistance was available under them. We stepped in
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really early, knowing that money was required urgently
to assist farmers until the federal money started to flow.
Going back to the actions of state governments here in
Victoria, in Gippsland we had the worst drought in
60 years. It was during the time I was a candidate for
the seat of Narracan back in 1998, and the farmers were
struggling. It was the worst drought in Gippsland in
60 years. In fact it got so bad that 800 farmers gathered
in Korumburra to protest about the lack of support from
their government. The local Independent member,
Susan Davies, attended and the then Opposition Leader,
now the Treasurer, attended. Unfortunately there were
several people missing. The upper house members for
Gippsland Province, Phil Davis and Peter Hall, were
missing. The present Leader of The Nationals, the
member for Gippsland South, was missing. Former
government members were totally and utterly absent
when 800 farmers gathered to discuss the fact that they
were struggling to cope with the worst drought in
60 years. That is neglect and that is betrayal.
One thing this opposition has shown us is that it has not
learnt a thing in five and a half years in opposition. It is
still supporting the federal government’s betrayal when
it will not even hand over the money it has promised.
Under federal rules the commonwealth government is
supposed to pick up the majority of the drought
package, the majority of expenditure, but it has spent
the entire time trying to shift its responsibilities onto the
state. The Bracks government was not found wanting in
providing drought relief, but when the member for
South-West Coast was in government he certainly
knew he was found wanting. Members of the former
government abandoned the farmers of Gippsland. The
worst drought in 60 years, and where was their support?
Where was the backup?
Compare that to the Bracks government’s support for
farmers affected by the recent drought. I am pretty
proud to be a member of this government, which stands
up for country Victoria in a way that has never been
done before. The money we have put into regional
Victoria is substantial and wide-ranging. I am not
referring just to recent budget commitments, which are
very impressive — what a great budget we have just
had — but look at the support we have put into country
Victoria right across the board. Examples include
returning the flows to the Snowy; rebuilding the
Gippsland Lakes; and the water initiatives to assist with
environmental flows. Look at the money we have put
into country Victoria right across the board and our
support, for example, for the growth of businesses in
rural and regional Victoria. What a strong story that is.
In the last 12 months alone we have had $3.6 billion in
building approvals in country Victoria. That was
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something the Kennett government could not even
dream of when it treated country Victoria as the
toenails of the state.
And what about the population growth in country
Victoria! People are moving to provincial Victoria in
droves. Why are they moving there? Because we have
rebuilt country Victoria. Compare that to The Nationals
in Gippsland. Do members know what the policy of
The Nationals in Gippsland is? They want to dam rivers
that are flowing into the Gippsland Lakes. Do members
have any idea what that would do to Gippsland? It
would turn East Gippsland into a wasteland. Lakes
Entrance would be a ghost town; Metung would be a
ghost town; Paynesville would be a ghost town; and
Seaspray would be a ghost town. They want to close
down the entire Gippsland Lakes tourist region.
If you take more flows out of the Gippsland Lakes, they
will die. We are putting over $10 million into
rebuilding the Gippsland Lakes to ensure we have
enough environmental flows. Twenty-five years ago
there was fantastic fishing in the Gippsland Lakes.
Today you are lucky to find the odd fish. Why?
Because of deterioration — flows have been diverted;
green algae and nutrient flow are blowing out. These
are the problems we have inherited, but the Bracks
government is going to rebuild the Gippsland Lakes
and rebuild the economy of East Gippsland.
The Nationals’ policy of damming those rivers will
sound the death knell for East Gippsland. It will show
once and for all that members of The Nationals do not
care about their constituents and they do not care about
regional Victoria. They think there is a cheap vote in
building another dam and they are happy to see all the
towns through East Gippsland turned into ghost towns
as they sink in the final knife. What a disgrace and what
a betrayal, not only of Gippslanders but of all country
and regional Victorians!
I then go to the issue of the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund (RIDF), from which $229 million
has been put into 99 projects across regional Victoria.
What did the Liberals and The Nationals do when they
were in power? What did they put into the RIDF?
Absolutely zero! All they did was close down railway
lines in South Gippsland, the East Gippsland Bairnsdale
line, and the lines to Ararat and Mildura. What is the
Bracks government doing? It has reopened the lines to
Bairnsdale and Ararat and is reopening the lines to
Leongatha and Mildura. It is a proud record.
We are rebuilding our schools, and if I had more time I
could give a travelogue of schools that are being rebuilt
in my electorate alone. They include Newborough East
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Primary School, Trafalgar High School, Drouin
Secondary College, Warragul Regional College,
Warragul and District Special School, and the
Newborough and Warragul campuses of the Central
Gippsland TAFE. All have had massive rebuilds under
the Bracks government. We have significantly
increased the numbers of teachers.
I then turn to the issue of health. Members should go to
Moe and ask the people what they think about the
closure of the Moe hospital. What a betrayal! Workers
of the former State Electricity Commission had money
deducted from their wages each week to help pay for
the building of the Moe hospital. That is the community
spirit. What did the former government do? It closed
that hospital and flogged off the equipment for a few
dollars here and there at some fire sale auction. It even
left medical records in some of the cabinets when they
were auctioned off. That is how little regard the former
government had for the people of Moe! Two of my
three children were born at the Moe hospital, and I still
feel pretty emotional when I think of what that
government did to that hospital. It is very sad.
The former government opened a privatised hospital in
the valley, but it did not last — another Kennett
contract that went belly up. What are we doing to the
Latrobe Regional Hospital? We have a $21 million
building program because we are putting the biggest
cancer unit outside Melbourne and Geelong into the
Latrobe Valley. We are rebuilding our hospital
services: in the last budget we announced $6.7 million
for a health centre in Warragul and $5 million for the
Bairnsdale hospital. That is not to mention the massive
increase in nursing numbers right across country
hospitals. The bush nursing hospital in Neerim South
now has state government funding, so that after people
have acute care at the Warragul hospital they are
transferred to the bush nursing hospital in Neerim
South to convalesce, which maintains the viability of
that hospital and helps the Warragul throughput. Those
are the sort of things that we are doing. We are also
giving the bush nursing hospital some capital money.
Over the seven years of the Kennett government it got
$9000, compared with the capital works money and the
public patient money that it is now getting. We have a
proud record in health.
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Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — In rising to
join the debate on this matter of public importance I
should note that what goes around comes around. In
1999 the then defeated opposition leader, now the
Treasurer, lulled people in regional and rural Victoria
into thinking that Labor actually cared for them.
Today’s debate is proof positive that that was a
completely trumped-up campaign designed to win
votes in the crudest possible way. Those votes will now
turn against this Labor government because much was
promised and very little has been gained. I could go
into some of the irony of the contribution from the
member for Gippsland East, but he has finally woken
up to what this mob is going to do and what it has been
doing to his electorate: the Treasurer’s promises were
nothing more than a complete and utter sham.
Nothing has been mentioned about process in this
debate. I want to dwell on the so-called processes
adopted by this government for cattle grazing, toxic
waste, wind farms and the current Victorian
Environmental Assessment Council inquiry into
riverine red gums. Before doing so, I should point out
that it is interesting to note the contrast between the
1999 campaign by the now Treasurer when he hopped
into a car and drove around country Victoria and where
the ministers are now. Where has the Minister for
Environment been in terms of being hands-on in this
debate on alpine cattle grazing? He did not delegate to
his parliamentary secretary the job of going out and
visiting these communities and he did not delegate to
the all-party environment committee an investigation
into this issue. He delegated it not to the B team but to
the C team — to the member for Narracan, of all
people, leading a posse of three other backbenchers —
to give so-called scientific advice to the government on
process.

Over the seven years of the former coalition
government we saw a betrayal of country Victoria such
as we have never seen before. The Bracks government
is rebuilding country Victoria and we will have a
country Victoria that we are proud of — —

We have come a long way since 1999. We had the
frontbenchers out there then. We now have the
frontbenchers hiding in their ivory towers, and they
delegate the serious policy work not to their
parliamentary secretaries, because they are all too
important — they call themselves junior ministers
nowadays, and the government doubled their number
when they won the last election — but to junior
backbenchers, with no qualifications being brought to
the table, because they know they are like mushrooms
and will follow the dictates of the department and the
ministers in their ivory towers. That is the fundamental
change in this government and the way it goes about
doing its business, and that is what will bring this
government unstuck.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.

When it comes to a deliberately manipulative policy of
social exclusion as between rural communities and the
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city, it has become an art form with this issue of cattle
grazing. We were told that it was all about the science.
We were told that there was going to be an in-depth
investigation by scientists for and on behalf of the
government to give objective advice. Where has that
independent scientific advice come from? The
government trumped up poor old Nancy Millis and got
her to do an inquiry into a limited area of bushfires. I
have a lot of time for Nancy Millis, just as I have for
Sir Gustav Nossal. But when it comes to the
qualifications of certain individuals to look into the
science of alpine cattle grazing, the situation here has
involved the government going out and picking names
rather than people with the fundamental qualifications
needed to do thorough scientific appraisals of alpine
grazing rather than a limited inquiry into bushfire
impact.
So in terms of the science in this debate what we have
had instead is a backbench committee that operated in a
totally secretive way. It initially went up to the
cattle-grazing areas in the Alpine National Park at the
invitation of one group but declined the invitation of
another group — the mountain cattlemen — to go up
and inspect. Only under duress and after great pressure
did it bother to go up and accompany the mountain
cattlemen on a proper inspection of the alpine grazing
areas. In fact, that was used as the excuse by the
minister to defer a decision on this issue. The minister
used the excuse that his backbench committee may
after all have to go up there and listen to the mountain
cattlemen. So here we have a flawed process that has
nothing to do with the science. The decision was made
before the poor old member for Narracan was even
asked to do the job on it, and of course we knew what
the outcome would be from day one.
In terms of where we are at now with cattle grazing we
have been told, ‘Do not worry, it is all going to be about
ecotourism’. It is all going to be about all these tourists
who are going to go up there to enjoy environmental
tourism. Is the same excuse going to be offered for the
toxic waste dump at Nowingi? Will ecotourism in
Nowingi be offered as an excuse when it comes to the
process by which the government has gone about
choosing its toxic waste dump? It is interesting to note
that the electorates of the two Independents in this
chamber have been targeted. We have heard from the
member for East Gippsland about his area being
targeted in forestry and alpine grazing, and the member
for Mildura has discovered that his electorate is the
target statewide for the dumping of all of Melbourne’s
toxic waste material. So it is political irony in a way
that the two Independents in this chamber have the two
electorates that have been dumped on the most by the
government they have chosen to support.
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We heard from the member for Narracan about a
shopping list of exciting funding initiatives he put
forward supposedly for regional Victoria. Let us just
look for a moment at what the previous Liberal
government did for one area alone — the member for
East Gippsland may have forgotten this, and I hope he
has not — when it provided for the shocking and
appalling floods in the member’s area in 1996–97, as I
recall.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — 1998 — and that
amount — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
through the Chair!
Mr HONEYWOOD — Through the Chair, I well
recall that that amount, which was approved at the
cabinet table, was $60 million in flood relief for that
one area alone.
A moment ago the Minister for Agriculture informed
me across the table that to date the total amount of
money provided by his government for all drought
relief across the entire state is $55 million. On the one
hand we are told we have the worst drought in seven
years, and the federal government according to the
Minister for Agriculture has given $107 million.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — So the member for
Melton’s own minister has contradicted him and
affirmed that the federal government has given more
than double what the state government has given for
drought relief — more than double. For one area alone
in East Gippsland it was good enough for the previous
Liberal government to give $60 million in flood relief,
but this government has coughed up a measly
$55 million for the worst drought in seven years — and
those are not my words, they are the Minister for
Agriculture’s words.
When it comes to wind farms, quite apart from toxic
waste dumps, members should talk to the communities
in Toora, Wonthaggi, Bald Hills, Dollar and Foster
North; they should talk to the communities in McHarg
Ranges, Macedon Ranges, Waubra, Clarkes Hill; they
should talk to the communities on the west coast —
Cape Bridgewater, Hawkesdale, McArthur and the
Great Ocean Road — about what this government is
doing to build their communities. They will laugh
because the government is engaging in a deliberate
policy of wedge politics, of dividing communities
rather than bringing them together. It makes a
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laughing-stock of this whole new ministry of so-called
Victorian Communities because it is not a fairer
Victoria, it is not community building; it is picking on
the weakest links and trying to drive wedges between
them to ensure that these communities are
disfranchised. In many cases these communities are
being closed down by this government which offered
them so much in 1999 and has failed to deliver.

for that particular area. The important part of the
package to concentrate on is that the Bracks
government understands that decisions made can
sometimes have a really adverse effect. It is also
important to look at the Bracks government’s decisions
and to refer today partially to what brought us into
government here in Victoria; it was the neglect of
country Victoria from the other side.

At the very least we know one thing — that is, that
rural voters study the issues closely, and one thing they
hate is being lied to. This government has lied through
its teeth to rural communities right across this state. The
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council inquiry
into river red gums is just another instance where we
were told that this inquiry would only look into two
areas: Barmah and Gunbower. Of course, only after
enormous community pressure did the Minister for
Environment then inform VEAC that it could now
actually examine other areas of red gum rather than
concentrating totally on Gunbower and Barmah. At the
end of the day this is the type of thing that will bring
this government undone.

Pre-September 1999 country Victoria saw the closure
of schools, the loss of jobs and the loss of services in
education, health and police. The Seymour police
station has been a 24-hour station for a very long period
of time, but it was understaffed. Community people of
all political persuasions were out there campaigning,
saying, ‘We need a safer community. We need to have
this station staffed’. That was not that long ago. In
Kinglake there was no police service whatsoever, and
there was no hope of any police service under the
previous government, because it did not recognise that
community’s needs.

Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — I am pleased to talk
today on recent policy decisions and their impact on the
social, economic and cultural viability of rural
communities. I recognise that the Bracks government
has made some very tough decisions in recent times
that will certainly have some impact on country
Victoria, but in the end I think it will become known as
a very sensible policy decision for the future of our
state based on science and good sense.
With regard to the most recent decision on alpine
grazing, I would like to concentrate on — and I think
this is what stands the Bracks government apart from
previous governments, especially the previous Kennett
government — the combined social and economic
package which meets the needs of the affected
communities and individuals and understands that there
will be hardship for people. There will be a $5.4 million
package which includes some transitional payments for
the graziers themselves. There will be up to $100 000
per grazier, so that they can actually find new pastures
for their cattle. There is also $2.2 million funding for
weeds and pests in the Alpine National Park, and I
welcome any money that can be spent on that particular
area and in any of the national parks around the state.
There are also funds for the rehabilitation of park
areas — the moss beds that exist up there — so that the
park can be brought back to what it should be and has
always been.
The contribution also to the funding of the Bogong
High Plains road will also see some economic benefits

In local government there were job losses and the loss
of a sense of community for a time. Compulsory
competitive tendering saw jobs and money going
outside the towns and local people losing their jobs.
The local infrastructure was run down. I will go into
how the Bracks government’s policies have addressed
those issues a bit later.
Then there was privatisation. What was wrong with that
was the loss of jobs in the electricity and the gas
industries and the corporatisation of the water
authorities, which resulted in the centralisation of jobs
from Seymour and Broadford to Shepparton. This took
very important people away from our community.
Communities were devastated, and I think there was a
certain lack of pride as a result. It is important to note
that Seymour was the 10th most disadvantaged town in
New South Wales and Victoria at that time, and the
policies of the Kennett government had something to
do with that. For example, when a large part of the
army moved out of Puckapunyal the state government
at that time took over the housing stock in Seymour and
put people into that area without counselling services
and without family connections, which created real
problems. The recent Jesuit Social Services report lists
Seymour at about 110 in New South Wales and
Victoria. This incredible achievement has been brought
about by the policies and decisions of the Bracks
government.
Education and training are really important issues
across Seymour. We have seen some real
improvements and some real respect for the needs of
the community. A brand new primary school was built
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in Healesville. The whole thing has been redone, which
is an amazing achievement. I never saw anything like
that in my teaching career. A long-term campaign and a
lot of hard work by a lot of people in the community
brought about Wallan Secondary College, and that is
happening now.
Mr Nardella — Who brought it about? You did.
Mr HARDMAN — The Bracks government.
The government recently saw a real need for an X-ray
machine in Healesville, which in its own way is iconic.
A private company at the local practice had stopped
doing X-rays because it was not viable. Eastern
Health — with the support of the Bracks
government — has decided to take over that service
and is now operating it out of the Healesville hospital.
This means those people do not have to travel to
Maroondah or wherever for service. That is an
important issue.
There have been school upgrades all around the area.
We have also acted in regard to community safety,
which is important to country Victorians. Culture,
heritage and those iconic things are important, but so
too is community safety. There is a new 24-hour police
station in Kilmore, and a new 24-hour police station is
about to be built in Wallan. We have also rebuilt the
Seymour police station, the Yea police station and the
Broadford police station. This investment is very
necessary, because nothing was done for seven years.
You can look at electorates like Ripon and Seymour
and wonder why the government is spending so much
money upgrading schools and hospitals. We are doing
that because those areas were neglected for so long and
needed to be fixed up. The Bracks government is doing
that.
I was talking to the Honourable Robert Mitchell, a
member for Central Highlands Province in another
place, this morning. He recently visited the Rodney
area, where he was taken on a tour by a local person
who showed him all these great pieces of community
infrastructure that have been built in the area.
Mr Mitchell pointed out to this person, who probably
had a conservative bent, that each of those things
happened under Labor and had been done by a Labor
government. That is what Labor governments do —
they deliver for country Victoria. That is an important
thing to note.
In health and aged care the Darlingford Upper
Goulburn Nursing Home has recently been rebuilt and
is providing great services.
Mr Nardella — How much?
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Mr HARDMAN — It cost about $5 million — it
came in a little bit under budget. The community put in
$100 000, and it was a great community support
project. It services Alexandra, Thornton and the eastern
part of the Shire of Murrindindi. It was a really
important project by the Bracks government. Another
very important project at Eildon is the spillway and the
dam wall. It is worth millions and millions of dollars,
and again the local community has been brought into
the decision making. It is a wonderful project that is
costing the Bracks government quite a bit of money and
is being done in cooperation with the irrigators. This
very important piece of infrastructure will benefit the
whole of Victoria.
I will use the town of Yea as an example. It was going
okay before the election of the Bracks government, but
since then the people have got themselves together and
become a great lobbying community. We have seen
great improvements to the wetlands and the recreation
reserve. The needs of sporting facilities were noted in
the country football report, and the pavilion and
grandstand have been upgraded at Yea. At the racetrack
we have new toilets, which before were a bit of a
problem. There is great investment in the local schools.
An old school building that is used for community
activities was done up as the very first project under the
Small Towns Development Fund.
That can be repeated across every single town in the
Seymour electorate and across other towns around the
whole of the state. I am proud of the impact the Bracks
government has had on the social, cultural and
economic viability of country Victoria.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — I support
this matter of public importance, although the irony of
its being proposed by the member for Gippsland East
will not be lost on anybody in this place. I am pleased
to see that the member for Gippsland East has proposed
it. To his credit, he has recognised that those whom he
helped install as the government in 1999 have now
gone about doing exactly and precisely what they were
always going to do. There was never any question at all
about the sort of havoc Labor would wreak in country
Victoria, and I am pleased to see that the member for
Gippsland East now understands that.
Mr Nardella interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Melton will wait his turn!
Mr RYAN — That is now before the house,
encapsulated in this matter of public importance.
Insofar as alpine grazing is concerned, it was a
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predetermined outcome. There was never any doubt in
the wide world as to what the government was going to
do about this. The ALP’s policy on the environment
going into the 1999 election categorically stated:
Labor will improve and extend the Alpine National Park by:
enforcing environmental conditions on grazing licences,
and examining ways to remove all grazing from the
park.

There was never any shadow of doubt that Labor was
going to stitch up these people. We have gone through a
sham of an inquiry headed by the member for
Narracan. He should hang his head in shame, as should
the member for Morwell over there on the backbench.
They are two Labor Party members who have
conducted themselves absolutely disgracefully through
all of this. After the utter sham of this inquiry we had
the Minister for Environment — —
Mr Maxfield — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, the comments being made by the Leader of
The Nationals are completely untrue.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! That is not a point of order.
Mr Maxfield — The inquiry was not a sham. It was
genuine, and he should not make comments that he
knows are not true.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr RYAN — No wonder he is defensive about
it — and more will be heard about it before
25 November next year.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Narracan has had his time.
Mr RYAN — In November 2003 the Minister for
Environment was asked a question by me about the
prospect of these licences continuing. He stood up here
in this place and assured everybody that the licences
would carry on. Let us look at the facts in all this. The
Alpine National Park comprises about 666 000
hectares, about 310 000 of which is available for
grazing — about 47 per cent. However, according to
the figures from the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association
of Victoria, only about 100 000 hectares of that is
actually grazed — that is, only about 15 per cent of the
park area. This whole argument about the park being
chopped up and destroyed by the cattle grazing in it is
nonsense and complete and utter fiction.

Wednesday, 25 May 2005

What about this issue of the whole thing purportedly
being based around science? If the whole thing was to
be done by science, why would the government not
have established some sort of credible scientific process
for going about the examination which led to the
conclusions the government now says justify the
decision that has been taken? More particularly, if those
conclusions are the basis for this decision, why did the
government then put these communities and these
people through the absolute agony of this sham of an
inquiry — this utter charade — when it knew at the end
of the day that it was never going to have regard for
what these people said or thought. This government
was never going to give a tuppeny damn about the
opinions expressed by these people, and that is proven
by the very fact of the outcome we have got. The
government justifies its determination of this issue by
saying it is based around science. It has got nothing at
all to do with the fact that the government has gone out
and conducted these so-called investigations and
inquiries and heard from these people as it purports to
have done. The whole thing is an absolute and utter
fiction.
We then had the announcement that was made here
yesterday, which followed on of course from the
extensive leaking of the government’s proposals to the
newspapers on the weekend. Adrian Tame wrote an
article in the Sunday Herald Sun which laid out for the
people of Victoria to read the actual basics of what was
about to come. It is an additional disgrace that the
people being affected by this should have to read that
sort of garbage in an article obviously leaked by the
government. And to add insult to injury we have got
this advertisement in the newspaper today, and to add
further insult to the pictorial coverage is not accurately
represented. The top photograph that depicts the cattle
has obviously been darkened up. It is very obvious
when you look at it. The colouring has been done in
such a fashion as to literally paint a picture that is
deliberately intended to appear far worse than it is. How
do you like the bit in this advertisement which says:
Introduced, hard-hooved cattle damage the park’s fragile
ecosystems by polluting alpine waters, spreading weeds,
eating wildflowers and covering the landscape in cow pats?

What a thing to say! Covering the landscape in cow
pats! About 15 per cent of the total area is actually
being grazed. I say to the government: the fact is that
Steve Bracks will forever stand condemned as being the
Premier of Victoria who killed the Man from Snowy
River. The government set out to do it 1999, and now it
has done it. It has intended to do it all these years. It
took the government six years to get to it, but in the end
the government did it.
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The government made an announcement recently about
VicForests. VicForests is the agency which the
government has now inserted in between the
government of the day and the industry. Here we have
an industry which is one of the most heavily regulated
industries in the state, controlled from beginning to end
by the government of the day, but this mob invented
VicForests and announced it in 2003 so it could insert
this commercial arm in between itself and the industry
to protect itself from being the subject of criticism.
What we have we seen recently is a 22 per cent increase
in the price of the mixed species logs going into mills
such as those owned by Bob Humphries from Cann
River. This is from a Labor Party — this open, honest
and accountable government, this Labor Party that is
out there governing for all Victorians! It could not give
a damn about all Victorians. There has been no
consultation and no discussion. It went out there and
just announced it with no to-do. There has been a
22 per cent increase in the rates. When you look at the
actual agreements under which the various enterprises
purchase the logs from VicForests you can see how it
operates. The provisions of clause 15 in the document
say:
Royalty rates shall be subject to variation at any time.

But it then goes on to say:
(a) Variation in individual rates may be made on account of
a change in any of the factors used in the determination
of that rate.

I challenge VicForests, and more particularly the
government, to tell us what the changes have been in
the factors used in the determination of the rate.
I can also say to members in the house today: The
Nationals are seeking the assistance of the
Auditor-General to investigate this, because what you
have got is a monopoly supplier in the form of this
government-created agency — VicForests — actually
screwing up the prices of this product to these people
who are dependent upon the product in circumstances
where they simply cannot get it from anywhere else.
Can you believe a Labor Party is doing this? What is it
going to do to a place like Cann River? Thirty-five
families are about to lose their livelihoods because the
Labor Party, which supposedly governs for all
Victorians, is going to put up these prices per favour of
its agency and make sure these companies get stitched
up.
Do members like the way the Premier answered my
question on Tuesday when I asked him how it is that
this can happen? The clear implication in his answer to
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me was that the fellow in Cann River, Bob Humphries,
who has his mill there was buying logs in New South
Wales at a price that is more than he is paying here in
Victoria. The fact is that it is a complete fiction. The
fact is that Mr Humphries did buy logs in New South
Wales, but he bought them at $11.10 per cubic metre as
opposed to the equivalent logs in Victoria, which he
bought at $15.93 per cubic metre. What has happened
is that VicForests has given the Premier of the state a
bum steer. It has had him stand up in this Parliament
and misrepresent the position. It has done that because
it is intent on this course, supported by this government
in circumstances that would never have happened if the
Labor government were looking after the people that
put it into power, if it were looking after the people who
are most exposed to this decision by VicForests. The
government has got to call this mob into account and
make sure that the processes it is imposing on the
industry are properly conducted.
I will tell members the bottom line of all of this: the key
is that what Labor is doing is stripping the guts out of
our country communities. It thinks it can fix it by
building bits and pieces and spending taxpayers money
to overcome it. It is changing the way in which country
Victorians live their lives. On 25 November next year it
is going to get its comeuppance.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — It gives me a great deal
of pleasure to rise and talk about the policy decisions of
this government which impact on regional Victoria. Of
course the policy decisions of this government have
first and foremost been those that maintain equity for all
Victorians, particularly for those who were ignored and
treated with a great deal of disrespect by those who are
now sitting on a very small portion of the opposition
benches.
This government, the Bracks government, governs for
all Victorians. The majority of members of Parliament
from regional Victoria who are sitting in Labor Party
seats, including me, know that regional Victoria has
benefited from the Bracks government. We also know
that regional Victorians understand that. That is why we
will continue to get the support we have enjoyed,
particularly at the last election.
We have been making Victoria, and country Victoria in
particular, a great place to raise a family. How has the
Bracks government been doing that? We have been
doing that by making the investments which those who
were previously on the government benches failed to
make. We have been making investments in
infrastructure, including, importantly, social
infrastructure. We have been engaging with the
Victorian regional community. We have been listening
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and then we have been acting. We have been acting in
partnership with those communities right across
regional Victoria, in much the same way as a very
well-resourced committee looking into the issue of
alpine grazing went right throughout regional Victoria
and listened and talked to and engaged with the
community, including the scientific community and
those with a personal interest in the alpine areas from a
whole range of perspectives. After that engagement
they acted and made a clear policy decision, just as we
have made clear policy decisions for schools, hospitals,
railway lines and public safety right across regional
Victoria.

government. This government, the Bracks government,
continues to make the sorts of decisions, some of which
will be difficult, which are demanded so that in the
future all Victorians will benefit. This is going to
continue to be a great place to raise a family.

We have made investments in trains and train lines. The
member for Gippsland East knows how important that
has been for the people in my area of Gippsland. We
have made economic investments, and we have been
creating opportunity and prosperity, not just in
metropolitan Victoria as was done in those seven years
but also in regional Victoria. We have given
opportunity and prosperity to regional Victorians.

Mr JENKINS — But wait — here is more! There is
a $27 million package for securing water for farms,
cities and the environment. It was only last week that I
represented the Minister for Environment in the
Macalister irrigation district. I was proud to
commission a $6.5 million water management system
for the northern channels of the outlets from the
Glenmaggie Weir. That will ensure that the water
savings we will make there will be equivalent to
20 irrigation licences. Unfortunately the member for
Gippsland East could not be there — I understand he
was accompanying the health minister in Bairnsdale —
but it was a great announcement. That was a great time
to be in Gippsland and a great time to talk to regional
Victorians about the hard policy decisions that need to
be made in regional Victoria and the investment that
must follow.

I turn to regional health. It is great to have the Minister
for Health at the table at the moment. We have
announced $114 million for regional health.
Mr Nardella — How much?
Mr JENKINS — I can do that again. It is
$114 million extra investment in health, aged care and
ambulance services in regional Victoria. That was
announced in the last budget. That is the sort of policy
decision that this government is making on behalf of
regional Victorians. Of course we will still get a share
of the $578 million extra recurrent funding across
regional Victorian health services. Importantly in my
own electorate mental health services will see an
$8 million investment that is coming to fruition as we
speak. Mental health services are badly needed after the
destruction of those services by the previous
government. Those services will now serve all
Gippsland. And there will be, as the member for
Narracan said, a cancer care centre. These are
investments in regional Victoria and great policy
decisions by this government.
Other policy decisions include the Our Water Our
Future strategy, which over four years will have
$225 million that will be generated by the
environmental contribution. Of that, $35 million will go
to the Living Murray initiative, $5 million to
WaterSmart initiatives and $100 million to protect and
repair Victoria’s water resources, most of which exist in
regional Victoria. Those resources were ignored, put off
or put into the too-hard basket by the previous

There is funding of $5 million for WaterSmart farms in
regional Victoria, $8 million in land management
initiatives for irrigators and people who rely on the
water resources in the country, and a $27 million
package — —
An honourable member interjected.

In the last budget there were some great announcements
about the investment that we will make in our great
national parks. A $121 million funding boost was
announced and that will secure the future of those
parks. There will be $49.4 million in upgrades to park
facilities and a $120 million investment in national
parks. We continue to make that sort of investment in
regional Victoria to give regional Victorians the
opportunity for prosperity, to give them a future and to
ensure that all Victorians, including regional Victorians,
get an opportunity to enjoy the great national parks
system that has been set up by successive governments
and improved and maintained by this government. We
have recognised that more work needs to be done on
the control of weeds. We have recognised that we need
to do more work in the control of other pests in national
parks. We have recognised that we have to sit down
and engage with the local communities and make the
hard decisions about the best way to manage those
national parks. And what have we succeeded in doing?
We have secured the future for those families who are
going to be raised here and will continue to enjoy this
state, particularly regional Victoria, as a great place to
live.
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This is a great opportunity to talk about the policies of
this government. The last budget announced funding of
$196 million for regional and rural schools. I simply do
not have the time to go through the list and name those
significant investments.
Mr Nardella interjected.
Mr JENKINS — I know you would love me to! I
do not have the time because there is just so much more
to talk about. We know what those on the opposition
side would have done. They talk about the possible
threat to a mill somewhere in East Gippsland — in
Cann River, if you like. They can talk about those
threats, but they would have closed the school by now.
And if they had had a hospital they could have got their
hands on they would have done what they did in my
area — that is, close it and sell it off. But the Bracks
government is making that sort of investment in
regional and rural Victoria and we will continue to
make that investment.
Employment in regional Victoria continues to improve.
We all know how important house prices are to people
and families. Median house prices have increased by
85 per cent, much higher than in metropolitan areas.
The Regional Infrastructure Development Fund will
have $220 million for projects in regional Victoria.
Prior to that, during the seven dark years of the Kennett
government, my electorate got only $14 000. That was
all in seven years. Now regional Victoria will get
$220 million!
An honourable member — What did they spend it
on?
Mr JENKINS — They spent it on restoring a
church organ. It is a wonderful church organ, but it does
not compare with $220 million of investment.
This is not about all or nothing. This is about listening
to all Victorians. A compromise was announced
yesterday, which will maintain cattle grazing in state
forests and continue to allow horseriding, bushwalking,
camping and four-wheel-driving in the Alpine National
Park. The compromise announced yesterday that will
protect the environment in our world-heritage-quality
Alpine National Park is a decision that had to be made
and was made in the interests of all Victorians,
including regional Victorians. As a regional Victorian
who has enjoyed all those pursuits in the high country
and in the national parks, I know that I will continue to
be able to enjoy those pursuits. I know that a large
number of licence-holders will be able to continue to
graze the majority of their cattle in the state forests
under the terms of their licences.
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The restructure of the forest industry which was
undertaken by this government was to do one thing, and
that was to return it to viability. We know, the industry
knows, the workers know and the timber communities
knew that this was not going to occur under the old
system. It was heading towards unsustainability. We
have invested money in the industry and compensated
people and we will continue to do so, as we did with
yesterday’s announcement.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I rise to support the
matter of public importance submitted by my colleague
the member for Gippsland East. I have to preface my
remarks by saying much credit should be given to this
government for what it has done in regional Victoria. I
am the first person to acknowledge that, but unlike the
member for Morwell, I think it is time to move on. I am
getting sick of hearing about the ‘seven dark years’.
Members have to get over it, and now is the time.
Governments rise and fall based on their collective and
incremental decision making over time. Some of us
witnessed the previous government rise to a pinnacle of
success, only to fall very suddenly after a debilitating
election. Just before the 1999 election I remember
seeing a billboard in Flemington Road leading into
Melbourne. It said ‘Jeff rules’. I felt it was an imposing
sign of the times, yet the government did not last more
than a few weeks after that.
It is not a single decision that makes a government slide
into political oblivion; it is a series of incremental
decisions that are added up — not one decision, but a
series of them — and I will concentrate my comments
on the proposed toxic waste containment facility being
earmarked for Hattah. Members would be aware that
there were initially three sites earmarked on private
land at Baddaginnie, Tiega and Pittong. It was a very
poor decision to earmark private land in a secretive and
obsequious way, and Major Projects Victoria (MPV)
brought no credit on itself with that particular decision.
The principle of land ownership and the associated
issues of treating citizens decently was certainly not a
factor in that arrangement.
I imagine the impact is still being felt by the citizens of
Baddaginnie and Pittong, and I know it is being felt in
Tiega. People have not got over that decision. I am not
sure whether they will forgive, but they will never get
over the fact that a notice was delivered under their
doors advising them that their land was earmarked for a
proposed toxic waste facility. If the government had
changed the rules and offered these people whatever
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they wanted for their land, outside the arrangements
made by the Valuer-General, there may have been a
different outcome.
Members would also have been very aware of the large
number of citizens who signed a petition from my
electorate. It was 32 000, but that figure was cut back to
22 000 because of some interstate signatories. I think
that is probably a record — 22 000 signatures for one
electorate. I know of petitions around the state that have
gathered large numbers of names, but not one that had
22 000. It is an indication to the government of the
significant depth of feeling on this issue. There is
overwhelming opposition.
Only a few days ago a roadshow called the ‘No Toxic
Calder Roadshow’ was a resounding success, to the
credit of the volunteers and Peter Crisp, who was the
coordinator. People gave up their time, paid their own
expenses and visited every town from Mildura right
through to Bendigo. In fact there is another meeting at
Lockwood tonight at 5.00 p.m., and I think there is one
at the Bendigo town hall at 7.30 p.m., so it has not
finished. Communities are concerned. When you look
at the figures on how much of this B-grade toxic
material — and I understand it is in the region of about
120 000 tonnes per annum — has to be dealt with, a
significant landfill regime will be needed to cater for
that volume.
Every small town north of Bendigo — because they are
not on any bypass or freeway — from Marong through
to Bridgewater and Inglewood, Charlton and
Wycheproof that was visited by the roadshow now has
grave reservations about the Calder Highway becoming
a toxic trucking route for B-grade waste. The signage
on that highway gives a very clear indication that all the
towns are now aware of the issue. Information on the
proposed toxic waste trucking route is now placed on
most roadside areas along the route. It is featured on
road signs and in shop windows in all the communities
along the route.
The issue I want to concentrate on is the fact that it is
seven years since 1998 when 15 000 people were at the
Werribee racecourse to forcefully tell the previous
government that they would fight the proposed toxic
dump in Werribee — and they won that fight.
Seven years later we still do not have appropriate
measures to deal with toxic waste in this state. There
are no long-term containment facilities and we are still
putting this material into earth fill at Lyndhurst and
Tullamarine.
What is being proposed at Hattah near Mildura will
have some grave impacts in the future. In 1988 the
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United States Environment Protection Agency admitted
that:
Even the best liner and leachate collection system will
ultimately fail due to natural deterioration … Once the unit is
closed, the bottom layer of the landfill will deteriorate over
time and, consequently, will not prevent leachate transport out
of the unit.

The United States has also had to put up massive
multimillion-dollar funds to rehabilitate some of its
worst leaking dumps. Once they start leaking it is
almost impossible to prevent the surrounding ground
water from being contaminated. Bear in mind that the
Hattah site is right next to the largest ground water
discharge in Victoria on the Raak Plain — not
20 kilometres away but next door. You can see it from
a high point in Hattah.
What are these hazardous wastes we talk about in such
benign terms? They are PCBs — I think that is the
material put into transformers and it is a significantly
hazardous material; they are dioxins, organochloride
compounds and various heavy metal wastes, all of
which can be acutely dangerous to the environment and
human health.
In respect of the site analysis of the Hattah-Nowingi
site, Major Projects Victoria said in its initial fact sheet:
The initial flora and fauna surveys indicate that the study area
is unlikely to contain critical habitat of rare or endangered
flora or fauna.

Fact sheet no. 1 was subsequently withdrawn and
archived because it was later established that this is a
significant environmental site. In fact, the study that
was published by Major Projects Victoria —
undertaken by environmental consultant Biosis —
reads:
The diversity and abundance of fauna species and general
absence of introduced species indicates that the study area
supports an intact faunal assemblage as part of a functioning
ecological community … The vegetation is generally in good
to very good condition and forms part of a much larger
contiguous area of Mallee vegetation.

There are a number of significant animals, birds and
bats that have a habitat in this area. There are no
introduced species, and it should not be written off as
some sort of Mallee scrub. It is a very important piece
of land owned by the people of Victoria, and it is right
next door to the Hattah-Kulkyne National Park, which
is an iconic location in Victoria.
What the government is proposing to use is the landfill
technology which is currently in use at Lyndhurst,
which is the reason why we are looking for something
else to deal with toxic waste. It is unacceptable, and I
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again call on the government to curtail this particular
project and start from a proper basis to deal with toxic
waste. This has been a haphazard arrangement. The
government has not been listening to community
concerns. It tried to take people’s private land away
from them. The Office of Major Projects acted in a
secretive and obsequious way that did not deal with the
appropriate long-term containment of toxic waste. It
has to go back to the drawing board and not just pluck a
place in Victoria out of the hat, which appears to be
what it has done. We have to do this in an appropriate
way.
I want to again put on the record that the people that I
represent are unequivocally opposed to any toxic waste
containment facility being built in the community we
live in and grow our crops in and where our children go
to school. We do not want this. It is not an acceptable
process. On that basis I ask the government to
reconsider.
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — This matter of public
importance gives us the opportunity to take stock of the
achievements of the Bracks government in regional
Victoria. The members for Gippsland East and Mildura
and opposition speakers have narrowed the debate in
one sense to a consideration of some specific issues. I
am certainly happy to touch on those issues, but first
and foremost I want to take up the opportunity, which
the debate on this matter of public importance provides,
to take stock of the achievements in regional Victoria
since 1999. I do not want to spend a great deal of time
dwelling on the seven dark years that preceded 1999
and the abysmal record of those opposite in terms of
their engagement with regional Victoria and their
infamous description of it as the ‘toenails of the state’.
Let us look at the achievements in regional Victoria,
and what better way of gauging the health — in the
broad sense of the word — of our regional communities
than by looking at what is happening in terms of
population? Population growth in 2003–04 was 1.2 per
cent. That compares with considerable periods of
population decline before 1999 under the previous
government. So people are actually voting with their
feet by moving to regional Victoria to live and bring up
their families. That reverses the trend that had occurred
previously.
I do not want to insult members’ intelligence by
suggesting that that population growth is uniform
across the state; there is greater growth in some areas
and lesser growth in others. I also do not want to insult
the intelligence of members by saying that there is not
more this government can do to encourage the health
and sustainability of our regional communities. But
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when we look at the reasons for that population growth
we should consider why people make the decision to
move to regional Victoria. In many cases they make the
decision based on lifestyle and the services they will
have access to, which includes community health and
wellbeing and of course also involves economic
considerations.
If you accept that they are the drivers, let us have a look
at what we have seen happen specifically since this
government came to office in 1999. The government
has turned around the decline of our health system in
regional Victoria. It has rebuilt hospitals rather than
forced their closure or privatisation or watched their
running down. In my electorate this Friday the Premier
and the Minister for Health will be opening two
redeveloped hospitals. One is at Stawell — although I
do not know, Deputy Speaker, whether you have sent
an RSVP yet, I hope you can join us at the community
celebrations — and the other is at Ararat. That comes
on top of the redevelopment of the Maryborough
hospital, the Dunolly hospital, the Avoca hospital and,
as announced in this budget, the Skipton Health Service
in my electorate alone. In Ripon, which is in a beautiful
part of the state and, on my reckoning, is the centre of
the state — we have seen some incredible service
improvements and capital investment by this
government. It is no wonder people are voting with
their feet and moving to our part of the world.
Secondly, if we look at the area of education, and I
appreciate that the Minister for Education and Training
is in the chamber, we see the fantastic redevelopment of
educational facilities, let alone the investment in
teachers, who make our education institutions the
worthwhile places they are — and that is the
fundamentally important component of it. Let us look at
capital investment. The Maryborough Education Centre
is developing at an astounding rate and is bringing
educational opportunities for the Maryborough
community together into one greenfields,
state-of-the-art site. It will provide everybody in the
community with the opportunity for lifelong learning in
an appropriate environment at a cost of well in excess
of $20 million. There was a recent budget
announcement about the building of a brand new
primary school at Ross Creek. How often did we see
under the previous government the building of a new
primary school in regional Victoria? I stand to be
corrected, but I suggest it never occurred.
If we look at those issues, we can see that the actions of
this state government have led to the creation of an
environment in regional Victoria which has attracted
population growth, which has built on and fortified the
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resilience of regional communities and which has
brought some tremendously positive outcomes.
Let us not shirk from addressing the difficult issues that
confront regional Victoria and have confronted the
government and particularly me in my electorate. The
member for Mildura talked about the long-term waste
containment facility. One of the three possible sites
previously identified was in my electorate. The fact that
the government listened to the evidence suggesting that
Pittong was not an appropriate site and was prepared to
go through a process that allowed for and encouraged
the identification of any issues that could be associated
with the establishment of a long-term containment
facility gave me a great amount of faith. If issues
concerning the possible location for a long-term waste
containment facility are identified, this government will
listen, pack its bags and look somewhere else.
No member in this house would disagree that we need a
long-term waste containment facility, but of course no
member wants it in their own backyard. How does the
government steer a path through that? It steers a path
through it by saying, ‘Okay, if there are issues with a
particular site, let us take those into account honestly
and then get an ideal site, or as appropriate a site as
possible, for long-term waste’.
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr HELPER — I hear the member for South-West
Coast interjecting. He will have the opportunity later on
to explain to us which site opposition members prefer
within the radius of 100 kilometres of Melbourne on
which to put a long-term waste-containment facility. I
am sure we can talk to the Minister for Major Projects
about mounting an investigation into the suitability of
any of the opposition’s suggested sites within a
100-kilometre radius of Melbourne. Let them make that
suggestion!
In one sense it is a pity that this debate is so broad,
because on this side of the house we could talk with a
great degree of pride and at great length about the
achievements that have occurred in regional Victoria.
Unfortunately for all of us who speak from this side of
the chamber, time will not allow us to do so.
Let me touch very quickly on the issue that I am sure
the member for Gippsland East had at heart when he
proposed this matter of public importance, and that is
grazing in the Alpine National Park. We have heard a
lot about the conflicting scientific evidence on whether
grazing has an environmental impact, and if so, how big
or little an impact it has. I want to concentrate on only
one issue, and that is fairness. To suggest that there is a
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regime of hereditary licences for grazing in a national
park that was declared by this Parliament astounds me.
How can you have any sense of equity when whether
you have a licence for alpine grazing depends on what
your family name is and when the act actually provides
for the hereditary handing down of that licence within a
particular family?
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I rise to
strongly support this matter of public importance,
because it accurately reflects the mood in country
Victoria today. This government, when it was elected in
1999 and again in 2002, promised to govern for all
Victorians. That has proved to be another typical,
city-centric, Bracks Labor government lie to the people
of country Victoria. The government has proved that it
is a city-centric government that neither understands
nor cares about regional and rural Victoria. Its actions
time and time again are hurting country Victorians.
They are increasingly seeing the actions of this Bracks
Labor government, and particularly the actions of the
now Treasurer and now Premier in the lead-up to the
1999 election, as nothing more than cheap, cynical
political tricks. The people of country Victoria feel they
were conned by the Labor Party in the lead-up to the
1999 election.
The decision regarding the mountain cattlemen is
absolutely and utterly disgraceful and will kill off
170 years of great Australian heritage. In particular, it
will effectively kill off, as the Leader of The Nationals
said, the Man from Snowy River. That disgraceful
decision has been made worse by the appalling, biased
and vitriolic attacks on the farming community and
mountain cattlemen in today’s media, both on radio and
in the newspaper. There were absolutely disgraceful
advertisements with doctored pictures that presented a
biased image of the whole situation. It is Bracks
government spin at its worst. On top of that, the
decision to increase forestry royalties by over 20 per
cent, which will effectively close down timber mills
across East Gippsland and close down the town of
Cann River, is an absolute disgrace.
I want to refer to a couple of other issues that have not
been mentioned yet in this debate — although I could
mention a myriad of issues that show how this
government is hurting country Victoria, whether it be in
red tape or child employment legislation. But let us talk
about harness racing. The Bracks Labor government
and Minister Pandazopoulos stand condemned for
closing eight harness racing tracks in country Victoria.
The Bracks government is closing tracks at Hamilton,
Wangaratta, Gunbower, Boort, Ouyen, St Arnaud and
Wedderburn, and the eighth will either be Stawell or
Ararat.
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This will cost jobs of local trainers, feed suppliers,
stable hands, track managers, and other people involved
in jobs on harness racing day, including the many
volunteers from the local school who do catering at the
race club on that day. They will lose their opportunity
to raise those funds. It will hurt the local economy,
which benefits from people being brought to town on
race days from the coverage that would have been
broadcast through Sky Channel or other such television
network. It will also hurt the grassroots of harness
racing. Harness racing depends on the local
owner-trainer in many of these areas. I predict that this
will be a nail in the coffin of harness racing because it
will eat away at the grassroots of harness racing, which
is the heart and soul of harness racing. The Bracks
Labor government stands condemned for closing
harness racing tracks in country Victoria.
Recently I visited a number of these tracks in the
north-west. In Wedderburn I met with Cr Gavan Holt.
He explained to me that the Wedderburn track has an
average crowd of over 1000 people at each race
meeting, when the Wedderburn township has only
800 people. What a fantastic fillip for the town. But the
120 years of history of Wedderburn harness racing is
being wrecked — taken away — by the heartless,
city-centric, uncaring Bracks Labor government. Local
trainers will be out of a job, and the absolutely
magnificent facilities at St Arnaud will be closed down
and undermined by the Bracks Labor government.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Narracan’s comments are not
welcome in that tone.
Dr NAPTHINE — The 15 trainers and the strong
club with over 100 horses who work at St Arnaud will
be wrecked and devastated by this decision of the
Bracks Labor government. Up at Boort there are only
two meetings a year, but they are fantastic meetings
which are supported by the community. Boort,
St Arnaud and Wedderburn all have another thing in
common: their tracks are part of a multi-use sporting
facility. They have football ovals in the middle, they
have — —
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Narracan has had his time.
Dr NAPTHINE — They have netball and hockey,
and they are used by schools and a range of other users.
They will all be hurt by the taking away of harness
racing. If there is not the harness racing income, the
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ratepayers and the other sporting clubs will have to pay
more for the use of those facilities.
Once again, the Bracks Labor government does not
understand the essential essence of country
communities. It is too busy looking after its city-centric
latte-sipping mates, the pinot noir socialists and union
mates who dominate Labor Party conferences. That is
who it is interested in looking after, and it does not
understand or care about country communities. There
are multi-use facilities that impinge around these
harness racing tracks. When you take away one, the rest
go with them.
Let us talk about toxic waste dumps, which the member
for Mildura talked about. This reflects the Bracks Labor
government’s true attitude to country Victoria. The
people right across the length and breadth of country
Victoria know that this is what the Bracks Labor
government really thinks about country Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! If the members for Ripon, Narracan and Melton
could go and have cold showers, it would be great for
all of us.
Dr NAPTHINE — It wants to put
Melbourne-generated toxic waste in country
Victoria — I cannot imagine a greater insult and a
greater thumbing of the nose at country Victoria.
Melbourne-generated toxic waste: it is too dangerous to
be in Melbourne so let’s stick it in country Victoria,
because the Bracks Labor government does not care
about country Victoria, about country families, about
country municipalities, and about country agricultural
production. Initially it selected private land at Tiega,
Pittong and Violet Town — that absolutely devastated
the families in those communities — with a rude,
arrogant approach overriding their rights. Now it has
chosen Hattah-Nowingi.
The government is simply not listening to country
Victoria. It is too big a risk to put it at Hattah-Nowingi.
It is simply wrong to put a toxic waste dump so close to
the Sunraysia food bowl, which is a major producer of
food for local and export use. It is too big a risk to the
environment, because this area is subject to flooding,
there are endangered species in the area, and important
Mallee vegetation would have to be destroyed for it. It
is also too big a risk to cart Melbourne-generated toxic
waste 500 kilometres up the Toxic Highway — which
will be the new name for the Calder — in 10 or
12 trucks a day. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services said, ‘If the trucks tip over and this toxic waste
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spreads everywhere, we will just scoop it up and put it
back on the truck’. That is an absolute disgrace. It is
absolutely uncaring and unconcerned about country
Victoria.
Let us talk about some of the social decisions. There is
the $80 car registration fee for pensioners, war veterans
and health care card holders. In country Victoria that
stops people being able to use their car regularly for
important issues. Cars are essential in country Victoria;
many towns have no public transport. Now this
government is making it harder for the most vulnerable
pensioners, war veterans and health care card holders to
meet their car registration fees.
I refer to multipurpose taxis. The cap on multipurpose
taxis really hurts in country Victoria. Last night I was
speaking to two people from Warrnambool who
phoned my office absolutely concerned. They have
been getting letters saying that the funds for the
multipurpose taxi are starting to run out because of this
cruel and unfair cap. They are concerned they will be
confined to their own homes. These people — one has
severe disabilities and the other is frail aged — say they
cannot even go shopping, they cannot go to the
chiropractor, and they have had to cancel appointments
with the doctor because they simply could not afford to
get there because of the multipurpose taxi — —
Mr Nardella interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — The uncaring member for
Melton says, ‘They should have thought about it
before’. What an absolute disgrace! What an uncaring
hypocrite he is! He pretends he cares about country
Victoria — —
Mr Nardella — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I said that they should have put in a form and
that he should have been given good advice.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Dr NAPTHINE — The member for Melton’s
attitude shows, which is typical of the city-centric
Labor government, that it does not understand or care
about country Victoria. It has closed the Minibah
hostel, which is really important for country young
people who come down here for work experience, for
school excursions, and for their first job placements as
apprentices and trainees. This government has closed it
down and said to young country people at risk, ‘You
can go and live in backpackers hostels’ — so they can
put themselves at risk by living anywhere in St Kilda or
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the inner suburbs of Melbourne. That is what this
government has said.
This government has done nothing about four and
five-year waiting lists for public dental services. They
have increased under this government.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — It always gives me
great pleasure to follow a member of the Liberal Party
in this debate, or in any debate in this chamber. It
reminds me, again, of what I believe should be its
motto, which is: do not do what we did — heaven
forbid that you should do what we did — just do what
we say now that we are in opposition.
Let us not forget history. Regional Victoria was
described by the Kennett government as the toenails of
the state. It closed 12 country hospitals, it closed
schools, it closed railway lines, it sold the electricity, it
sold the gas — it would have sold the water had it not
been for the 1999 election — it sold our transport, and
it sold our railways. So let us not be fooled by the
pretence of opposition members and their crocodile
tears with regard to rural Victoria.
I would like to speak about the matter of public
importance that has been raised this morning, which we
know is really about the government’s decision to stop
cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park. This is an
extremely difficult decision for any government to take.
And sometimes governments must make hard
decisions, decisions that we know are very difficult,
that will impact negatively on some people, and that
will change the status quo. Some people in this
chamber and elsewhere have played politics and
pretended that this is an outrageous decision, that this is
terrible, that this will rip the heart out of rural Victoria,
when those very same people know that this is the right
decision. It might be a hard decision, it might cause
some pain, but they know that it is the right decision.
It is often said of government that it only thinks of the
next election. If that were true, this government would
not make this decision. It would defer it; it would
ignore the science and would avoid taking the hard
decision. It would do what the Liberal Party is doing.
The science on this issue is very clear. It is impossible
to ignore. Decades of scientific evidence has said the
same thing — that is, that this grazing is hugely
detrimental to an alpine environment.
I would like to quote a few statements from various
department documents:
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‘Soil erosion and vegetation damage and disturbance in the
alpine regions of Victoria caused by cattle grazing’ are listed
as a potentially threatening process under the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act.
Extensive … research over a period of 60 years clearly shows
that cattle grazing causes significant damage to the fragile
alpine environment …

How much of this alpine environment do we have?
Alpine and subalpine vegetation is very rare in Australia,
covering less than 0.1 per cent of mainland Australia.

That is 0.1 per cent of mainland Australia. We need to
protect this fragile Alpine National Park in the same
way we protect all our national parks. Let us not forget
national parks are the best example of any
environmental condition. That is why we make them
national parks.
Some 300 rare and threatened species … occur —

in this area —
including several species that are found nowhere else.

Previously the Leader of The Nationals basically made
fun of the argument that it was scientifically clear that
this practice had to stop. Despite what he says — he
virtually dismissed any scientific evidence as being
credible — let me go through the process that brought
us to this position. Parks Victoria established a
scientific advisory panel to assist in developing a
credible decision-making process to determine where
and when grazing should return to fire-affected areas.
Apart from the science that has been going on for 30 or
40 years, the key thing that has changed in recent years
is the bushfires that occurred in 2003.
This panel, which the Leader of The Nationals scoffs at,
was chaired by Professor Nancy Millis, formerly of the
University of Melbourne and now chancellor of
La Trobe University, and included four other eminent
scientists: Dr Graham Harris, a former chief of division
at the CSIRO; Professor David Kemp, the foundation
chair in farming systems at the Centre for Rural
Sustainability at the University of Sydney;
Professor Jamie Kirkpatrick, geography and
environmental studies, the University of Tasmania; and
Dr Dick Williams, principal research scientist, CSIRO,
an expert in alpine environments. These are eminent
scientists in this field, but the opposition and The
Nationals would just completely dismiss that science.
In 2003, following the fires, Parks Victoria in conjunction
with DSE initiated an extensive monitoring program. The
interim results of two years of data were made available to
the —

panel —
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in February 2005 …

The science is absolutely clear. If we want to see the
evidence we can go to the Bogong High Plains and see
it for ourselves. New South Wales banned grazing in
alpine national parks over 30 years ago. The bushfires
in 2003 just made this an even more critical decision to
take. The advice of science was that no grazing be
allowed for at least 10 years. Approximately
40 operators who have traditionally grazed this area and
whose parents and grandparents grazed cattle there will
be affected by this. That is not a reason for them to
continue. We know more now than we did then. We
would not do the things we did back in the early 1900s.
We know better.
We have been told we are ripping the guts out of this
area. You do not rip the guts out of an area by
providing a $5.4 million package to compensate for the
change. This is not what you do when you want to rip
the guts out of an area. We know this economic
package will be of benefit to many more than just the
people who are licence-holders. The economic benefit
to this area will extend far beyond those who have
received the economic benefit of the grazing that has
been occurring. This form of cheap grazing was not
supported by all. In fact there were many beef
producers who were very annoyed that this economic
benefit went to a small group of people and had been
based around tradition and family.
A lot has been said about the Man from Snowy River.
We have been told repeatedly this morning that the
Man from Snowy River is dead. Let us have a look
back at the legend of the Man from Snowy River. I am
very aware of this legend — I love this legend — and I
love the poem. I learnt to ride a horse in the high
country, and I learnt to crack a stockwhip in the high
country. I named my horse Dargo after the Dargo High
Plains. I love this area. So let us revisit the legend:
There was movement at the station, for the word had passed
around
That the colt from old Regret had got away,
And had joined the wild bush horses — he was worth a
thousand pound,
So all the cracks had gathered to the fray.
All the tried and noted riders from the stations near and far
Had mustered at the homestead overnight,
For the bushmen love hard riding where the wild bush horses
are,
And the stock-horse snuffs the battle with delight.

Nothing in this image will change. I would like to go on
and quote some more from this poem:
And down by Kosciuszko, where the pine-clad ridges raise
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Their torn and rugged battlements on high …

Cattle grazing was banned on Mount Kosciuszko in
1969, so if the Man from Snowy River is still alive he
will continue to be alive and nothing will change as a
result of changes to these grazing licences in the high
country.
Mr Ingram interjected.
Ms DUNCAN — I would remind the member for
Gippsland East that there is not a cow in sight in the
poem. The Man from Snowy River has nothing to do
with cattle grazing. Yes, cattle grazing will continue in
the high country; it will continue in state forests outside
the national park. The traditions and skills of the
mountain cattlemen will continue. The Man from
Snowy River is alive and well and will stay alive and
well. He will still graze the high country; he just will
not do it in the Alpine National Park. Long may he ride;
long may we enjoy the legend. The legend lives on!
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — Much as that
speech from the member for Macedon got a fair bit of
attention, can I suggest to her that it is likely that the
very next thing the Bracks government will eliminate is
trail riding in the high country — in that national park.
Mark my words — listen to them and remember them!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Delahunty) —
Order! The member for Benambra should make his
statements through the Chair.
Mr PLOWMAN — It will be another lie from this
government, if it survives. Frankly I do not think that it
will survive, but if it does that will be the next thing that
will not be allowed. Then you can have any number of
poems recited in Parliament but there will not be the
horses, there will not be the trail rides and there will not
be the opportunity to really enjoy that country — which
is some of Australia’s prime country and it happens to
be part of my electorate. I had a little argument over the
table. I have walked over that area continuously and I
know it well. I have certainly walked over it a lot since
the fires and I have seen the damage that they did. I
know damn well that the damage that was done by the
fires was about 1000 times worse than has been done
over the last 170 years by any amount of cattle grazing.
So all the rhetoric about the damage that is being done
is hyperbole; it is absolutely not true.
I want to concentrate on two issues in my contribution
to this debate. I congratulate the member for Gippsland
East for bringing on this matter of public importance
(MPI) for debate. The only thing that disappoints me a
little bit is that it talks about ‘recent policy decisions

Wednesday, 25 May 2005

which will impact most heavily on the social, economic
and cultural viability of rural communities’. The word
that I would like to see in there is ‘families’. The
decision about cattle grazing in the Alpine National
Park is impacting on families and that is the thing that
really destroys me. This morning I came into the
Parliament at 5.00 a.m. in order to start ringing as many
of those families as I could contact at 6.00 a.m. Their
comments were devastating because they are
devastated by this news about cattle grazing. They are
not only devastated but feel completely defeated by it.
This issue is one of those things that impacts on country
families in those smaller communities and it is the
smaller communities and those families who are
directly impacted upon that I am worried about. I am
sure that the member for Gippsland East felt the same
way when he put his matter of public importance before
the Parliament.
The other thing that has vitally impacted on those
smaller communities and on the families involved is
this latest edict from VicForests that the timber royalty
is to go up by 22 per cent. In some cases that will
reduce the profitability of timber mills by one-half. That
is why Bob Humphries is selling his mill at Cann River.
Who would have believed that Bob Humphries, one of
the stalwarts of the timber industry, would be forced
into doing that? Again, it those smaller communities
and the families in those isolated communities who are
going to be impacted upon.
What are the issues relating to cattle grazing? I can tell
members what they are — they are bushfires. When we
have the next major bushfire, similar to the conditions
of the 2003 fires, that area will not be grazed and the
devastation through that country will be significant. My
colleague the member for Scoresby and I have walked
over that country on very many occasions, but since the
fires you can see the areas where the heat of the fire has
been so high that the damage has been magnified by 10
or 20 times that in those areas where a cool burn has
gone through. That area will have to be burnt in the
future in order to compensate for the fuel loads that will
develop if the grazing is taken away from it.
The other issue is, of course, the heritage of the area.
You can say what you like about the poems and you
can say what you like about the festivals, but if those
people are not running the cattle over the area the
government is effectively taking out the people who
know more about the high country than anyone else.
They have the experience and the knowledge. They are
always called out to help when someone is lost in the
high country. The safety of people bushwalking, ski
hiking or whatever it is in that area will be substantially
reduced because these people just will not be there. We
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are taking away the people who know that country
better than anyone else.
What about the huts? Between 40 and 50 huts were lost
in the fires. How many of those will be replaced? Do
members know that $60 000 is being put towards the
maintenance of the huts? That would build two huts.
Those huts have been significant because they are a
refuge for people who get lost or are trapped or caught
in a white-out. I have been caught in a white-out; I
know how frightening it can be. You need to know that
those huts are available. They are still on the maps even
though they have been burnt down — there is no
indication that those huts are not there.
Locking up national parks creates a much greater threat
not just of fires but of things like weeds, wild dogs,
horses and hares. You might ask what this has to do
with it all. Those mountain cattlemen keep down the
noxious weeds and animal numbers. They keep down
the brumbies by mustering and trapping them. They
shoot the wild dogs and they certainly trap and shoot
the hares. Hares are a problem in the high country as
rabbits are in the lower country. That work force has
the control of those things but that will disappear when
they leave. Who is going to take their place? I have read
that this government is going to get volunteers up there.
It will be a sad day when a heap of those volunteers —
people with no experience of the high country — get
caught in a white-out and get lost, with the potential of
losing their lives — —
Dr Napthine — No huts.
Mr PLOWMAN — There will not be the huts and
there will not be the cattlemen to save their lives. They
are the people who would know where the people who
are lost are likely to be.
Water quality and water yield is another issue much
debated in discussion about grazing of the high country.
I spent many years as a member of the Soil
Conservation Authority with responsibility for the high
country. We did a lot of work on quantifying water
quantity and water yield. Water yield will not be
changed one iota by taking away the grazing and
neither will water quality. Any disturbance to that
country is rectified within the first 100 yards from
where that disturbance occurs. The quality of water
coming off the high country is some of the best in
Victoria.
When the backbench committee — which to my mind
had very little if any experience at all and certainly no
standing in the community — went up there it was
asked to have a look at the moss beds at Mount Nelse,
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which are burnt to the very bottom. Those moss beds
are completely destroyed and will take 100 years to
grow back. Members should have a look at the moss
beds on the grazed area. There is a moss bed that
members of the Mountain Cattlemen’s Association of
Victoria call ‘the horror bog’. That did not burn because
most of the vegetation surrounding that moss bed was
grazed and eliminated. Therefore, the grazing has had a
major beneficial effect on the area rather than a
detrimental one.
What effect is there on the families? The assistance that
has been granted to the families is pathetic. What they
really need is assistance to upgrade their holdings. If
they are taken away from their life’s pursuit — —
Mr Nardella — They are not their holdings!
Mr PLOWMAN — They need to get assistance to
upgrade their holdings outside the high country — that
is what I am talking about. Because members on that
side of the house do not understand it, they are putting a
futile argument that shows their sheer ignorance of the
whole thing. In talking to those farming families you
learn that their only alternative is to get off-farm
income because they have to downsize their herds. That
is the only resort that they can take and it means that
their income will be reduced and they will be forced
into off-farm income. Again, this is another impact on
the viability of those smaller communities and certainly
on those families.
Just a few quick questions. Why did the government
rely on this backbench committee? Why did it not
release its report? Why did the government not have an
independent scientific evaluation?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence associated with motor vehicle use
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — Over the last couple
of years a lot has been said and written by
self-appointed experts about the need to restrict the
rights of older motorists. This was an issue that raised
its head with the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee during its investigation into violence
associated with motor vehicle use and follows on from
some work done last year by the Victorian Road Safety
Committee in its report on improving road safety for
older road users.
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It is just so easy for some people to make generalised
and spurious claims about older motorists. Facts are
ignored or twisted as they happily bash away at older
Victorian drivers, the majority of whom have been
driving safely for decades and no doubt will continue to
drive safely for many more decades. I encourage all
members to look at recommendation 30 in the report on
violence associated with motor vehicle use and the text
that led to that recommendation. While the committee
was not charged to investigate the driving capabilities
of any age group, it did find that road violence has more
to do with attitude than driving skill.
I think most people would agree with me that when it
comes to a bad attitude behind the wheel of a motor
vehicle, the older driver group is nowhere near the age
demographic you would examine first. The Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee is firmly of the view that
all drivers — and I emphasise the word ‘all’ — should
be encouraged to attend refresher courses on better
driving behaviour on a regular basis. It is by improving
the attitudes and manners of all drivers that we will
adequately deal not only with road violence but also
with the road toll.
The report into road violence associated with motor
vehicle use is certainly a big read, but it is an important
and groundbreaking document that deserves significant
attention by this Parliament, the government and the
general community. We need to come to grips with
those in our community who commit acts of road
violence, road hostility or selfish driving. The great
majority of road users in Victoria will attest to the need
for this to be a priority issue. While road violence
appears to be relatively infrequent in Victoria, the
committee is of the view that road hostility and selfish
driving are committed many times each day throughout
the state. This is unacceptable and should not be
ignored by those charged with the responsibility to
make laws or uphold laws.
I am aware that for most people the terms I have used
of road violence, road hostility and selfish driving are
unfamiliar, and it is important that everyone
understands that these three terms clearly define what
has, until now, been inadequately and incorrectly
described under the generic term ‘road rage’. Road
violence is a driving-related violent act such as
physically assaulting another road user or intentionally
ramming his or her vehicle. Road hostility is a
driving-related but non-violent act against another road
user such as making obscene gestures or verbally
abusing them. Selfish driving is a type of driving
behaviour that is not directed at one particular driver
but at other drivers in general. Weaving in and out of
traffic and overtaking in the left lane to maintain a
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speedy progress are two examples of selfish driving
that are commonly seen on our roads. It is a type of
driving that can irritate or anger other drivers, and
although very different in character from road violence
or road hostility it can be just as harmful.
We should not confuse any one of these with either of
the others, and if we are to be sensible and clear about
the subject we should definitely not lump all three
together. There is a vast difference between someone
driving selfishly and someone using their vehicle in a
violent way designed to inflict physical injury on
another person. The committee has pointed out that the
outcomes of this type of behaviour on our roads can be
significant for the victims. Those outcomes can include
physical injury, property damage, and psychological
harm and associated health problems. At the higher end
of the worst behaviour level some of those who are
subjected to this disgraceful persecution opt to
withdraw from road usage in part or in full. Their rights
are effectively removed by victimisation and that is
something that needs to be addressed as a matter of
urgency. It is the victimiser that should be losing the
right to use the road and not the victim.
I again urge the government to pay immediate attention
to this report from the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee and I commend it to the attention of all
members of this Parliament.

Road Safety Committee: crashes involving
roadside objects
Mr HARKNESS (Frankston) — I rise to speak
today on the Road Safety Committee’s inquiry into
crashes involving roadside objects. First and foremost I
acknowledge the excellent chairmanship of the member
for Geelong — the chairman of this committee — and
also the other members of the committee for their very
hard work and their dedication to this inquiry: the
members for Ivanhoe and Polwarth and also Mr Eren,
Mr Bishop and Mr Stoney in another place. I also take
the opportunity to thank the committee staff — our
executive officer Alex Douglas, researchers Graeme
Both and Peter Nelson, and our office manager during
the inquiry, Beth Klein. Their support and their
commitment has been nothing short of exceptional.
This inquiry has been running since August 2003 and
the report was delivered to the Parliament only a few
weeks ago. More than 120 submissions were received
and 17 days of public hearings were conducted. Whilst
neither the member for Ivanhoe nor I engaged in
discussions overseas on these important matters, I know
that the material and the information gathered from an
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international perspective has been very useful to the
committee.
I have said it before in this place, and it is worth saying
it again: the state government’s Arrive Alive strategy
has set a very important goal of reducing by 20 per cent
the number of deaths on our roads by 2007, and we are
well on the way to meeting this aim. This is an
important goal. Given this goal it is vital to reflect on
the importance of examining crashes involving roadside
objects. More than one-third of all deaths on our roads
are a direct result of cars leaving the road and colliding
with roadside objects, mostly trees or poles. Of the
330 fatalities that occurred on Victorian roads in 2003,
115 involved people hitting an object on the side of the
road. Over the five-year period between 1999 and 2003,
on average 135 deaths occurred as a result of cars
colliding with roadside objects, generally trees in
country Victoria and poles in metropolitan Melbourne.
This report makes 50 recommendations for the
government’s consideration and key recommendations
made by the committee include: that a code of practice
relating to roadside safety zones be developed, based on
the premise that with roadside reserves the safety of
commuters should always take precedence and be of
paramount importance; that VicRoads increases the
minimum clear zones on high-speed, high-volume
roads taking into account international best practice;
and thirdly, that state-of-the-art crash barriers, including
wire rope barriers, be further rolled out in recognised
danger zones on our roads.
I turn my attention to recommendation 30, which
directly addresses the issue of vehicles running off the
road. It states:
That, in order to keep vehicles from running off the roadway,
especially on curves, VicRoads and municipalities:
improve road delineation, particularly with audio-tactile
edge lining;
improve speed advice at hazardous locations;
seal road shoulders …
improve road surfaces … and
trial the installation of barriers separating opposing
traffic streams on single carriageway roads.

There was another single-vehicle run-off-the-road
fatality on the Frankston Freeway the weekend before
last. As the committee heard when it visited the
Mornington Peninsula for public hearings, the
Frankston Freeway is notorious for this type of incident
because of its original design. However, I am pleased to
inform the house that the government has allocated
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$6 million, which will be expended shortly, to improve
safety on the Frankston Freeway. This proposal is for
intermittent sections of wire rope and guardrail barriers
totalling approximately 22 kilometres in the centre
median and the outer verges. The project also involves
the removal of some vegetation to provide safer
clearances and the installation of 56 kilometres of
tactile edge line, guide posts, improved lighting, surface
treatments and miscellaneous minor works to improve
safety.
Recommendation 48 proposes that VicRoads analyse
the possibility of installation of flexible roadside
barriers on high-speed Victorian highways. I note the
work of the Monash University Accident Research
Centre which outlines the clear advantages of flexible
safety barrier treatments.
I acknowledge the contributions of Mr Bob George, the
road safety officer at Frankston City Council; Sergeant
Bruce Buchan from RoadSafe Frankston and
Mornington Peninsula; and Mr Robin Tiffany, road
safety officer at Mornington Peninsula Shire Council.
Their views and analyses proved most helpful to me
and other members of the committee in preparing this
report. As members would be aware, the committee has
a very proud history of putting road safety above party
politics, and I am pleased to say this inquiry was
certainly no exception. In closing, the Road Safety
Committee looks forward to the government’s response
to this report. It was a lot of hard work, but some very
valuable recommendations have been made.

Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
violence associated with motor vehicle use
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rise to speak on the
report of the inquiry into violence associated with
motor vehicle use by the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee. The member for Mornington and I are
members of the committee from the Liberal Party,
along with the member for Benalla from The Nationals.
I thought at the very start of this inquiry that this report
would go for 50 to 60 pages at best. It is hard to believe
such an apparently straightforward discussion about
violence associated with motor vehicle use could end
up being a 616-page document.
It is an interesting concept. As soon as you talk about
road rage you immediately think of the media
perception and how it has been portrayed over the past
few years. It was only when we went travelling and
started talking to road experts in other countries that we
found that there was quite a significant difference
between the perception and the reality of road rage. The
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problem we have is that the media portrays it one way
and the statistics portray it another way.
The first thing the committee did was to try to define
‘road violence’ and move away from the phrase ‘road
rage’. Road violence involves spontaneous,
driving-related acts of violence that are specifically
targeted at strangers or where strangers reasonably feel
that they have been targeted. Examples of road violence
include physically assaulting another road user or
intentionally ramming his or her car. The second step
was to define ‘road hostility’. It involves spontaneous,
driving-related, non-violent but hostile acts that are
specifically targeted at strangers or where strangers
reasonably feel they are being targeted. Examples of
these include making obscene gestures at other road
users or verbally abusing them. The third step was to
define ‘selfish driving’. It involves self-oriented driving
behaviour which is committed at the expense of other
drivers in general but which is not specifically targeted
at particular individuals. Examples include weaving in
and out of traffic and overtaking in the left lane. That
was the starting point for the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee to try to move away from the
term ‘road rage’ into the three specifically defined areas
of road violence, road hostility and selfish driving.
It is interesting to note that when members of the
committee went to look at the figures and the evidence
collected by Victoria Police it appeared there was no
evidence of an overall increase in recorded incidents in
Victoria since July 2002, and the incidence was very
low compared with other crimes of violence. When we
were looking at other countries, most studies showed
that between 1 per cent and 5 per cent of those surveyed
had been victims of severe forms of road violence.
However, the committee believes that, taking into
account different rates of victimisation across
demographic groups, many thousands of individuals are
victimised each year in Victoria. The committee also
found that 80 per cent of road violence cases recorded
by Victoria Police involved no financial loss. In the
remaining 20 per cent of cases the victims suffered
financial loss ranging from $25 to $28 000, with a mean
value of $174.
A number of triggers for people acting in this way
when they are in their cars have been defined. They
include stealing car park spaces, which is annoying;
cutting in and out; tailgating; blocking traffic; insulting
other road users; preventing other road users from
merging or overtaking; failing to dip headlights; and
having a crash or near collision. However, in the end
the committee concluded that the present criminal and
traffic offences are capable of effectively regulating
road violence, road hostility and selfish driving and that
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there is no need to introduce new and specifically
targeted offences. The committee found that some
minor amendments to existing legislation should be
introduced and that targeted and carefully planned law
enforcement campaigns would be of benefit. This is a
good, detailed report which I would encourage all
members of Parliament to read.

Road Safety Committee: crashes involving
roadside objects
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — I refer to
the Road Safety Committee’s report on crashes
involving roadside objects tabled in April this year. It
addresses issues relating to trees, poles and other
objects involved in accidents on both metropolitan and
country roads. I would like to direct my comments to
our country roads. I do so on the basis of having some
experience of driving on these roads — I drive quite
regularly between Ballarat and Melbourne and on the
Midland Highway. My husband drives hundreds of
kilometres each week and repeatedly tells me of the
dreadful driving behaviour he sees on our roads.
The report addresses a number of issues which can be
divided into road infrastructure and driver behaviour. In
regard to driver behaviour, from my own observations I
am concerned about motorists speeding on our country
roads. In general and in my experience these speeding
drivers are young drivers or P-platers. These drivers are
often inexperienced risk takers. Unfortunately they see
themselves as being indestructible. However, when you
combine speed with inexperience, risk-taking behaviour
and in some cases fatigue or alcohol, it is easy to see
how many of these young drivers are at risk. On a
country road, where you have roadside objects such as
large trees and poles and the ability to travel at
100 kilometres an hour or more, as unfortunately some
of them do, it is easy to understand how when this
happens drivers and passengers are killed or seriously
injured.
Unfortunately such deaths occur far too often in these
areas. For example, 11 people have been killed on the
Ballarat–Geelong road — the Midland Highway —
since August 2000. On 18 May 2005 a 53-year-old
Lethbridge man died when his ute left the road near the
Bannockburn Road turnoff. On 12 April 2005 a man
died after his car crashed into a tree and burst into
flames. On 8 April 2005 a woman and her dog were
killed in a two-vehicle collision south-east of
Bannockburn. On 4 June 2004 a 19-year-old Donald
man was killed after his car overturned and hit a power
pole.
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On 5 May 2004 a mother of nine was killed when her
car hit a tree 2 kilometres north of Meredith. On
21 November 2003 a boy from the Ballarat district died
when the car in which he was a passenger collided with
a truck. On 13 March 2003 a woman was killed and
man was seriously injured after a two-car crash at
Bannockburn. On 5 September 2001 an elderly man
died when his car slammed into a tree. On 27 August
2000 three people were killed and two people were
seriously injured after a two-car collision near Elaine.
Of those nine accidents it is interesting to note that five
of them actually involved hitting an object — a tree —
on the side of the road.

having the hassles of dealing with wage rates,
employment conditions, superannuation and the like.
Having been in the tomato industry myself and having
employed numerous casual workers, I know what a
hassle that can be. So much of your time is taken up
with administration rather than with just doing the job.
This firm employs workers on a permanent part-time
basis, and they are well paid. The advantage to the
workers is that instead of spasmodic work here and
there they have permanent part-time employment. By
working on a variety of properties they enhance their
experience and skill levels, and they have security of
employment.

The committee has made numerous recommendations
regarding the sealing of road shoulders and barriers and
driver behaviour. The government has yet to respond to
the report, but I urge it to give it serious consideration
so we can actually do something about these solid
objects on the side of our country roads that, as I said,
have obviously contributed to some of those deaths. I
again ask the government to give serious consideration
to this report. I look forward to the response. I
congratulate the committee on this important report.

The firm provides training, so these people are lifting
their skill levels all the time and are providing a very
important service to industry. They are now living in
the area on a permanent basis. Their kids go to school
there, and it is a win-win situation. The difficulty is that
from 1 January this year this firm has been liable for a
payroll tax. Previously individual growers were not
liable for payroll tax because only three of the growers
this firm deals with were over the $550 000 threshold.
Under the legislation that took effect from 1 January the
combined payroll of this hire agency now exceeds
$550 000. Therefore it is up for payroll tax, which it
now has to pass on to its clients, which are operating on
a fixed price for their tomatoes and grapes. Those
clients certainly do not have the capacity to pay.

Economic Development Committee: labour
hire
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I wish to comment
on the Economic Development Committee’s interim
report on labour hire employment in Victoria, which
was tabled on 23 February this year. I note that the
terms of reference of that inquiry included:
(b) The consequences of the use of labour hire
employment …

That included the impact on businesses, which is the
point I want to make in my comments. This committee
has done some excellent work and has come up
with recommendations that are mainly to do with
occupational health and safety issues, regulatory issues,
legislation, workers compensation, skills training and
the like. In fact there are 16 recommendations which
are all worthy. I suggest that the committee look at the
impact of some of these recommendations and of
government actions on business when it is making
further inquiries. I refer specifically to a firm in my
electorate called JBEK Employment, which is run by
Paul and Jennifer Hodgson. The firm, which started
about six years ago, was initially established to provide
labour when needed to the tomato industry for weeding
and picking and more recently for the vineyards that
have been established on the Mount Camel Range.
The advantage for growers is that through this firm they
can obtain skilled labour when they want it without

This firm is going to have its profitability severely
compromised. This will perhaps put it out of business.
That would be regrettable, because the firm is providing
high-quality employees. It is providing continuity of
employment and is lifting people’s levels of training.
From the growers point of view it is providing an
excellent service, as is evidenced by the fact that a
number of those workers have now taken permanent
jobs with growers because of the skill levels they have
acquired.
When the Economic Development Committee
continues this inquiry I recommend that it look very
carefully at the impact some of the recommendations
and the actions of government have on businesses,
particularly businesses like JBEK Employment in
Rochester. It does a great job, and it should be
supported and commended. Governments should look
after firms such as JBEK Employment in Rochester.

Education and Training Committee:
pre-service teacher training
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I rise to
comment on the Education and Training Committee’s
report entitled Step Up, Step In, Step Out — Report on
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the Inquiry into the Sustainability of Pre-service
Teacher Training in Victoria. I am very pleased to note
that the committee’s report and recommendations
received support from opposition members. I would
like to commend the chair, the member for Eltham, the
deputy chair, the member for Bulleen, and all the
committee staff for their hard work on the report.
The committee undertook an extensive review of
teacher training in Victoria, as well as taking evidence
from both interstate and overseas. The committee found
a wide variety of standards, content, experience and
processes within and between the various teacher
training courses and the various universities in Victoria.
Consequently this is reflected in the skills and expertise
of graduating teachers. This was something that the
consumers of the outputs of teacher training courses —
that is, principals, teachers and schools — stressed
again and again to the inquiry.
The committee saw a number of very creative and
innovative courses offering flexible delivery options
with content linked directly to the development of
practical teaching skills through collaborative
partnerships with schools or through internship models.
However, the committee also had evidence of teacher
training courses which have not changed for many
years in any significant way. Also, few teacher training
institutions saw improving student outcomes in schools
as a key function of their work in preparing future
teachers. This is rather disappointing, and universities
need to begin to see student outcomes as a measure of
their success as teacher educators.
There was significant unease about the quality and
relevance of some teacher training courses according to
evidence the committee received from employing
authorities, principals, supervising teachers and
graduating teachers, who considered that many
graduates were not teacher-ready upon completion of
their courses and lacked the practical teaching skills
needed for effective teaching in the classroom. Also,
many considered the length and nature of teacher
practicum and experiences during teacher training to be
inadequate. In some cases university supervisors only
visit trainee teachers once a year or not at all during
their practicum placements in schools. Consequently
the committee recommended improved quality
assurance mechanisms to be monitored through the
Victorian Institute of Teaching. It also recommended
better consultation mechanisms to be set up with key
stakeholders and that greater partnerships be established
between universities and schools. This should go some
way to ensuring greater consistency of outcomes from
teacher training courses.
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Unfortunately teacher training institutions do not seem
prepared to accept the need to look critically at what
they do, as is reflected in the response from the
Victorian Council of Deans of Education to the
committee’s report. This response criticised the report
for, amongst other things:
… selective use of evidence. Much of the content seems to
amount to responses to selective hearsay.

The committee needs to make no apology for taking
account of the evidence presented to it by the many
recent graduates and the teachers and principals from
schools who work with trainee teachers or employ
recent graduates. Yes, there were positive accounts
presented, mostly by students and graduates organised
by the universities themselves at the hearings with those
universities. It was often a very different story when the
committee heard from recent graduates, principals and
teachers in the school context. The deans also said:
While it is true that school principal associations have
expressed concern about some elements of teacher education,
it is very rare to encounter a school principal who does not
agree that education graduates today are far better prepared
than in the past.

This is not my experience of the evidence I heard
presented to the committee. I also sent copies of the
report to all government and non-government schools
in my electorate and received overwhelmingly positive
comments about the committee’s recommendations.
They said, ‘You have got it right’. It is time the deans
of education took their heads out of the sand and took a
long, hard look at some of their teacher education
courses and their practices. This report recommends
greater accountability and consistency. We need to
ensure that there is a certain baseline quality and a
commonality of skills and knowledge for all graduating
teachers. We believe this can be achieved through the
report.
The SPEAKER — Order! The time for making
statements on reports has now expired.

SEX OFFENDERS REGISTRATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Amendments
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I move:
That the scope of the Sex Offenders Registration
(Amendment) Bill be extended to enable consideration of
amendments, and a new clause, in relation to the Serious Sex
Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 to provide for amendments to
the definitions of relevant offences, and to clarify
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arrangements for applications for extended supervision
orders.

The SPEAKER — Order! Prior to asking the
minister or anyone else if they want to make any
comments in relation to this motion, I should refer them
to a ruling by a previous Speaker which outlines quite
clearly that in moving the motion members may refer to
the principle of the amendment but not the details to be
discussed. Certainly it is not an opportunity to
anticipate debate in future bills.
Mr HOLDING — The Sex Offenders Registration
Act 2004 and the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring
Act 2005 provide for a range of arrangements in
relation to sex offenders that I do not propose to go
into. But while preparing to make initial application
under the monitoring act the department sought legal
advice about applications generally. That advice raised
a number of technical issues in relation to these acts.
Those issues are: which court can hear an application
for an extended supervision order under the monitoring
act; whether the description of the offences in the
schedules of both the monitoring and registration acts
sufficiently captures old sex offences — that is,
previous sex offences that have since been re-enacted
and updated; and whether a reference in the schedules
to the monitoring and registration acts to a sexual
penetration offence includes all offences involving
sexual penetration when committed against children.
The Chief Parliamentary Counsel has advised the
legislation as drafted now is adequate for it to operate
as Parliament intended. However, these house
amendments are being put forward to minimise the
risk of legal challenge to these provisions and the
possible failure of an application for an extended
supervision order under the monitoring act. The house
amendments specify that it is the court which
originally sentenced the offender that considers an
application for an extended supervision order under
the monitoring act; insert notes in schedule 1 of the
registration act and the schedule to the monitoring act
to clarify that they cover any offences that involve
sexual penetration, including rape, incest et cetera,
where the victim is a child; and amend the wording of
all the schedules to both acts to clarify that they apply
to old offences — that is, previous sex offences that
have since been repealed and re-enacted or amended.
This is achieved by cross-referencing to the relevant
items in the list of old offences in schedule 1 to the
Sentencing Act.
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — The opposition was
briefed yesterday and given the outline and the reasons
why this had to be done this particular way through a
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motion. We were happy with the briefing yesterday, so
we do not have any problems with this motion or the
house amendments that have been put forward to the
house.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — The Nationals were also
briefed yesterday, and likewise we are happy to
proceed.
Motion agreed to.
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services).
Government amendments circulated by
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) pursuant to standing orders.
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rise to join the debate
on the Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill
2005, and I thank the minister and his officers for the
briefing that we received and the follow-up briefing we
received yesterday. We are grateful to the Department
of Justice for involving us in that briefing.
The Liberal Party takes these bills very seriously, and
has consulted widely. I express my sincere thanks to
and acknowledge those who have assisted the
opposition in assessing and reviewing the provisions of
this bill. In particular I thank the Chief Commissioner
of Police, the Police Association, the Crime Victims
Support Association and People Against Lenient
Sentencing for their valuable input.
There are few topics in society that raise the blood
pressure of many as that of the punishing of serious sex
offenders, and child-sex offenders in particular. Quite
rightly the majority of Victorians would be sickened by
the offences committed by paedophiles and other
serious sex offenders, such as serial rapists. Many
believe that the laws and the punishments handed out
go nowhere near far enough and certainly in the minds
of many are not harsh enough. The many media reports
about child molesters and paedophiles highlight that
they get relatively light sentences and even escape
imprisonment in some cases, and that causes an
enormous amount of outrage within in the general
community.
Members on this side of politics, especially, support
harsher penalties for paedophiles. We certainly support
harsher penalties for serious sex offenders, in addition
to the strict control and monitoring of those offenders in
the community. Paedophilia is not only sickening but
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we are also dealing with offenders who have been
proven to have a high propensity to reoffend and the
community, particularly its most vulnerable members,
our children, have an absolute right to be protected
from such individuals on any possible occasion. We are
sick and tired of the inadequate and pathetic sentences
that are handed out to serious offenders. We believe
that the courts hand down totally inappropriate
sentences that are not in line with community
expectations.
There are a number of reasons why members of the
Liberal Party are supporting this legislation. The main
purpose of the bill is to clarify and extend provisions in
relation to the registration of sex offenders and the
inherent reporting obligations placed on offenders,
which commenced last October. We are also pleased
that the government has listened to a number of people,
including the opposition in its early concerns about
some of the deficiencies in the original bill, and
introduced some amendments to overcome those
concerns.
In my first speech on this subject one of the points
raised was the issue of a paedophile living in the
suburbs being to able to change his name to another
name. I asked how that would be picked up by the sex
offenders register. Members of the opposition could not
understand how that could possibly be allowed to
happen. It simply did not make sense. If you had a
person who was currently in the sex registration system
under the name of Bill Jones, for example, what was
stopping him from changing his name to Fred Nerk or
something else? If that happened there would be no
accountability because you would have to rely on that
person notifying the sex offenders register of his name
change. If he was intent on continuing to reoffend not
only was there no punishment but there was no
incentive for him to say, ‘I have changed my name’.
The person will have changed his name to avoid
monitoring and be in a position where he could
reoffend.
Members of the opposition strongly support the
provisions that are now in this bill making it mandatory
for the Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages to
notify the chief commissioner of a name change of
someone who is in the sex registration system. We
think that is worthwhile. We are just disappointed that
when the opposition raised it when the bill first came
before the house it was not changed there and then.
Now, six months later, we find the system being
changed. The opposition welcomes that support.
The other change members of the opposition had
concerns about was the compulsory notification by
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courts. We now understand that if a court case has gone
to appeal the details of that appeal will go back to the
chief commissioner. It will be the responsibility of the
courts to notify the chief commissioner about whether
on appeal someone was proven guilty or not guilty.
That was one of the loopholes in the legislation that has
now been corrected, and we certainly welcome that.
There is a community expectation that sex offenders,
especially child-sex offenders, be stringently monitored
and appropriately punished, particularly if they
reoffend. Report after report shows that those types of
criminals have a high chance of reoffending. If you go
to a prison — Ararat, for example — you find that a lot
of the paedophiles in those facilities do what is called a
‘max out’. That means that if they are sent to prison for
eight years with a minimum of six years they elect to
serve the full eight years because when they leave the
prison they can go straight back into the community
without any sort of monitoring. That used to be the
system. Of course the community would expect them to
serve six years and then spend two years under some
sort of strict control.
When I visited Ararat prison one of the reasons given
for that practice was that there was no form of
punishment while the paedophile was in prison. For
example, the person in prison could be asked to
undertake a number of programs or treatments and
could say, ‘No, I am not going to do that’. They prefer
to spend the extra two years in jail not being
rehabilitated and not receiving any treatment and eight
years later they come out of jail no better than they
were when they first went in. That is a real fault in the
system, not just for the current government but for
future governments: what do you do, how do you force
these paedophiles to take treatment and be under some
sort of further punishment? This Sex Offenders
Registration (Amendment) Bill is a step in the right
direction because it offers some sort of restriction on
offenders when they come out of prison.
There is no doubt that community safety, especially of
children, must take precedence over any concern about
the civil liberty or privacy of a recidivist sex offender.
There would be few or no people in the community
who would have any sympathy for a paedophile. As
was the case with the principal act introduced last year,
whilst we support the bill in general we continue to
have some concerns about how it will actually work.
Firstly, members of the opposition have doubts about
placing solely on the offender the onus of registering
and reporting to the registrar of sex offenders. I
understand what the government is getting at and, as I
said, we are supporting the legislation. Hopefully, in
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time to come we will be able to tighten up the part of
the bill that stipulates that the onus of registration is
with the sex offender himself. Secondly, we have
concerns about what checks are in place to ensure the
accuracy and reliability of the information supplied by
offenders to the register.
Members of the opposition strongly support the sex
offenders registration provisions in the bill but are
concerned about the ongoing operation of the register
and the accessibility of the information to operational
police. That is something I will come back to later.
Sitting suspended 12.57 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Alpine National Park: cattle grazing
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to the
government’s decision yesterday to ban cattle grazing
in the Alpine National Park, and I ask: how much is the
government spending on its dishonest taxpayer-funded
advertising campaign to vilify the mountain cattlemen
and their way of life?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. I reject the accusation
made in the Leader of the Opposition’s question. This
very important decision was made by the government
after a considerable amount of examination of the
scientific evidence concerning what was best for the
long-term future of the national park here in this state. I
reiterate that the Alpine National Park is the only
national park in Australia which has cattle grazing in it.
Can I also inform the house again that this will not stop
grazing in alpine areas. In fact the state forests will also
have grazing — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Benambra!
Mr BRACKS — The Minister for Environment
indicated today that the campaign costs will be of the
order of $250 000. That will be to provide detailed
information, as we have outlined. This detailed
information is also supported by the federal Minister for
the Environment and Heritage in his correspondence to
the head of the task force. The federal environment
minister’s department wrote to the member for
Narracan — —
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Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr BRACKS — In the letter to the member for
Narracan the federal environment minister’s
department states:
The minister has asked me to thank you for your letter and to
reply on his behalf.

Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is reading from a document. I ask that he make
that document available to the house.
The SPEAKER — Order! Is the Premier reading
from a document?
Mr BRACKS — I was referring to a letter from the
Australian government Department of the Environment
and Heritage on behalf of the federal minister for the
environment. I am happy to make that available after I
have finished and to have it handed across.
It is a matter of public record and was in the
submissions which were received by the task force
itself. It is a submission to the task force headed up by
the member for Narracan, which indicates that the
federal government supports the measures to remove
cattle from the Alpine National Park. It says:
… the substantial documented concerns associated with the
continuation of grazing in the Alpine National Park, a practice
that is highly inconsistent with the sustainable protection and
management of its natural heritage values.

It goes on to say — and I will quote only two more
paragraphs:
… continued grazing will result in the further deterioration of
those values, especially in relation to the ecologically fragile
alpine and subalpine areas.

It finishes by saying that the prospects of national
heritage listing:
would be significantly enhanced if the necessary management
actions were taken by the Victorian government —

our government —
to ensure that cattle grazing no longer occurred.

Honourable members interjecting
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition! I ask government members to come to
order and allow the Premier to continue answering the
question.
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Mr BRACKS — It was part of the submissions and
evidence collected. Obviously there was a wide range
of submissions which indicated that this is a national
park which should have the highest possible protection.
There are alternatives in other state forests to enable
alpine grazing to occur. This letter is one of many
which were received, but it is one which was
importantly written on behalf of the federal minister
indicating that the federal department felt that the
Victorian government should be urged to cease cattle
grazing in the Alpine National Park.
It was among many letters and submissions we
received, and we took that advice. I will hand this letter
to the Clerk and make it available, because it is
unequivocal in its advocacy for the removal of cattle
grazing from the Alpine National Park.

Drought: government assistance
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — My question is to
the Premier. Can the Premier outline how recent
government initiatives to assist drought-affected
farmers may fit within a federal government framework
for drought assistance?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Seymour for his question. As this house is aware, recent
very minor rainfall has done nothing to change the
severe drought conditions that are occurring in parts of
our state, particularly, of course, in the Mallee and
North Wimmera regions, which are suffering not only
from the current drought but from the accumulation of
very dry weather over a long period of time. As I
indicated recently to the house, the government has
already taken steps to respond to some of the immediate
pressures which are there in the communities in
Victoria and to assist councils, which have requested
support, and the Victorian Farmers Federation grains
group and others, with $4 million for infrastructure and
social recovery projects.
With the VFF, the National Farmers Federation (NFF)
and the councils, we have also assisted in the
preparation of a base-case submission for exceptional
circumstance assistance, the first part of which has been
accepted by the commonwealth, with the second part
under consideration. As the house would be aware, the
Prime Minister and the cabinet are considering a
national drought scheme under a national drought
declaration, and I understand that will be released in a
very short time. It will indicate the commonwealth’s
response to the position not only in parts of Victoria but
across the eastern seaboard of Australia and some other
parts of the states of New South Wales and Queensland
as well.
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Our government will commit to work very closely with
the commonwealth following the announcement it
makes. Once the declaration is made and the national
drought scheme is announced, we will work very
closely with the commonwealth in the areas in which
we can cooperate to assist and support our primary
producers and the communities in which they work in
the west of the state as well. We stand ready to do that.
I will also, with the Minister for Agriculture, have
further discussions with the peak farming
organisations — the NFF and the VFF — and the
councils involved in the regions in which the drought
has occurred. Next week, with the agriculture minister,
I will also be visiting the drought-affected areas to
discuss first hand what support and assistance can be
further provided in cooperation with the
commonwealth government, after the national drought
scheme has been announced by the commonwealth, in
Warracknabeal and Birchip and other areas of the state.
With the agriculture minister I look forward to working
with local communities and councils, the VFF, the NFF
and other key groups and to working closely with the
commonwealth government on what is a persistent
drought period which is affecting a large part of
Australia and which, certainly in the west of the state, is
of significant proportions.

Alpine National Park: cattle grazing
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the long list of
grants and initiatives provided by the government for
Aboriginal and ethnic affairs groups to quite properly
preserve and protect their cultural heritage, and I ask:
why will this government not extend that same
assistance to the graziers in the Alpine National Park
and thereby protect what is probably Australia’s
greatest living cultural heritage?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
The Nationals for his question. We spent some time in
the house yesterday outlining the measures we are
taking to protect that heritage and also to assist the
community in the areas in which grazing in the Alpine
National Park occurred. That includes improving
infrastructure, improving the amenity of the area and
also improving the material which will go to the
important legacy which has been left by cattle grazing
and by the mountain cattlemen over a long period of
time. That includes upgrading of the huts and upgrading
of the precinct and the tourism area as well.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr BRACKS — The question did not actually
argue about the level of assistance, it asked what
assistance. It was outlined very well yesterday. We are
happy to work with the communities. We have a
$5.4 million package. We are working with the
communities on those very matters. I am grateful for
the question from the Leader of The Nationals, because
it reinforces what we announced yesterday and the
commitment we have to ensure that we have not only a
great Alpine National Park but a great heritage precinct
as well in the future.
Mr Cooper interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Mornington should behave himself.

Water: rural and regional Victoria
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — My question is to the
Minister for Water. Will the minister advise the house
on the latest information on water investment by the
Bracks government in regional and rural Victoria?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — I thank
the member for her question. The Bracks government is
making major new investments in better water
management right around regional Victoria. This will
improve our irrigation efficiency, it will be good for the
environment, and in the long term it will help towns
throughout the state that rely on water. One of the most
important — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr THWAITES — The member may not be
aware, but the irrigators have a marketing campaign for
regional Victoria based upon water being the lifeblood
of the northern towns of Victoria, and for those
towns — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members of the
opposition to show some consideration for ministers
who are answering questions and to stop interjecting in
that inappropriate manner — particularly the member
for Doncaster, who is far too noisy.
Mr THWAITES — For those towns and people
across all those regions, irrigation is absolutely
fundamental and smart irrigation is fundamental to the
future of those towns. That is what we are getting on
with. In the Macalister irrigation district we are very
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pleased to have announced stage 2 of the Macalister
channel automation project. This is a great project
which is saving water, which will then be able to go to
the environment. The government is investing
$7.9 million in that, installing total channel control
technology. Some 5.9 billion litres of water will be
available for increased environmental flows to the
Macalister and Thomson rivers and the Gippsland
Lakes.
The other important recent development relates to Lake
Mokoan. As the house is aware, Lake Mokoan loses an
enormous amount of water from evaporation.
Decommissioning Lake Mokoan will provide some
44 billion litres of extra water for improved flows to the
Snowy River, the Murray River, the Goulburn River
and — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Benambra will cease interjecting in that manner!
Mr THWAITES — A number of members of the
Liberal Party opposite seem to be opposed to the
decommissioning of Lake Mokoan. I find that very
hard to understand, because I can advise the house of
recent advice from the federal government that it now
supports the Lake Mokoan project. I have here a letter
dated 11 May 2005 from the Honourable Warren Truss,
a member of The Nationals and the federal Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. He wrote to me
saying:
I am writing to advise you of the Australian government’s
interest in investing in two Living Murray water recovery
proposals from Victoria (Lake Mokoan river recovery
package and Goulburn-Murray water recovery package).

Not only does the federal government support what we
are doing at Lake Mokoan, but the letter goes on to say:
The Australian government is interested in investing up to its
full proportion in each of the Victorian proposals. Our full
proportion would be — —

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Burwood and the Attorney-General!
Mr THWAITES — The federal minister said:
Our full proportion would be 40 per cent of the proposal
cost — specifically $5.5 million in the Lake Mokoan river
recovery package …

Can I say that I strongly welcome the support and the
offer of investment from the federal government. Can I
now ask that in Victoria we look forward to a bipartisan
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position on Lake Mokoan, just as we have now with the
federal government.

Alpine National Park: cattle grazing
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Environment. I refer the
minister to the taxpayer-funded advertising blitz to sell
the government’s decision to ban cattle grazing in the
Alpine National Park. I ask: will the minister confirm
that, to attack the way of life of the mountain cattlemen,
the government chose to use a photograph taken at a
man-made dam filled with drainage and silt from the
road adjacent to the Lovick’s Hut holding paddock,
which was approved by the Soil Conservation
Authority for the specific purpose of watering cattle?
Mr Plowman interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Benambra will cease interjecting. I warn the member
for Benambra that if he continues in that manner I will
remove him from the chamber.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
Speaker — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr Smith interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr Plowman interjected.
Questions interrupted.

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Benambra has been warned. He continues to interject. I
suspend him from the chamber for half an hour.
Honourable member for Benambra withdrew from
chamber.
QUES
ITHOUT
AlpT
inIeONS
NatioW
nalPa
rk:cattlegNOT
razingICE

Questions resumed.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) — It
is appropriate to take those sorts of courses and build
man-made watering holes in a national park where
there are licences. That is what has occurred here. In
this case it is appropriate, where you have cattle
grazing, to try to limit the extent of the grazing into
bogs and other areas and to do that by building
man-made watering holes. But in the long term the
decision that has to be made — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, to
continue.
Mr THWAITES — In the long term — —

Questions interrupted.

Honourable members interjecting.

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass’s
behaviour is unacceptable in this chamber. I suspend
him from the chamber for half an hour.
Honourable member for Bass withdrew from
chamber.
QUES
ITHOUT
AlpT
inIeONS
NatioW
nalPa
rk:cattlegNOT
razingICE

Questions resumed.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment) —
Speaker, in relation to the Leader of the Opposition’s
question, the fundamental answer is that this photo does
show, as he now admits — and he was denying this
before — cattle grazing in the Alpine National Park. He
was denying that before. It is totally inappropriate in a
national park to be building man-made watering holes
and have cattle grazing in those areas. It is not
appropriate to have that.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER — Order! The opposition is
making a farce of question time. I ask members to be
quiet and allow the minister to answer the question.
Mr THWAITES — But in the long term the
question we all have to ask ourselves and the decision
we have to make is: do we want, in our Alpine National
Park, to be forced to build man-made watering holes for
cattle or do we want a situation where we have the
national park protected and preserved for the
environment and for the people of Victoria? That is
what we are about.
Also in the park there are many other items of
infrastructure that have had to be built in order to
support cattle grazing. That may be appropriate — —
Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!
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Mr THWAITES — That may be appropriate in
other regions and it will continue in the state forest:
cattle grazing in the alpine areas of the state forest will
continue. But there should be some areas of our state,
some areas of our national parks which we protect and
give the highest protection to, some areas where we do
not have to build watering holes, some areas where we
do not have to build infrastructure to support cattle
grazing, some areas which we can protect for ourselves
and our children and the native vegetation for the
future. That is what we are doing.

Hospitals: rural and regional Victoria
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — My question is to the
Minister for Health. Can the minister advise the house
what actions the Bracks government is taking to
improve the health and wellbeing of people in rural
Victoria, particularly in the Grampians region?
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) — I thank the
member for Ripon for his question. The residents of
country Victoria have very good access to treatment
and services through an excellent network of rural
hospitals and health services. Since coming to office the
Bracks government has increased yearly funding for
country hospitals by $380 million. That is more than
50 per cent, and after this latest budget it will be 70 per
cent or more in some places. Over the last five years the
government has also provided $314 million to build or
upgrade hospitals in country Victoria and $26 million
to upgrade equipment. On top of that we have provided
1500 extra nurses. We are doing that because we are
treating more and more rural people. In fact 43 000
more people have been admitted to our hospitals in
rural Victoria than were admitted in 1999.
Hospitals in rural Victoria are in good financial health.
Last year country hospitals returned a combined surplus
of nearly $1 million. It is a good system, and it is
working well. That is why I am looking forward to
visiting the Grampians region with the Premier and the
member for Ripon on Friday. There will be two
significant community events in the Grampians region.
First of all, we will be officially opening the
redeveloped Stawell hospital. The Bracks government
has provided $6.8 million for this project, and most
significantly the local community has also raised
$930 000. That is an outstanding achievement. I know
that the chief executive officer of Stawell hospital is
well connected in this place.
It is a massive project that includes a new acute
building, a 29-bed multipurpose inpatient
accommodation unit, 6 day-stay beds, an operating
theatre, a sterilising department, medical imaging,
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administration facilities and an accident and emergency
unit. But there is more! I know some people say that the
streets of Ripon are paved with gold. Of course that is
true, because the Premier and I are also opening newly
redeveloped acute services at the East Grampians
Health Service. We provided $7.8 million for the
development of the Ararat hospital site, and the health
service’s Building for the Future community appeal
raised over $1.1 million for this project. It is a great
partnership, with the community raising resources and
the government putting in millions and millions of
dollars right across country Victoria.
When you add to that our work in cancer treatment in
Gippsland, where I visited the other day, Geelong’s
new radiotherapy centre and new ambulance services
right across country Victoria, it really is a great news
story. Health services are being expanded and
redeveloped right across Victoria in partnership with
the community. We are building so many hospitals that
we have to open two on one day!

Alpine National Park: cattle grazing
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer the Premier to the fact
that the members of the Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association of Victoria learnt of the decision to end
their way of life and ban alpine grazing just 15 minutes
before the announcement was made yesterday, and I
ask: can the Premier tell the house when the advertising
agency commissioned to roll out the anti-mountain
cattlemen advertising blitz was informed of the
government’s decision?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the opposition
leader for his question. Could I refute the imputation in
the question that the mountain cattlemen will be ending
their way of life. I refute that unequivocally.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRACKS — I understand that. We are allowing
and continuing the grazing of cattle in our state forests in
the alpine areas. That will continue into the future. We
are saying effectively that in the highest level of
protection in the Alpine National Park there will be no
grazing. That is consistent with New South Wales, the
Australian Capital Territory and with the federal
government’s wishes in this area. A further matter has
now been tabled before the house which says also — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Speaker, on
the issue of relevance. The question was specific — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! Government members
will be quiet while the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
raises his point of order!
Mr Honeywood — On the issue of relevance,
Speaker, the question was specific about an advertising
campaign and the timing involved in that campaign.
While the Premier avoided the previous question by
reading a letter that had nothing to do with an
advertising campaign, on this occasion he is not being
relevant to the question asked.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Premier to
respond to the question asked by the Leader of the
Opposition.
Mr BRACKS — I was addressing the preamble to
the question which made an accusation about the way
of life. I indicate that on the way of life there is an
important point here, which is indicated in the
correspondence from the federal government to the task
force and which says that there are also well-recognised
cultural — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Speaker,
the Premier is choosing to defy your ruling. You
brought him back to the subject of the question. He is
now wandering off and reading another letter. I ask you
to bring him back to the point of the question, which
was about an advertising campaign.
Mr Thwaites — On the point of order, Speaker, the
question referred to the way of life and an allegation
that the way of life was being ended. The Premier is
addressing that.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order at this stage. The Premier is entitled to read
letters in support of his answer if it is necessary.
Mr BRACKS — There was a further matter in the
correspondence to the task force from the department
on behalf of the federal minister in relation to the way
of life, which says:
There are also well-recognised cultural historic values of past
alpine grazing — —

Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, which is
again on the question of relevance. As you said, the
Premier is entitled to read a letter if it is relevant to the
answer, but the question asked when he informed the
advertising agency, when he did the discourtesy of
telling the mountain cattlemen only 15 minutes before
the public announcement — —
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The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster well knows that raising a point of order is not
an opportunity to enter into debate on the question
before the house. The question was based on a premise
that there would be some alteration to the way of life.
As I understand it, the Premier is addressing that. In
relation to the letter, he has hardly read more than
10 words since the last point of order was raised. I
cannot judge what is in it, so it is impossible for me to
rule on that at this stage.
Mr BRACKS — The letter directly addresses the
way of life. It is a submission to the task force from the
federal minister on behalf of the federal government. It
says:
There are also well-recognised cultural historic values of past
alpine grazing in the park including huts, ruins and
stockyards. The department considers that these values can be
accommodated in the management and interpretation of the
park without grazing continuing.

It is fundamental to the accusation that was made that
the way of life was ruined. Contrary to that, the federal
department and the federal minister do not agree. We
have had constant communication with the Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association of Victoria. It has known that
we have had an examination and a review. It has known
that we have had a scientific study, and it has also
known that a task force was examining it and that the
government would finally consider the matter. We have
considered it, and all along the association has known
that it was the government’s determination that it would
go through a process before it made that decision.

Agriculture: food and fibre
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — My
question is to the Minister for Agriculture. Can the
minister advise the house of any recent updates on the
export performance of Victoria’s food and fibre
industries, and what actions the government is taking to
help bring about export market assurance?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) —
Victoria is the largest food and fibre exporting state in
the nation. The latest Department of Primary Industries
report shows that in the 2004 calendar year Victoria’s
food and fibre exports were valued at $6.8 billion. That
is an increase of $1.1 billion from the year before, but
we must remember that 2003 was impacted by drought
as a result of a very bad spring in 2002.
Victoria accounts for 26 per cent of the nation’s exports
of food and fibre, way ahead of Queensland at 17 per
cent and New South Wales at 17 per cent. When we
look at the main industries that contribute to that export
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performance we have the dairy industry which
contributed $2 billion; grains, $1 billion; and meat,
$1.3 billion. If you go back seven years, wine exports
were $143 million. That has grown every year and is
now $478 million. Between 2003 and 2004 there was
an increase of $125 million. Seafood exports increased
by $33 million to $132 million.
Increasingly, our export markets demand higher
standards for clean, green and disease-free products.
The government has a key role in relation to market
assurance, and that is where biosecurity arrangements
are so important. They are important for those
industries, they are important for the jobs, and it is
important for families that that all goes together. The
Department of Primary Industries advises that when we
look at biosecurity over the last six years, that spend has
more than doubled.
The recent budget brought down by the Treasurer
contained an additional $8.4 million four-year package
for plant biosecurity. That will involve extra positions
and the majority of them will be in country Victoria.
There will be around 13 extra positions in country
Victoria. There will be five key areas of activity which
relate to biosecurity awareness programs including
export; improving early detection and surveillance of
priority plant diseases; increased compliance activities
for pests and diseases such as fruit fly and phylloxera;
enhanced plant emergency preparedness; and increased
and improved deployment of sterile insect technology.
Sterile insect technology is where you let a lot of sterile
insects go. They then mate with other insects and as a
result of that the — —
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr CAMERON — I accept the advice of the
Leader of The Nationals, but it is too much
information! It is safe to say that we do not get the next
generation of trouble. This is very important
government activity. It is an increasing area of
government activity in country Victoria and we are
doing it so that we can protect our exporters, the jobs
and the families that go with them.

Timber industry: sawlogs
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the Premier’s
comments in question time last Tuesday when he
wrongly suggested that Bob Humphries from Cann
River had purchased sawlogs in New South Wales that
were more expensive than the equivalent sawlogs in
Victoria, and I ask: given that it was incorrect advice
from VicForests that resulted in the Premier misleading
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the house, will he now intervene and stop VicForests
from imposing unjustified price hikes that threaten the
future of the timber industry?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I think there is an echo
on the government side that the question is incorrect.
The advice I had was accurate. This is an important
move to put VicForests onto a sustainable footing to
ensure that there is more competition for our resource
and, therefore, to give better value for money for what
we have as a resource and what is offered in the future.
I believe the system we have in place is much more
transparent and accountable. It is also much better value
for money for the Victorian taxpayer in ensuring that
that resource is priced properly and priced according to
a competitive market.

Rural and regional Victoria: investment
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — My question is to
the Minister for State and Regional Development. Can
the minister advise the house of the government’s
commitment to ongoing investment in regional
Victoria?
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I thank the member for Ballarat East
for his question. We have put in place a whole range of
programs to boost investment in regional Victoria. That
includes, of course, investment in economic
infrastructure.
In many ways at the heart of that is the government’s
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund. I am
pleased to advise the house that in the next few days I
will be announcing the 100th RIDF project, and this
will bring our total RIDF contributions to $221 million,
contributing to direct project costs across the state
amounting to more than half a billion dollars. Some of
the examples include Sovereign Hill in Ballarat, with
more than $1 million for the Blood on the Southern
Cross project; the IBM Asia Pacific Business Solution
Centre in Ballarat, which has been a sensational
success, $1.5 million; the Central Victorian Innovation
Park in Bendigo, $3.3 million; Mildura airport,
$600 000; the Murray Goulburn dairy water reuse
system in Cobram, $1.25 million; the port of Sale
redevelopment, $1.96 million; and the Flagstaff Hill
Maritime Village redevelopment in Warrnambool,
$3.3 million. There are many other projects.
I am also delighted to advise the house that next
Monday will see the next four-week tranche of the
hugely successful Make it Happen in Provincial
Victoria campaign. That is going to hit the airwaves
then. This year in provincial Victoria we are seeing
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population growth of 1.2 per cent. I have an email
which I think the house will be interested in. It is
from — —
Mr Bracks — It’s not a press clipping, is it?
Mr BRUMBY — It is not a press clipping, it is an
email from a couple from Warrnambool.
Dear Mr Brumby,
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tell in regional Victoria. Whether it is jobs growth,
whether it is population growth, whether it is the RIDF,
whether it is the Make It Happen campaign, or whether
it is Jetstar Airways at Avalon, there is a great story to
tell of growth and opportunity.

SEX OFFENDERS REGISTRATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL

…
Our story relates to your department’s initiative to have
people move from metropolitan Melbourne to provincial
Victoria.
My wife and I resided in Melbourne, both enjoying senior
roles, I as state manager for —

company ABC —
and my wife as a HR manager for —

a large multinational company.
In summary we moved to Warrnambool, and I have
commenced my own recruitment consulting business and
now find myself using my contacts to source good candidates
for local businesses in roles that are difficult to fill. I am able
to speak first hand to candidates [about] the benefits of rural
living, and thus far have been able to fill roles that have
previously not been filled.
We are living a very enjoyable lifestyle and consider our
move to be one of the best things we have ever done.
Well done to you and your department.

You never heard that sort of story in the 1990s under
the Kennett government. They were all leaving
Victoria. They were all going to New South Wales, all
going to Queensland and all going to South Australia;
they could not get out fast enough. What we are seeing
now is a great success.
The other thing I want to say is that today is the first
birthday of Jetstar Airways. We had a function down at
Federation Square earlier, and Julie Jetstar jumped out
of the birthday cake. It was a very large cake — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — It was; I cut the cake. One of the
great things about Jetstar Airways is the flights through
Avalon. When you look back at this decision you see
there was a lot of support provided by the Victorian
government to get Jetstar to base here in Melbourne.
There have been 375 000 interstate visitors coming into
Avalon, 1 in every 3 of them visiting the Great Ocean
Road. This has been fantastic for Geelong, fantastic for
the south-west, fantastic for the Great Ocean Road and
fantastic for tourism generally. We have a great story to

Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I rejoin the debate on
Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill, and am
very pleased that the clocks have both now been fixed.
The SPEAKER — We did it just for you!
Mr WELLS — Thank you very much, Speaker.
Just to recap, the Liberal Party is supporting the Sex
Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill and the
amendments that have been circulated today. I thank
the government for taking up the suggestions and the
points in debate that we made on the principal bill back
in August 2004.
I understand that a number of the provisions in the bill
resulted from the discussions between the Department
of Justice and the Office of Public Prosecutions, which
requested the clarification and refinement of the new
legislation and the sex offenders register. When the
principal act was introduced last year we expressed a
number of concerns about there being no legislative
compulsion for the notification of a change of name nor
for the courts to provide information directly to the
register so that the onus of notification was firmly left
with the offender.
This bill provides that the registrar of births, deaths and
marriages must notify the Chief Commissioner of
Police that a registrable offender has changed his or her
name or gender. As determined by the principal act a
‘registrable offender’ is a person sentenced by a court
for a registrable offence, which is defined as being
either a class 1 or a class 2 offence against children, or a
non-automatically registrable offence which results in
the issuance of a sex offenders registration order.
The bill also provides for mandatory notification by the
courts to the chief commissioner of the results of an
appeal against a conviction, a sentence or a sex
offenders register order. This will ensure improved
accuracy of data contained on the register and ensure
innocent parties are not unfairly treated. We raised this
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point during the debate on the principal legislation
when it was brought in last August.
The other area that has been changed is the definitions
of ‘government custody’ and ‘supervised sentence’.
These are clarified and expanded in the bill with the
aim of ensuring that they are correct. The first and I
guess the most important point is that mentally ill
offenders who are determined to be forensic residents,
involuntary patients or security patients under custodial
supervision orders or hospital orders — that is,
offenders with a mental illness who are not in prison —
can be placed on the register and have to report. It is my
understanding that since October there has been one
case where a male was found not guilty due to mental
impairment. As the act had not been amended, that
person was not eligible to go on the sex offenders
register. This amendment will ensure that in future
people who are found not guilty due to mental
impairment are captured under the sex offenders
registration system.
The definitions have been expanded to include
detainees and will therefore apply to youth offenders in
youth training centres. This legislation did not
previously apply to juvenile detainees. That was an
issue the Liberal Party had serious problems with. The
amendments clarify exactly who is subject to
mandatory registration, which is strongly supported by
the Liberal Party. We do not want offenders to fall
through the cracks due to legal technicalities or by
exploiting some loophole. We are pleased that the
provisions now encompass juvenile offenders, as that
was a gross deficiency in the original legislation. The
bill also ensures that during sentencing courts cannot
take into consideration the consequential effect of an
offender being placed on the register which could result
in a lesser sentence being given. The bill will improve
consistency in the application of appropriate reporting
periods.
We are pleased that the potential anomaly whereby a
serious sex offender who committed a single extremely
serious sexual offence could have received a shorter
reporting period than an offender who committed
multiple more minor offences has now been addressed.
That is supported by the Liberal Party. The definition of
a serious sexual offender will have strict application
under this bill. It excludes the Sentencing Act
definition, as that includes violence. A serious sexual
offender is defined as an offender convicted of two or
more offences listed in the schedules to the principal
act. The bill removes the previous age limitation for
consideration as a serious sex offender and captures
offenders under 21 years of age. We believe this is a
very important step forward. It did not make sense to us
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that you could have a 19-year-old commit a serious
sexual offence against a child but not have that person
go onto the sex offenders register. We are very
supportive of those under the age of 21 who have
committed serious sexual offences being caught in this
system.
Corresponding registrable offenders from other states
only have to be registrable in their own jurisdiction —
not necessarily registrable for an offence in Victoria —
in order for them to have to comply with the reporting
requirements of the register. It is critical that interstate
offenders transferring to live in Victoria — because
they can do that under the current system — are
captured by the reporting obligations of this act. It did
not make sense to us that someone on the sex offenders
register in New South Wales could move to Victoria
and all of a sudden seem to have gotten off scot-free.
This bill will ensure that they will have to report to the
Victorian system under their current conditions in New
South Wales.
The major provisions in the bill also require a
beyond-reasonable-doubt standard of proof for the
making of discretionary sex offender registration
orders. Providing more certainty by using a higher
threshold of proof should reduce the chances of appeal
and give more certainty to the defence and the
prosecutors. An application for an offender to have to
comply with the reporting requirements of the register
can now be made by the prosecution up to 30 days after
a sentence is imposed. Previously such application had
to be made during the case, so this is a worthwhile
administrative provision.
Following recent recommendations of the Australasian
Police Ministers Council police are to be provided with
the power to use reasonable force to take photographs
of registrable offenders. This is important in improving
the investigation of any future offences a registrable
offender may commit. It will also have a deterrent
effect if an offender knows he or she will be easier to
identify. It may be that they have a tattoo or a
birthmark, and the police will now have the power to
photograph that mark, which might make detection so
much easier in the future. In order to work, the register
must be kept up to date and must be comprehensive in
its accuracy. It is critical that photos of an offender’s
particular physical identifying features, as I just
mentioned, be part of that overall system. The bill
makes it clear that if you have a tattoo and you do not
want it photographed because it identifies you, the
authorities have the power to use reasonable force to
take that photograph. We support that very strongly.
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The bill also clarifies that personal information
contained in the register of sex offenders can be notified
to the courts, the Chief Commissioner of Police and the
Office of Public Prosecutions. The inclusion in the
schedules of more offences that can lead to an offender
being subject to the register is welcome — that is in
clauses 21 to 23 of the bill. As I said, we have consulted
with the chief commissioner and the Police
Association. We make the point that a lot of people,
especially social workers, have welcomed the bills
being brought before the house — both the one we
dealt with in August last year and this one.
I am drawn back to the article in the Herald Sun that
Les Twentyman wrote where he spoke about the issue
of child-sex offenders. It appeared in the Herald Sun of
10 June last year and states:
Many of us still shudder at the appointment to a senior
government child protection position of a paedophile with a
long criminal record in several countries.
He worked as a child protection worker in the western
suburbs for a short time in the 1980s and those who approved
his appointment were shattered when the truth emerged.
The recent case of a former Australian diplomat, who killed
himself after receiving a long jail sentence for child sex
crimes, reveals a similar pattern of an incessant, obsessive
pursuit of children, generally accompanied by a seemingly
sincere belief that there is nothing wrong with what they’re
doing.

Mr Twentyman went on to talk about his own chilling
experience of how persistent and determined such
people can be. He spoke of a man, whom he did not
name, obviously, who was a church minister and said:
His specialty was taking kids on camps, where they all slept
together in tents.
Naked tickling games were apparently the order of the day at
his camps.

After his release from prison this man was undeterred
and ran a lolly shop where he was surrounded all day
by child customers. Mr Twentyman continued:
Shortly after this he managed a newsagency, where several
paperboys were under his supervision and control.
Then he surfaced as a sporting coach, again in close contact
with children.
Next I heard he was hanging around schools trying to pass
himself off as a drug expert, offering private counselling
sessions to troubled young people.
The ‘counselling’ was conducted at his nearby flat.

The last Les Twentyman heard of him this man was
running a children’s amusement parlour in a Melbourne
suburb. He said:
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He’s still there, and I’m told the place is very popular with the
local kids.

This sort of story would send a chill through every
parent. We are pleased that the steps being taken today
will hopefully put some of these people back in jail
when they reoffend and have to register with the sex
offenders register.
The South Australian government had already moved
forward last year. The Adelaide Advertiser stated that:
Sexual predators found guilty of more than one sex offence
against a child could be jailed ‘indefinitely’ under new laws
planned by the state government.
Offenders who have unlawful sexual intercourse with a
person under the age of 14 face a maximum penalty of life.
The current maximum of this offence is seven years.
…
Premier Mike Rann has proposed to increase penalties against
repeat offenders and will introduce a ‘two strikes and you’re
out’ regime.

It seems to be a common theme that no matter how
many times these people are caught they have this
sickness and they have to continue to offend.
A point we would like to raise and a concern we
have — and we will obviously offer bipartisan
support — is that the sex offenders register is only as
good as the information that is provided to it. As
previously stated, whilst the mandatory notification of a
name or gender change to the Registry of Birth, Deaths
and Marriages is an important and welcome change, we
still have concerns about the reliability of information
provided, including the use of addresses of
convenience, the use of borrowed vehicles et cetera.
Operational police have these concerns: there is no
provision or power given to police or corrections
officers to verify the information provided by
offenders — that is, the checking of addresses and
employment details. Whether the issue is one of
resources or the power not being there, the entire onus
is on offenders to provide that information. If they are
caught not providing correct information, then there is a
penalty. The police we have spoken to view this
loophole as a serious deficiency which could be
exploited by recidivist sex offenders. They gave us an
example: someone in New South Wales may be using
an address in Victoria and vice versa across the border
between Wodonga and Albury. That is something we
will be keen to follow through to ensure that police are
able to crack down on that.
There are concerns about the exact nature of
accessibility to information in the register of sex
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offenders. At this stage we are comfortable that the
procedures are in place to keep it confidential. Some
years ago a woman spoke to me. Her husband had
committed a sex offence against a child. Once he had
finished his time in jail he moved to New South Wales,
but the problem was that the last known official address
was the family home. A group of vigilantes set upon the
family home, which was really unfortunate because this
woman and her previous husband had separated some
time previously. The family did not want anything to do
with him. He moved away and the family was still in
the family home. As a result the vigilantes made a mess
of the house and scared the living daylights out of this
innocent family. It was just sick — —
Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Mr WELLS — The Minister for Manufacturing and
Export makes the point that the register should never be
made public. I support this very strongly, because in
cases where the address is not right you risk an innocent
family. The family may have lived there some time ago
and have moved on. In a case where the paedophile or
sex offender may no longer live at the address, may not
have moved back there after prison or may have moved
interstate, we could have a dreadful situation. That
really hit home to me when we visited a family in Cape
Town. A group of vigilantes went to kill a drug dealer
in one of the suburbs of Cape Town. Unfortunately they
went to no. 11, not no. 13. The vigilantes killed the
wrong guy, which is sickening. We do not support the
concept of making this list public.
The other concern is the frequency of reporting by
offenders. You have the 12-month and 14-day reporting
requirements. Is that sufficient? For example, Noel
McNamara from the Crime Victims Support
Association believes a frequency of 12 months is too
long. There are still concerns that 14 days for the
notification of changes to personal details is inadequate.
In the UK since May 2004 there has been a requirement
to register a change of details within 3 days. We would
support that and call on the government to do that. We
think if you are changing your address, your name or
anything along those lines, you have to register the
change within 3 days not 14 days. Fourteen days seems
to be too long.
The period of reporting is not sufficient. The victims of
crime groups that have contacted us still believe a
minimum reporting period of eight years for the first
offence is not sufficiently long. Noel McNamara would
argue that victims of crime groups would say that it
should be for life, not just for eight years. They believe
taking paedophiles off the register after eight years is
simply not good enough. They believe the Mr Baldy
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rule must apply to all paedophiles and sex offenders:
they should be under this supervision and strict controls
for life.
The minister must also provide an assurance that
Victoria Police will be properly resourced to ensure the
sex offenders register does not place undue additional
strains on already overstretched resources of the police.
The extension of the class of offenders is likely to
create an increase in the number of offenders being
placed on the register. We obviously support that, but
we want to make sure that the resources are there so the
police force can make sure that this register works and
works efficiently. Increasing the number of offenders
subject to the reporting period of 15 years will also
mean more work.
We consulted with the Police Association. It is
generally happy with the bill, but the association is
concerned about:
… the resourcing issues that will accompany additional
administrative processes within the bill. As with all new and
additional administrative requirements there is an increased
workload that should be considered prior to the
implementation stage, otherwise police efforts can be diverted
from their primary task into clerical matters.

Meagan’s law in the USA is an interesting issue that we
have discussed before. For example, people in a
particular suburb of Los Angeles can go into the police
station and check whether there are any paedophiles or
sex offenders living in the area. Those people have
access to that information. That seems to work very
well in Los Angeles. It is very popular in America. It is
just one of those approaches that work locally. If it was
here it would be very popular in general communities.
If you were to move home and go to live in a country
town, for example, you could go into a local police
station to find the whereabouts of any dangerous sex
offenders in that area.
In the United Kingdom the sex offenders act of 1997
established the sex offenders register. Police may be
authorised to notify third parties of the whereabouts of a
registered offender. It must be highlighted that before
this disclosure an assessment of potential community
harm is made against the privacy rights of the offender
or victims. As I pointed out in my earlier example, it is
important to note that the innocent family of a sex
offender was victimised because the incorrect address
details of the offender had been posted on the Internet.
In the United Kingdom there are 18 500 sex offenders
on the register, and the UK has not adopted a
community notification scheme for fear of driving sex
offenders underground, which is something that we are
also very concerned about.
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I note that the New South Wales experience has been to
strengthen its child-sex offender register provisions,
including for the first time in Australia limited
community notification. The New South Wales Police
can pass on names, addresses, photos and the criminal
history of a child-sex offender to third parties, including
parents if a child is considered under threat. We believe
that the victims and the families must be fully
considered in deciding what level of community
notification should exist and if it is to exist. However,
we must be very careful that vigilantes do not take over
these particular cases. On that note, we support the bill.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to speak on the Sex
Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill on behalf of
The Nationals. The Nationals will be supporting the bill
because we see it as a logical component of a national
approach to protecting our children against sexual
abuse. I thank the minister and his staff and the staff
from the Department of Justice for the briefings that
were given to me.
The purpose of this bill is amend the Sex Offenders
Registration Act 2004, to extend the scope of a person’s
obligation to report to police and to enhance the
effectiveness of the scheme in relation to protecting our
children. I refer to the key features of the bill. The
original legislation was enacted in October 2004. Based
on the experience of about 400 offenders, it has been
recognised that there is a need to modify aspects of the
legislation. The key modifications include the
expansion of definitions of ‘government custody’,
‘sentence’ and ‘supervised sentence’, the redefining of
some classes of offences and corresponding registrable
offences in other states to broaden and improve the
registration criteria for sex offenders. There is also a
modification which enables the prosecution to make
application for sex offender registration up to 30 days
after sentencing. There are requirements for notification
of changes to names and/or sex, and authorisation for
the photographing of distinguishing marks, including
the use of force. That force is not to be used in relation
to the photographing of breasts, genitals or the anal
area.
As the member for Scoresby has to a large extent
covered the detail of this bill, I would like to focus on
the context in which the bill should be considered. The
context includes the level of sexual abuse of children
and strategies for dealing with it, and in particular
influencing community culture and attitudes regarding
sex offences. Those strategies include education and
legislation.
If we look at the levels of sex abuse we will see that
information assembled by the Australian Parents for
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Megan’s Law highlights that there is no precise
information on the number of paedophiles in Australia.
However, in one sample of nearly 3000 cases they
report that 35 per cent of the cases of sexual abuse are
by parents — that is, natural, adoptive, step-parent,
de facto or foster parent; another 23 per cent of the sex
offences are committed by siblings or relatives of the
victim; and another 28 per cent are committed by a
friend or neighbour. Only around 15 per cent of
offences are committed by strangers. The key point is
that the main perpetrators of child-sex abuse are not
strangers but family members or persons well known to
the family.
I turn to strategies for influencing community culture,
and to make sure that sexual abuse does not become
acceptable — and in this sense I think of the
much-publicised Pitcairn Island situation recently
where it appeared that there was acceptance by a
substantial sector of that community that sexual abuse
of children and women was acceptable. We must not
allow that to happen here within Australia.
As I said, we can address that through a number of
strategies, one of which is education. In particular we
should focus on strengthening our young people,
enabling them to cope and deal with these sorts of
things. There is an outstanding program in our schools
called the You Can Do It program, which encourages
the development of self-esteem, getting along with
others and particularly persistence and resilience. It is
important that we develop these qualities in young
children if they are going to have the courage to report
cases of possible sexual abuse against them.
Also we need to look at strengthening the sense of
community, because the adage ‘It takes a village to
raise a child’ rings true. In strengthening the sense of
community we need to look very hard at the very
successful police in schools program, which is currently
under threat. I have had a large amount of
correspondence sent to me by parents, principals, police
and students raising their concerns about that program.
The principals included those of Merrijig, Devenish,
Murchison and Ballarat primary schools, St Joseph’s
Primary School at Nagambie and also Benalla West
Primary School — —
Mr Haermeyer — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, whilst I appreciate that the nature of this bill
does touch upon a variety of law enforcement
activities — and I was not going to get up whilst the
member was making passing reference to the police in
schools program — this is not an opportunity for the
member to try to seek to have a debate about the police
in schools program.
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Dr SYKES — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, as the lead speaker for the party I understand
that I do have licence to put the issues in context, and I
will relate the police in schools program to sexual abuse
of children if I am given another minute or so to get to
that point.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I do not uphold the point of order at the
moment. The honourable member does need to relate
his comments to the bill. The honourable member, to
continue.
Dr SYKES — As I said, there has been a large
amount of correspondence to me raising this issue —
for example, Senior Constable Brett Phillips has raised
his concerns about the importance of the program,
including actually writing a letter to the editor of the
Wangaratta Chronicle. Linked with that has been
correspondence from the Tawonga Primary School,
where the class 5–6 teacher has raised her concerns
about the program. She says in her letter:
Probably the best example I can draw your attention to is the
first letter —

that has been sent to the minister.
This individual in our year 5–6 class has extremely difficult
problems in his home life. He has already shifted schools
about 12 times in his life.
The … Mount Beauty police currently spend a lot of their
time with his family. Here is a real reason why this program
is … critical …

We then go on to the letter by the child. He highlights:
… please spare the … program because it teaches us about
the law, not to drink and drive, not to flog —

things, and goes on to highlight the importance of the
police for his family.
I also have a letter from Cr Des Hudson from the City
of Ballarat. He zeros right in on this issue of reporting
sex offences. He says that a school resource officer
(SRO) is in school doing his work in the schools:
Kid discloses sexual abuse by teacher and a 14-year history
unfolds. The SRO then assists the school to mandatory report,
with the process of investigation, the recovery phase and then
works with the school to put stuff in place to prevent —

this occurring. So there is a very clear link between the
police in schools program and addressing concerns
about sexual abuse against our children.
Similarly there are letters from Benalla West Primary
School that raises its concerns. Again children highlight
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the importance of the police presence. A young girl,
Paige Pyke, says:
Police in schools should continue because it is fun, enjoyable
and interesting. It teaches kids how to be safe in all places.

There is another one:
I don’t think the government should stop the police program
because the police officer that we have is the best. His name
is Andrew Curry.

Mr Haermeyer — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I appreciate that the honourable member is the
lead speaker for his party, and I did indicate that I had
no difficulty with him making passing reference to the
police in schools program. You then asked him to make
sure that he related his remarks to the Sex Offenders
Registration (Amendment) Bill. This is a contribution
entirely about police in schools and I ask that the
member get back to the substance of the bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! I request that the honourable member make his
way back to the bill.
Dr SYKES — I am returning to the bill. This
legislation focuses on offenders and is part of a national
approach. It focuses on probably only 2000, maybe
3000, offenders who are likely to be convicted over any
period. I want to highlight the importance and merits of
that approach, which The Nationals support, and
compare it to other legislation which is more broad
brush. We have the Child Employment Act where there
is a requirement to have quite wide police checks and
permits. We consider that inappropriate targeting of
limited resources and, as the member for Scoresby
pointed out, the police have concerns about resourcing
for the implementation of this sex offenders bill.
Our efforts must be put into targeting individuals, rather
than getting caught up in broad-brush approaches that
can impinge on the fabric of country society by
destroying the get-in-and-help-each-other culture in the
country that builds the robustness of our children. In a
community where members are working closely
together you can identify sex predators and
communities have ways of dealing with this problem
and having it reported to the police.
There was a recent example at Mansfield where there
has been very strong support for the editor of the
Mansfield High Country Times who wants to continue
to employ young people. He has had great support from
parents who are working together to develop work
ethics and as a community are taking responsibility for
the wellbeing of their children. This is about a proactive
approach and recognising that legislation to address
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issues of sexual abuse is coming in at the end. If we can
be proactive and minimise the likelihood of abuse
occurring, that is what we should be focusing on. We
should use legislation as a stick only if it is needed at
the end.
Another bill being prepared at the moment is the
Working with Children Bill. Without going into detail,
it is an example of the intention being good — it is
about protecting our children from sex abuse. But we
must make sure that, rather than requiring very large
numbers of volunteers to go through police checks
which will really impede the ability of our community
organisations to work together and community groups
to assist our young children to develop their robustness,
we focus, as this legislation does, on the known
offenders.
As I mentioned before, the success of this bill is going
to depend, amongst other things, on the ability to
implement the legislation. Adequate resourcing should
be a major consideration and we must also make sure
that there is a capability to deliver the implementation. I
am aware that if we go back a few weeks some
legislation was rushed through this Parliament in
anticipation of the release of Mr Baldy. As I understand
it, that has not occurred. One of the problems was that
the ability to implement his release seems to have been
stalled because when an appropriate house was sought
and chosen for Mr Baldy to occupy, it came out that a
young family with two young children was living next
door to it. Yes, let us have the legislation — let us have
the legislative power to do things, but that must be
backed up with the ability to get it right.
In concluding my contribution I point out that The
Nationals support the bill because it focuses on
offenders, but we see it as part of an overall national
strategy aimed at influencing community cultures and
making sure we do not shift to a position where sexual
abuse may become acceptable. The strategy we use to
achieve this outcome must include a strengthening of
our young people’s ability to cope with the various
traumas of life and their preparedness to report possible
cases of sexual abuse against them to the authorities.
Linked to that we must have a relationship between the
authorities, whether it be the school principal or the
police, so that young people who are being abused have
the confidence to report it and the problem can be
nipped in the bud. The police in schools program helps
normalise those relationships and should be
encouraged.
We should make sure that the other measures we are
working on to protect our children, such as requiring
police checks to weed out despicable people who are
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offenders, are not so resource-consuming that they limit
the ability to implement this targeted piece of
legislation. Equally, those measures should not be so
onerous that they deter honest and genuine people in
the community from working with our young people
and providing them with an appropriate environment. If
honest and genuine people are discouraged from doing
so we run the risk of paedophiles taking advantage of
that opportunity.
In the implementation of this legislation, which is part
of an overall strategy, let us make sure we have a
commonsense approach to protecting our children from
the actions of a minority in our community who
commit vile acts of sexual abuse against our children.
With those remarks, I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — It is an
interesting experience to take part in a debate where
there is such furious agreement and support of
legislation among all the representatives of parties who
have spoken up to this point. From my knowledge of
the Independents I would be very confident there would
be furious agreement from that quarter as well.
It is good to take part in a debate that supports such
robust legislation where Victoria is taking a national
leadership role. It has the toughest regime in Australia
for dealing with sexual offenders and was the second
Australian jurisdiction to introduce a register of sexual
offenders in accordance with the national scheme.
The registration scheme goes further than the template
national scheme by including the ability of courts to opt
to put serious sexual offenders against adults on the
register, whereas the registration of offenders against
children is automatic because it is mandated.
The core of this strategy was put in place by the Serious
Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004 and the
monitoring regulations of March 2005. The amendment
bill we have before us tidies up that initial legislation,
given that we have had the benefit of reflecting on the
events that have occurred since the early
implementation and the way the other states have
followed our lead in putting their registers together.
After consultation with a working group from the
Office of Public Prosecutions, and taking into account
the different opinions that have been coming in from
recognised experts in this area, it is clear that the
legislation needs some slight amendment for further
improvement. I am indebted to the member for
Scoresby for going through those provisions in detail
and for expressing his support for each one of them.
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Since the legislation has been in place a total of 666
offenders have been identified as being registrable in
Victoria — although that number can change on a daily
basis. Of them, 655 are subject to mandatory
registrations — that is, they have committed offences
against children. Eleven are subject to discretionary
registrations — that is, they have committed offences
against adults and the court has opted to order that they
be registrable offenders. The total number of offenders
who have been registered and have either been released
or sentenced subsequent to the introduction of the
legislation last year is 398, and of that total 26 have
transferred to other states. We have received 11
registrable offenders from interstate.

talked about the overwhelming percentage of
paedophilia offences being committed by people who
are known to the young people, such as volunteers and
others. We ought to err on the side of caution and the
side of conservatism in these matters, because you
cannot be too careful. I would urge those drafting
legislation to err on the side of having as extensive a
coverage as can reasonably be achieved.

It is also interesting to note that there has been some
interesting enforcement activity since the introduction
of the legislation. Forty of the registered offenders have
been in breach of the legislation — 37 for failing to
report, 2 for having supplied false information and 1 for
continuing child-related employment. That data on
enforcement ought to put to rest one of the principal
concerns raised in this debate by opposition speakers —
that is, whether, after having registered the appropriate
people, there is any surveillance or enforcement
activity.

Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I too rise to support
the Sex Offenders Registration (Amendment) Bill. We
know that this bill amends a piece of legislation that
was passed in August last year. The amendments in this
bill are aimed at fixing the weaknesses in that
legislation, some of which were clearly detailed and
highlighted strongly by the Liberal Party in last year’s
debate. We supported the original Sex Offenders
Registration Bill because of our very fundamental
belief that everything possible should be done to protect
all people, mostly women, from serious sex offenders
and children from paedophiles. My record in this place
points to the fact that I have a strong belief in the need
to protect Victorian children and indeed all children in
Australia.

I am informed that there are analysts in the sex
offenders registrar’s office whose job it is to keep an
eye on the enforcement activities and to check — as the
member for Scoresby requested — the accuracy and
validity of the information and take action when
required. That office and the operational police have the
power, the ability and obviously the information not
only to check on the status of registrants but also to take
action. The official record demonstrates very clearly
that the accuracy of the register and the integrity of the
system are quite high operational priorities for the
police, and I am sure the community and interested
groups will be comforted by the effort that is under
way. The concerns raised by the member for Scoresby
have been answered by that information.
The member for Benalla expressed his concern that in
looking at the attitude to paedophilia government
strategies need to be constantly improved and the
community needs to be constantly vigilant. I would
have thought that if recent history shows anything it is
that the environment for surveillance and for greater
engagement with young people in order to set up
preventative strategies is stronger than ever. The
community’s concern about these issues is manifest and
is feeding through to the government, and that is why
this legislation is before the house. The member for
Benalla also raised concerns about the working with
children legislation. I was surprised to hear that. He also

It is a pleasure to be part of the passage of this bill. The
principal legislation is made all the more effective and
comprehensive by this bill. It deserves to be supported,
and I note with some satisfaction that it is supported by
all parties in this house. I urge its speedy passage.

The view was also expressed that the community would
like to see harsher penalties for paedophiles and very
serious sex offenders as well as stricter controls on the
monitoring of sex offenders in the community. A lot of
this came to light when some serious sex offenders
were about to be released. There are some very notable
people whom the community is extremely aware have
been released back into the community.
The debate also focused on the fact that paedophiles are
considered to be particularly abhorrent and usually have
a very high propensity to reoffend and re-harm
children. So addressing recidivism is very much part of
the aim of this type of legislation — that is, to ensure
that very strict controls and monitoring of these people
are put in place to stop that recidivism.
Concern was also expressed about the inadequacy of
sentencing decisions in cases involving rapists and
paedophiles when they have escaped imprisonment in
this state. While I do not wish to mention any particular
cases, there has been a growing awareness and a
growing state of unease in the community about some
of the sentencing we have seen. A lot of people have
expressed views in relation to this issue. Support for the
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legislation gave recognition to the fact that Victoria’s
worst sex offenders will now be tracked by police for,
we would hope, the rest of their lives, because their
names and details will be recorded on the register.
Members of the Liberal Party had raised some concerns
about the implementation of the original bill’s
provisions. Some of those concerns have now been
substantiated with the introduction of this amending
bill. The concerns raised last year were in essence
threefold. Firstly, the onus for reporting to the sex
offenders register lay with the offender and there was
no compulsion to report changes of name and address.
Secondly, concerns were expressed about the reliability
of the information supplied by the offender and what
checks were in place to ensure the accuracy of the
register. Thirdly, concerns were expressed about the
accessibility of the information to operational police
particularly when investigating crimes that were
happening or had occurred within their local area —
say, the kidnapping of a child. We are particularly
pleased that under this legislation those offenders on the
register will be prevented from working or applying for
work in child-related employment. I think the
Parliament is happy with that.
I turn to the main provisions of this bill. There were
concerns that there was no legislative compulsion for
notification of the change of name nor for the courts to
provide information directly to the register. The onus
for notification was entirely with the offender. This bill
provides that the Registry of Births, Deaths and
Marriages must notify the Chief Commissioner of
Police, who is the administrator of the register, that a
registrable offender has changed his or her name — or
gender, which is a very important point. A registrable
offender is a person sentenced by a court for a
registrable offence, defined as being either a class 1 or 2
offence against children or a non-automatically
registrable offence which results in the issuance of a sex
offender registration order. The bill also provides for
mandatory notification by the courts to the Chief
Commissioner of Police of the results of an appeal
against a conviction, a sentence or a sex offender
registration order.
The bill clarifies and expands the definitions of
‘government custody’ and ‘supervised sentence’, the
aim being to ensure definitions are all encompassing.
The expanded definitions include mentally ill offenders
of whom a determination has been made that they are
forensic residents, involuntary patients or security
patients under custodial supervision orders or hospital
orders. This provision overcomes an anomaly resulting
from a recent case whereby a sex offender who was
found not guilty due to mental impairment but was

Wednesday, 25 May 2005

instructed to undertake a non-custodial program was
not considered a registrable offender. It will mean that
offenders with a mental illness not imprisoned can be
placed on the register and have to report, which is very
important. The expanded definitions also include
detainees, thereby applying to youth offenders in youth
training centres. I was pleased to see that. Of course we
have seen enormous problems within the juvenile
justice system — but perhaps that is for another time.
The previous provisions did not apply to juvenile
detainees.
Another provision is that during sentencing the courts
cannot take into consideration the consequential effects
of an offender being placed on the register and thereby
give a lesser sentence. That is a very sensible provision.
Also, consistency in the application of appropriate
reporting periods is refined in this bill to overcome
potential anomalies. Previously a sex offender
committing a single extremely serious offence could
have a shorter period of reporting required than an
offender convicted of multiple or minor offences. The
bill also removes the previous age limitation to being
considered a serious sex offender and captures
offenders under the age of 21.
Corresponding registrable offenders from other states
only have to be registrable in their own jurisdiction, not
necessarily be convicted of a registrable offence in
Victoria, in order for them to have to comply with
reporting requirements of the register. Living in a
federation of states it is very important that we can
track people across borders.
However, despite all this — and there are a lot more
provisions within this piece of legislation — the Liberal
Party still has some concerns, and I think it is important
to put those on the record. One is that the onus of
reporting regularly still lies with the offender; and
secondly, the register is still only as good as the
information provided. In this context there remains
serious concern from operational police that there is no
provision or power given to police or corrections
officers for determining the veracity of information
provided by offenders — that is, the checking of home
addresses et cetera. The police view this loophole as a
serious procedural deficiency which could be exploited
by recidivist sex offenders. Another concern is over the
existing frequency of reporting by offenders. Are the
respective 12-month and 14-day reporting requirements
sufficient? Finally, victims groups believe reporting
requirements should be for the life of all serious sex
offenders and do not accept periods of reporting any
less than this.
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I would like to make one small point before I finish.
The Nationals speaker spoke about the importance of
the police in schools program and expressed some
concern about that program not proceeding in its
current format. I think there is a very important
relationship between the police force and young people
in our community. I think that program particularly
supported a strong relationship, and it is important that
police be seen as role models and as people whom
young children feel comfortable approaching and
talking to about the issues that are of concern to them.
I certainly had the experience as a 10-year-old of being
approached by someone inappropriately. A young
policewoman came to my home and I was able to talk
to her. In those days there was a very strong
relationship between the community and the police
force and a great feeling of trust. I, too, support the
notion that that program should be continued and
strengthened so that our children realise that the police
force is there for the protection of all people, including
children, and that children can very easily communicate
with the man or woman in blue. I support this
legislation.
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I welcome the
opposition’s support for this piece of legislation.
Bipartisan support is very useful to the Parliament in
combating these menaces to our society. I rise today to
speak in support of the Sex Offenders Registration
(Amendment) Bill 2005. The purpose of this bill is to
make minor administrative amendments to the Serious
Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 and the Sex
Offenders Registration Act 2004 to ensure their smooth
operation. I spoke on those bills at the time of their
passing through this house, so I will not again cover the
ground included in them, but I would like to say that the
original passing of those bills by this house — once
again with, if I recall correctly, bipartisan support —
was representative of this government’s determination
to protect our community from the perpetrators of
heinous sexual crimes.
I have, as the member for Caulfield has, a personal
repugnance for theses crimes, and I particularly abhor
sexual crimes against children. They are innocent
victims, and we must do everything we can to protect
them. I note, as the member for Footscray said, that
there are now 398 registered offenders on the registered
offenders list. That means there are almost 400 sexual
predators who are being watched closely, as a result of
this legislation, to protect innocent victims, mainly
women, from them and any further damage they might
do. All of our government’s actions in support of
community safety — from an extra 1150 police and all
our new police stations to a raft of other tough-on-crime
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legislation — are very welcome to me in this context.
These amendments will aid in the smooth application of
the provisions of the previous two acts, the Serious Sex
Offenders Monitoring Act 2005 and the Sex Offenders
Registration Act 2004.
The main amendments include the calculation of the
length of the reporting period. A single class 2
offence — for example, indecent assault — will have a
reporting period of 8 years; a single class 1 offence —
sexual penetration of a child — will have a 15-year
reporting period; two class 2 offences will have a
15-year reporting period; two or more class 1 offences
will mean reporting for life; one class 1 offence and one
or more class 2 offences will mean reporting for life;
and three or more class 2 offences will also involve
reporting for life. I think it is a particularly good idea to
keep an eye on these people for their entire lives.
The bill also provides for correspondence between the
states of registrable offenders, so all registrable
offenders who relocate from another state or territory to
Victoria will report to Victoria Police as intended by the
courts in their home states. That is to protect against
state skipping. There is also an amendment to the
Sentencing Act 1991 to clarify that a court must not
have regard to whether a person is a registrable
offender subject to reporting orders when imposing a
sentence for a sexual offence. The ability of the
prosecution to make an application for up to 30 days
from the date of the trial is extended and the bill
contains a range of other amendments, from those
relating to the births, deaths and marriages registrar to
those covering photography and the disclosure of
personal information.
I support this legislation. I support our government’s
determination to improve and protect the safety of
members of our community, particularly our children. I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I welcome the
opportunity to make a brief contribution to debate in
support of the Sex Offenders Registration
(Amendment) Bill. As other speakers have mentioned
today, these amendments are designed to further
enhance the protection of our community against the
activities of paedophiles and other serious sex
offenders. Members I am sure, as some have talked
about today, will remember the important provisions
that we passed last year to provide a level of protection
for our community, especially children, against
reoffenders in particular. These amendments are
designed to ensure that there is greater monitoring, that
some of the legal and technical issues that have arisen
have been dealt with and that there is no question about
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the application of the pieces of legislation that we
passed last year.
It is clear that this government is very committed to
ensuring that it provides the best protection for all
people in our community, but particularly for children,
the most vulnerable people in our community. I know
that for all of us who are parents — and who are
mothers — one of the worst issues you could confront
is a person whom you trusted betraying that trust. In the
case of children that is particularly appalling.
Unfortunately most sexual offences against children
occur amongst family and friends. This bill strengthens
our capacity to protect our children from serious sexual
offences.
It is very hard for most of us to understand how anyone
would attack children in this way, but unfortunately it
does happen and children are betrayed. As a
government we have sent a strong message to the
whole community that sexual offences are very serious,
that they will be treated as such, that we think these
practices are unacceptable and that if you engage in
them you will suffer long-term consequences as a
result. This whole package of protections — the bills
we passed last year and the amendments being made
here today — clearly signal to the community that we
are serious about protecting our children from the
activities of paedophiles and other sex offenders.
All of us in the community have a responsibility to
protect our children, and we as a government have put
in place some of the toughest measures in the country
to do so. Building on the national framework that was
put in place we have made sure we have got the
toughest measures in place, and we do not resile from
that. I commend the bill to the house and wish it a
speedy passage.
Mr LANGUILLER (Derrimut) — This is a good
bill, one that is warranted, unfortunately, and one that is
supported by all parties in the Parliament. In that sense
it gives me pleasure to rise today to speak briefly in
relation to the Sex Offenders Registration
(Amendment) Bill. There have been a number of very
good contributions on both sides of politics, but I wish
briefly to make some additional comments in the
limited time available. The first is that there has been
broad consultation with the Chief Commissioner of
Police, with police and with victims of crime, which
has confirmed that there is absolute outrage in the
community in relation to sex offenders, as members in
this house would be able to confirm.
The very clear and tangible expectation of governments
is that they be tough and harsh in relation to the
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measures taken and penalties imposed. Incidentally, I
have received very strong representations from a
number of families in my electorate who expect us as
the government to take very harsh measures in relation
to sex offenders. The first put to me that sex offenders
should be on a database register for life, and I must say
on a personal level, with four children, I would have no
objection to that.
The other matter of interest that I raise relates to the
levels of cooperation and integration of systems at a
regional and international level. It is important to
recognise that the more we pressure sex offenders,
particularly paedophiles, the more likely it is we might
generate what in other jurisdictions is called the ‘splash
effect’ — namely, pushing them onto other
jurisdictions, other regions or other countries. It is
vitally important that in some ways we take the path
that the UK has taken in relation to the information
sought from sex offenders and the requirements of
them — for example, I note with interest that in the UK
there is a range of requirements, including that the sex
offender has to provide passport details and health
insurance details. If they wish to go overseas they must
provide details in relation to their whereabouts. When
they return to the UK they have to provide details. I
personally would have no objection to those harsh
requirements. I think it is important that we cooperate.
This is a matter for all nations to get onto.
I am mindful that I am expected to conclude very
quickly, but I say the following. Similarly we need to
be cognisant that some sex offenders, particularly
paedophiles, may migrate to Australia. I warn and I
caution about that. I have knowledge that in some other
countries there is no register, no database and not
necessarily acknowledgment or information in relation
to sex offenders, and some may well attempt to enter
countries like Australia. I have become aware of one
case arising out of the fact of there being no register of
a particular crime. This person had been convicted of
rape overseas but managed to get into Australia, and is
now a resident and an Australian citizen simply because
that information cannot be ascertained or confirmed
overseas.
I commend the government and the minister. This is
good legislation. This is a good measure. It confirms
the government’s commitment to be tough, to take
harsh measures when and if required, but concurrently
to recognise and be cognisant that we have to continue
to encourage education, community awareness and
community strengthening in order to progressively
diminish the number of sex offences in our
communities. I commend the bill to the house.
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Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — I rise to briefly
make a contribution to this bill on behalf of all the
children and child victims of the Hastings electorate.
This bill is for them, for their ongoing protection and
peace of mind. They are our most valuable and precious
asset and it is good and right that this bill is before the
house now with these very important amendments.
The Sex Offenders Registration Act, which
commenced in October last year, has been very well
received by the Victorian community, particularly by
the many support groups, parent groups and advocates
on behalf of our children, and they are the ones I would
like to focus on in my discussion on behalf of our
children across this state. I want to thank in particular
two women for their work: Dr S. Caroline Taylor and
another very special woman, Virginia Oczkowski, who
over 25 years ago went public about her experiences as
a victim of incest and as a consequence was the
foundation member of a very comprehensive incest
support group across the western suburbs that linked in
with WestCASA and the other centres against sexual
assault that sprang up around the state after that.
Since enacting this legislation last year three more
states have followed suit with this legislation. Ours is
much tougher than any other state and from the outset I
certainly want to thank the minister for the fantastic
support that I have been given by his great team of
staff, and the Office of Public Prosecutions for
continuing to enhance aspects of this very important
legislation in terms of making sure that it affords the
best protection as well as ongoing surveillance of
people that come under the registration process. As I
said before, I certainly want to acknowledge the work
that the CASAs have done across the state and our
Department of Human Services which does so much in
dealing with victims of sexual assault.
I have been involved in and contributed to previous
debates on the related legislation on the issue of sex
offenders and I am happy to say that I have had the
opportunity to speak with many people across the
electorate who have been greatly supportive of this
legislation. The intention of the amendments in this bill
today is very clear. They will make sure that the
reporting requirements are greater, the opportunity to
evade is negated and there is vigilance in the continuing
ongoing protection of children.
I want to highlight in closing some of the data that the
member for Footscray raised in his contribution, which
I think attests to the effectiveness of this legislation to
date. We have had 660 registrable offenders and 368 of
them are currently on the register. There has been
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comprehensive surveillance of those people resulting in
over 40 breaches. So the police are serious about this.
On a final point, this is more than a policing issue; it is
a community issue. That is probably the one issue that I
would like to raise following comments made by
opposition members in their contributions. The
community must embrace the issue of making sure that
sexual assault does not continue. I support the bill and
wish it a speedy passage.
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — In summing up this important piece of
legislation I want to begin by thanking all members for
their contributions, and particularly for the spirit in
which the debate around this legislation has been
conducted. It is true that all sides of the house share an
abhorrence and condemnation of conduct which
amounts to sexual abuse, and child sexual abuse in
particular. So it is important, when we introduce
measures or amending measures which seek to provide
the most appropriate protective regime against those
sorts of offences, that the debate is held in a spirit of
bipartisanship and cooperation, and that has certainly
occurred here this afternoon.
I want to address a couple of specific issues that
different members raised in their contributions. The
member for Scoresby, and indeed other opposition
members, raised a couple of specific issues. While
supporting the amending legislation they
acknowledged, or raised again, a couple of issues which
I understand they raised when the original legislation
establishing the sex offenders register was debated last
year.
The first was in relation to the onus of reporting. I
understand that opposition members have some
concerns in relation to where the onus for reporting
ought lie. I want to reiterate to the house, and remind all
members, that under the government’s legislative
arrangements the maximum penalty for a breach
offence for a failure to report is two years
imprisonment, so there is a serious penalty in place for
those who do not meet their obligations under the
legislation as it currently stands. We think that is
effective and appropriate, notwithstanding the
comments that opposition members have made in
relation to that.
Secondly, the member for Scoresby, and I think also a
couple of other members, raised some concerns, or at
least expressed an interest about the capacity for
Victoria Police to properly enforce these mechanisms
and make sure that the legislation and the mechanisms
that have been in place are as effective as possible. I
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know that in his contribution the member for Footscray
provided some data to the house which I want to
reiterate and re-emphasise. There have been
40 instances where police have taken action in relation
to various offences committed under the legislation:
37 for failure to report; 2 for failure to furnish accurate
information; and one instance of a person who did not
respond to directions that were given to him under that
legislation. So we believe that there is an effective
enforcement ability and capacity under the legislation
as it currently stands, and we believe that the measures
that we are agreeing to in the house today will make
those mechanisms even more effective.
I want to take up one comment made by the member
for Benalla. I understood him to say in passing — I
may be doing him a disservice, and I do not want to
misrepresent his view — that the legislative measures
that have been introduced as part of these amendments
were in some way related to our ability to deal with
Brian Keith Jones upon his release from jail. He
mentioned the media coverage of the efforts by staff of
Corrections Victoria to find suitable accommodation
for Mr Jones upon his release from prison.
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always difficult to anticipate all the different
possibilities, and I think they have done a terrific job to
give this Parliament good legislation which we think
will help protect and safeguard Victorians into the
future.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clause 1
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, after line 15 insert —
“( )

to amend the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act 2005 consistently with
amendments being made by this Act to the
definitions of registrable offences and to clarify
to which court an application may be made under
that Act for an extended supervision order; and”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.

I would just make the point that that media speculation
related to circumstances which do not relate to the
legislation which the Parliament is debating today. It
instead concerns the environmental scan which is
conducted by Corrections Victoria prior to the release
from prison of someone of Mr Jones’s notoriety — if
that is an appropriate word to use. It is a normal course
of events; it is a safety mechanism in place to make
sure that all things are taken into account before such
people are housed somewhere in the community. I just
want to make sure that the member for Benalla
understands that this legislation does not relate in any
way to those events.

Clause 2

By way of conclusion, I want to again thank all
members for their contributions. They include the
members for Scoresby, Benalla, Footscray, Caulfield,
Mordialloc, Bellarine, Derrimut and Hastings. We
appreciate the spirit in which this debate has been
conducted. Incidentally, we also appreciate the support
that the opposition and The Nationals have provided for
our house amendments to enable their speedy
acceptance by the chamber.

Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 3 to 27 agreed to.

Finally, I want to record my thanks to the departmental
staff at the Department of Justice who have worked
very hard, both in relation to these amendments but also
in relation to the principal legislation, the Sex Offenders
Registration Act and the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act. In both instances it is legislation which
to some extent takes us into uncharted territory. It is

Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I move:
2.

Clause 2, line 27, after “3” insert “, 24(3), 24(4), 26”.

3.

Clause 2, after line 29 insert —
“( )

Sections 24(1) and 24(2) are deemed to have
come into operation on 1 October 2004.”.

4.

Clause 2, line 30, omit “(3)” and insert “(4)”.

5.

Clause 2, page 3, line 1, omit “(2)” and insert “(3)”.

New clause AA
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I move:
6.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 23 —
‘AA. Other registrable offences
(1)

In Schedule 1 to the Principal Act —
(a)

in item 1 for “of a child” substitute “where
the person against whom the offence is
committed is a child”;

(b)

at the foot of item 1 insert —
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items 4 and 5 are repealed;

(d)

in item 6, for “5” substitute “3”;

(e)

after item 6 insert —

“2A.

(4)

paragraph (ab);

(b)

paragraph (ac);

(c)

paragraph (b)(i) and (ii);

(d)

paragraph (c)(iii), (iv), (vi), (vii), (ix), (x),
(xii), (xiii), (xvi), (xvii) and (xix);

(e)

paragraph (d)(i), (ii), (iii), (v), (vi), (viii),
(ix), (xi), (xii) and (xiii);
paragraph (e)(i) and (ii).”.

After item 26 of Schedule 2 to the Principal Act
insert —
“26A. Without limiting item 26, an offence
referred to in paragraph (ab), (ac), (b), (c),
(d) or (e) of Schedule 1 to the Sentencing
Act 1991 where the person against whom
the offence is committed is a child other
than an offence that is a Class 1 offence for
the purposes of this Act by force of
item 6A of Schedule 1.”.

(a)

paragraph (b)(i) and (ii);

(b)

paragraph (c)(iii), (iv), (vi), (vii), (xvi),
(xvii) and (xix);

(c)

paragraph (d)(i), (ii), (iii), (xi), (xii) and
(xiii);

(d)

paragraph (e)(i) and (ii).”.

After item 10 of Schedule 4 to the Principal Act
insert —

(a)

a Class 1 offence by force of item 6A of
Schedule 1; or

(b)

a Class 2 offence by force of item 26A of
Schedule 2; or

(c)

a Class 3 offence by force of item 2A of
Schedule 3.”.’.

New clause agreed to.
New clause BB
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I move:
7.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 24 —
“BB. Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005
(1)

After section 5(3) of the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act 2005 insert —
‘(4)

(3) In Schedule 3 to the Principal Act —
(a)

at the foot of item 1 insert —
“Note: Item 1 covers any offence against
the Crimes Act 1958 that involves
sexual penetration where the victim
is an adult including rape (section
38), incest (section 44), sexual
penetration of person with impaired
mental functioning (section 51(1))
and sexual penetration of resident of
residential facility (section 52(1)).”;

(b)

after item 2 insert —

Without limiting item 2, an offence
referred to in any of the following
paragraphs of Schedule 1 to the
Sentencing Act 1991 —

“10A. Without limiting item 10, an offence
referred to in paragraph (ab), (ac), (b), (c),
(d) or (e) of Schedule 1 to the Sentencing
Act 1991 other than an offence that is for
the purposes of this Act —

Without limiting item 6, an offence
referred to in any of the following
paragraphs of Schedule 1 to the
Sentencing Act 1991 where the
person against whom the offence is
committed is a child —

(a)

(f)
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Item 1 covers any offence against
the Crimes Act 1958 that involves
sexual penetration where the victim
is a child including rape (section 38),
incest (section 44), sexual
penetration of child under 16
(section 45(1)), sexual penetration of
16 or 17 year old (section 48(1)),
sexual penetration of person with
impaired mental functioning
(section 51(1)) and sexual
penetration of resident of residential
facility (section 52(1)).”;

(c)

“6A.

(2)
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(2)

For the purpose of this section, a custodial
sentence imposed on an offender on
appeal in substitution for a sentence
imposed by the court against the sentence
of which the appeal was brought (the
“lower court”) must be taken to have
been imposed by the lower court.’.

In the Schedule to the Serious Sex Offenders
Monitoring Act 2005 —
(a)

in item 1 for “of a child” substitute
“where the person against whom the
offence is committed is a child”;

(b)

at the foot of item 1 insert —
“Note: Item 1 covers any offence against
the Crimes Act 1958 that involves
sexual penetration where the victim
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is a child including rape (section 38),
incest (section 44), sexual
penetration of child under 16
(section 45(1)), sexual penetration of
16 or 17 year old (section 48(1)),
sexual penetration of person with
impaired mental functioning
(section 51(1)) and sexual
penetration of resident of residential
facility (section 52(1)).”;
(c)

items 4 and 5 are repealed;

(d)

after item 34 insert —
“34A. Without limiting item 34, an
offence referred to in
paragraph (ab), (ac), (b), (c), (d) or
(e) of Schedule 1 to the Sentencing
Act 1991 where the person against
whom the offence is committed is a
child.”.”.

New clause agreed to.

Mr HOLDING (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) — I move:
8.

relating to this purpose addresses what is considered to
be a defect in the legislation that the government
brought to this house last year in the Energy Legislation
(Regulatory Reform) Bill. That bill inserted new
paragraphs (a) and (ab) into section 111(1) of the
Electrical Safety Act 1998. The bill now before the
house replaces the new paragraph (ab) that was inserted
by last year’s bill with new paragraphs (ab) and (ac).
Paragraph (ab) in last year’s bill referred to the Office
of the Chief Electrical Inspector being satisfied that the
level of safety to be provided by a scheme is not less
than the level of safety which is required to be provided
by the act and the regulations.
The new paragraph (ab) being inserted in this place by
the present bill provides that:
… in the case of a scheme submitted by a network operator,
the Office is satisfied that the level of safety to be provided by
the scheme minimises as far as practicable —
(i)

Long title

Long title, after “2004,” insert “the Serious Sex
Offenders Monitoring Act 2005,”.

Amendment agreed to; amended long title agreed
to.
Bill agreed to with amendments, including amended
long title.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

ENERGY LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — This is a bill that has
four purposes, as set out in clause 1. Three of those
purposes do not raise any concerns of significance.
There are, however, a number of issues arising from the
other of those purposes.
The first purpose is to amend the Electricity Safety Act
1998 in relation to the definition of what is required to
be achieved in order for an electrical safety
management scheme to be acceptable. The amendment
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the hazards and risks to the safety of any person arising
from the upstream network to which the scheme applies;
and

(ii) the hazards and risks of damage to the property of any
person arising from the upstream network to which the
scheme applies; and

Then the new paragraph (ac) to be inserted provides:
in the case of any other scheme, the Office is satisfied that the
level of safety to be provided by the scheme is not less than
the level of safety which is required to be provided by this the
act and the regulations.

In summary, the amendments being made by this bill
insert a new set of requirements in relation to schemes
submitted by network operators. I understand that this
change is being made at the request of the distribution
companies to remove what they consider to be legal
uncertainty about the operation of the amendments that
were made by last year’s bill. I am not aware of exactly
what their concerns are, but the changes that are being
made by the present bill on this score seem
unexceptional and the opposition does not raise any
concern in relation to them.
The third purpose of the present bill — I will come
back to the second purpose later on — is to amend the
Gas Industry Act 2001 to provide that a review of
VENCorp may be undertaken before 2007. The reason
for this amendment is that the Gas Industry Act 2001
currently provides in section 205(1) that the minister
must cause a review of this part to be undertaken in
2007 by the Australian Competition and Consumer
Commission or another person nominated by the
minister. The amendment in the bill deletes the
reference to the words ‘in 2007’ so that there is no time
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limit on when the minister can cause the review to be
undertaken. However, section 205(2) of the Gas
Industry Act 2001 provides and will continue to
provide that the person undertaking the review must
report in writing to the minister on the outcome of the
review on or before 31 December 2007. The net result
is that the review can be commenced in 2005 or 2006
as well as in 2007 but it must still be completed before
31 December 2007. Again, the opposition has no
objection to this change.
The fourth purpose of the present bill is to amend the
Fuel Emergency Act 1977 in relation to proclamations
declaring a state of emergency due to a fuel shortage.
There are two respects in which the bill amends the
Fuel Emergency Act 1977. The first is to insert a
reference to the ability to declare an emergency being
treated in a situation where:
… an event has occurred or is about to occur …

The reason for inserting those words is that as presently
drafted the Fuel Emergency Act 1977 refers to conduct
by particular persons. The act is directed primarily at
industrial action and other deliberate disruption by
people of the supply of fuels, whereas this broadening
of the words is intended to cover events that might
occur, other than through the action of individuals that
threaten fuel supplies. For example, it may cover a
breakdown of machinery or other supply arrangements.
The amendments being made to the Fuel Emergency
Act arise out of difficulties that arose with the supply of
briquettes last year. At present the emergencies that can
be declared by the Governor in Council can apply for
only seven days at a time. The second amendment
being made by the bill is to allow those declarations of
a fuel emergency to be made for up to three months.
Again this is a change to which the opposition does not
take any objection.
As I referred to earlier, there is a second purpose to the
bill, which is to amend the Electricity Industry Act
2000 in relation to the methodology for determining
amounts payable by generation companies for land use.
That relates to the rates or payments in lieu of rates that
generation companies are required to pay to local
government. There is a considerable history to this
issue and a number of concerns are raised by the bill.
The provisions that are currently in force which at
present are to be found in section 94 of the Electricity
Industry Act 2000 have their origin in the restructuring
and privatisation of the electricity industry that was
undertaken in the 1990s.
They carry forward amendments that were made at that
time to provide for a payment in lieu of rates to be
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agreed to between a generation company and a
municipal council, or in the absence of such an
agreement, by a process of arbitration. At the time these
amendments were made to the electricity industry
legislation they were directed towards the generating
plants in the Latrobe Valley. These plants had
previously been in government ownership but were
being privatised, and upon privatisation, if other
amendments were not made, would have become liable
to pay municipal rates in line with other private sector
owners of property within the municipality concerned.
However, these arrangements were made for them, as
indeed particular arrangements had been made for Loy
Yang B land in 1992, as I understand it.
This legislative regime, which was carried forward
from the Electricity Industry (Residual Provisions) Act
1993 into the Electricity Industry Act 2000, was last
year amended to insert provisions primarily directed
towards wind farms, which fell within the definition of
‘generating companies’ The amendments inserted a
new section 94(8A), which deemed a generation
company to be liable to pay rates in respect of land used
for generation functions if they were liable under an
agreement with someone who was liable to pay rates in
respect of that land, as well as if they were liable to pay
rates on their own account. That was designed to deal
with the situation where the operator of a wind farm
leased land from a landowner, quite often a farmer, who
remained the person liable to pay the rates. But
presumably there was some sort of reimbursement
arrangement between the wind farm as the lessee of the
land on which the wind farm is built and the farmer or
other landowner.
Subsequent to that legislation, in August of last year the
government commissioned a panel to investigate the
mechanism by which the payments in lieu of rates were
to be determined. I should say that under the legislative
arrangements as they stand at present the generation
company and the council may agree to an amount to be
paid in lieu of rates. If they cannot agree, then the
amount is to be determined by an arbitrator. The
arbitrator is required by section 94(6) to proceed as
follows:
In determining an amount under sub-section (5), an arbitrator
must have regard to the methodology by which amounts
payable under an agreement in force under section 27(2)(a) of
the Loy Yang B Act 1982 immediately before 8 May 1987
were determined.

The panel was commissioned in August 2004 to review
the framework currently applying under the Electricity
Industry Act for the determination of these amounts.
The panel was requested to take into account the
adequacy of the methodology currently applied to

ENERGY LEGISLATION (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
1412

ASSEMBLY

provide certainty for electricity sector investors and
Victorian local governments — in particular, the
requirement to refer to the Loy Yang B decision. The
panel was also requested to take into account the
potential impact of the current framework and any
possible alternative rating approach on the
competitiveness of the various types of Victorian
electricity generators operating in the national
electricity market, the competitiveness of the Victorian
economy, the attractiveness of Victoria as an energy
sector investment location, and the ability of local
governments to obtain reasonable rate or
rate-equivalent revenue from electricity generators
compared with other significant industrial and
commercial activities. There were several other terms
of reference as well.
The panel went through the process of issuing a
discussion paper, then a position paper and then a final
report that made various recommendations. The
government responded to the final report in April of
this year and accepted a range of recommendations,
including that:
… electricity generators should continue to have an option,
under the Electricity Industry Act, to be able to elect not to
pay rates under the Local Government Act and to make
payments in lieu of rates under specific provisions.

The second recommendation was that payments in lieu
of rates should be based on $40 000 plus $900 per
megawatt of rated capacity in June 2005 values, to be
indexed annually to the Melbourne consumer price
index. The third recommendation was that discounts on
the payment figure should apply to generators operating
at low capacity, with a 50 per cent discount for
generators operating at less than 10 per cent capacity
and a 25 per cent discount for operators operating at
between 10 per cent and 20 per cent of capacity. Other
recommendations include that notwithstanding the
payment value recommended by the panel, generators
and local governments should be able to reach mutually
acceptable agreements on whatever terms and
conditions are acceptable to the parties.
Any existing agreements should continue for the term
specified in the agreement. If the parties are unable to
reach agreement, the arbitrator is to take into account
the basis recommended by the panel and may also
consider other issues presented by the parties which
may be relevant, including but not limited to the age of
the relevant generator, where this can be shown to have
a demonstrable effect on the efficiency of its output,
and the impact of the generator on the local area, both
positive and negative, again where it can be shown that
these impacts should have a material effect on the
proposed payment level.
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Those are the recommendations of the panel which the
government has announced it will accept. The bill
currently before the house sets up a mechanism
whereby the government, through an order in council,
is able to specify a methodology that is to be applied by
an arbitrator if the arbitrator has to arbitrate on the
amount to be paid by a generation company to a
municipality. It is important to emphasise that the bill
itself does not embody the scale of payments
recommended by the panel. Indeed subject to exactly
how the order in council that the government makes
implements the recommendations that the government
says it has accepted, it may not be that in any particular
case the arbitrator will be forced to apply the scale that
may be specified by the order in council.
The bill replaces existing section 94(6) of the
Electricity Industry Act 2000, to which I referred earlier
in talking about the arbitrator being required to have
regard to the methodology under the Loy Yang B
decision, with new subsections which state:
(6)

In determining an amount required to be paid under
sub-section (5), an arbitrator must have regard to any
methodology prescribed by an Order under
sub-section (6A).

(6A) The Governor in Council may, by Order published in
the Government Gazette, prescribe a methodology for
determining amounts payable under sub-section (5).
(6B) A power may only be exercised under sub-section (6A)
on the joint recommendation of the Minister and the
Minister administering the Local Government Act 1989.

In other words, the bill before the house sets up a
framework by which an order in council may specify a
methodology to which an arbitrator is to have regard,
but it would still seem to be open to the arbitrator to
take other factors into account in addition to the
methodology prescribed under the order in council.
This arrangement raises a number of issues. One that I
refer to initially is the question of the duration of the
agreements that may be reached between generation
companies and municipalities or the duration of the
arbitrated determinations.
This is an issue that applies to the legislation as it stands
at present as much as to the amendments. The panel
and other arrangements seem to contemplate that the
elections by generation companies or councils to have a
payment in lieu of rates can be time-limited elections. It
is not exactly clear how the time period for which that
election applies is to be determined or whether parties,
once they have elected to have payments in lieu, can
elect to cease to make payments in lieu and to instead
make payments of municipal rates. There does not
seem to be a great deal of guidance as to how long an
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arbitrated decision is to apply or what the mechanisms
are by which it can be reviewed. As I have said, this
issue applies as much to the existing legislation as it
will apply to the new regime.
I should say that there is also another amendment being
made by the bill, which is to insert a new definition of
land used for generation functions. At present section
94 (9) defines land used for generation functions simply
to mean:
… land on which a power station is situated …

The definition to be substituted by the bill adds the
words:
(a) whether or not the land consists of more than one parcel
of land; and
(b) if the land consists of more than one parcel, whether or
not those parcels are contiguous or in the same
ownership …

This change of definition presumably intends to reflect
the situation with wind farms. They may be based on
more than one parcel of land, but I am not sure how far
this amendment actually advances the situation because
the term ‘power station’ is not defined and therefore it
is not exactly clear when a collection of wind farm
turbines is regarded as one power station or whether
each wind farm turbine is regarded as a separate power
station. If the answer to that is commonsense without
definition, then the existing definition would seem to
suit the situation. If it is not obvious by commonsense,
then the change to the definition does not seem to
improve the situation all that much. The point should
also be made that the amendment does not tackle the
other concern that the opposition raised in relation to
last year’s legislation, which is: how do you define
exactly what the land is that is being used for a wind
farm in the first place? Is it whatever land is formally
leased by the landowner to the wind farm operator or is
it to be determined by some sort of objective test as to
what land is actually being used for the wind farm?
I add further that the bill does not fix another problem
that the opposition raised in relation to the legislation
last year. It is not clear that the generation company
itself is liable to pay rates if a generation company is
leasing land from a landowner and has an agreement
with that landowner to reimburse the landowner for
municipal rates, so that the trigger for the invocation of
these provisions would be pulled.
These are matters which the government needs to
address if it wants this legislation to be effective and if
we are not to have a further round of technical
corrections to the legislation in the future. As I said
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earlier, at the end of the day what the government is
doing with this is not actually specifying the scale of
payments which is to apply under the legislation; it
simply gives itself the power by order in council to
specify the methodology the arbitrator has to take into
account. Thus there is a very heavy onus on the
government to satisfy the community that whatever
scale and whatever other provisions it includes in the
order in council adequately balance the competing
needs for certainty and fairness in the setting of imposts
on electricity generators on the one hand and, on the
other hand, the entitlement of the broader community
and other ratepayers in the municipality concerned to
expect that the generation facility makes a fair and
reasonable contribution to that municipality and that the
payment in lieu of rates operates in a way that gives
certainty and fairness to the municipality.
These are all matters which the government needs to
address and justify in this legislation. The opposition
looks forward to the government’s response on these
concerns.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — This
legislation is non-contentious as to part, but is very
contentious as to one of its elements — certainly
insofar as The Nationals are concerned that is the case.
The bill has four essential functions that are set out in
the purposes clause. The first of those provides that the
Electricity Safety Act 1998 is to be amended in relation
to the level of safety to be provided under electricity
safety management schemes submitted by network
operators, and The Nationals have no concerns about
that amendment.
The third amendment provides that the Gas Industry
Act 2001 is to be amended to allow a review of
VENCorp to be undertaken before 2007. The Nationals
are not concerned about that element of the bill. The
fourth amendment provides that the Fuel Emergency
Act 1977 is to be amended in relation to proclamations
declaring a state of emergency due to a fuel shortage.
That is not a matter about which we have any concern.
It is the second of these amendments that we are very
concerned about. That is the issue I wish to concentrate
on for the purposes of making my contribution to the
debate today. That amends the Electricity Industry Act
2000 with regard to the methodology for determining
amounts payable by generation companies for land use.
The specific element of concern that we have is with
wind farms and the impact of the proposed
amendments upon rating arrangements applicable to the
development of wind farms in Victoria.
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It must also be said that our degree of concern about
this is such that we oppose this legislation and we will
vote against it. We see a situation here where the
municipalities within Victoria that are faced with the
prospect of the development of wind farms are again
going to miss out. We see this first hand in a lot of our
own electorates — particularly in my electorate of
Gippsland South — and we cannot subscribe to a
position where in this case the Shire of South
Gippsland, being but one example, will have a
reduction in the rating otherwise available to it under
existing arrangements. Therefore this is an element of
the legislation that we simply cannot support. The
legislation itself, as has been observed by the member
for Box Hill, does not actually specify amounts of
money or a formula for the calculation of rates. Rather
it sets out the mechanism whereby ultimately an order
in council can be proclaimed, which will in turn set a
framework for an arbitrator’s involvement should it
come to the point where agreement cannot be reached
between the parties.
In all of this I wish to speak particularly about the
practical application of the process that has played out
as this issue has been the subject of consideration by the
government. I do not intend tracking through it all
again, because the member for Box Hill, as is his wont,
has traced through that history completely. I want to cut
to the chase, as it were, and talk about the situation that
applies in the Shire of South Gippsland. At Toora in
that shire there is presently a wind farm that is owned
and operated by the Stanwell Corporation, a wholly
owned corporate entity of the Queensland government.
It comprises 12 turbines. In the shire we are also faced
with the prospect of the development of the wind farm
at Bald Hills, which will have 52 turbines, and another
one at Wonthaggi, which will have 6 turbines —
although it must be said that that one is just across the
border of the Shire of South Gippsland in the Shire of
Bass Coast.
In the South Gippsland shire, though, we are also faced
with the prospect of the development of the wind farm
at Dollar, which will have 48 turbines, and then on the
hit list of these proponents is another development at
Welshpool, with the number of turbines as I understand
it yet undetermined. So we do not know quite where we
are insofar as that one is concerned. Suffice it to say,
though, that the South Gippsland shire faces the
unenviable prospect of a considerable area of the
landscape being subject to those forms of development.
Needless to say, the outcomes for the shire, its
constituents and communities arising from the matters
the subject of consideration of this legislation are
therefore very important. Those implications are
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various. The first thing is that the usual bases for
valuations for the purposes of calculation of rates,
namely a reliance on capital improved value (CIV), is
no longer to apply. The formula set out in the panel
report, which has been adopted by the government, is
that which in practical terms will apply. Perhaps ‘apply’
is too literal a term, but it will set the parameters of
consideration for the charges which can be applied.
When you have regard to the way that this will impact
upon the existing wind farm at Toora the outcome is
instructive. Page 27 of the report provided by the panel
to the government sets out a chart which traces the
various factors that go to the bases upon which the
calculation of the rates will be made in time to come. It
is a very good document and I suggest that members
have regard to it. What it shows in the case of Toora is
that the amount paid for rates last year was about
$77 000. With the application of this new system the
rates charge will be $59 000. The loss incurred by the
South Gippsland shire will therefore be $18 000 — and
that will be just at Toora. Of course the council will
have to find that additional money somewhere to
supplant what will go missing in its rate base because of
the application of the new formula.
But there is another even more insidious aspect to this.
The evidence given at the Bald Hills and Dollar panel
hearings clearly discloses that the land surrounding the
areas where the wind farms are built is inevitably
devalued by the presence of those developments. It
means therefore that in time to come, as the expert
evidence at those hearings suggests — if that evidence
takes effect — we will see a devaluation in that
surrounding land. That of course will translate into a
reduction in the amount of rates the council will be able
to recover. South Gippsland shire therefore is faced
with the apparently inevitable consequence that,
through a combination of the application of the bill now
before the house plus the development of the wind
farms, it will suffer a double-whammy in the reduction
of its rates. Even more particularly it is the
long-suffering ratepayers in the shire who of course will
have to find that extra money from whatever source it
might ultimately have to be derived. That is the first of
the implications of all of this.
The next thing is that other developments are relevant
by way of a comparison. At present CIV applies to
residential, commercial and rural developments, and an
exception to the rule will apply through the application
of this bill. I accept that the exception to the rule
already applies through the legislation which is being
amended here in part, but nevertheless this will be
another aspect of it. We should also bear in mind that
the individual turbines of the wind farms now cost
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something of the order of $2 million each. At Dollar,
where it is proposed there will be 48 of those things, the
capital improvement therefore being placed upon the
land in the unfortunate event that this development
were to go ahead would be a total of about
$96 million — let us round it up to $100 million —
being added to the landscape.
Interestingly, though, one of the good things that I
might say about this panel report — that is perhaps a bit
churlish, as there are many good things in it — is that
one of the things it does is apply the formula which it
recommends to the installed capacity of the wind farm,
as opposed to the actual productive output of the wind
farm. In the case of the proposed wind farm at Dollar,
the installed capacity in round figures is about
65 megawatts. That will result in a payment of rates,
given the step formula which is set out in the report, of
an initial $40 000 plus $900 for every megawatt of
installed capacity, which is another $58 500. Therefore
you get to a total figure of about $98 500 payable in
rates, and let us round that up to $100 000.
Looking at it simplistically, in the case of this
development where about $100 million is going to be
spent in building it, the rates payable are going to be of
the order of $100 000. We also have the situation of the
devaluation of the surrounding land. That
double-whammy will again apply to the South
Gippsland shire. I suspect there will be a good deal of
commentary around that neighbourhood at the prospect
of a development that pours $100 million into the
landscape and produces a rates outcome of about
$100 000.
There is another element of this issue I will mention
quickly and come back to in a moment — perhaps I
should deal with it fulsomely here. The issue that is
missing in the consideration by the panel, as I read the
report, relates to the impact the mandatory renewable
energy target (MRET) scheme has on the construction
cost of the proposed development at Dollar. I mention
that because we do not know to what extent this
proposed facility has drawn upon the support of the
MRET scheme, which is funded through the
commonwealth government. I have not looked at it
very recently, but I think there are now 24 wind farm
developments across Australia drawing on the support
of the MRET scheme. None of the terms of reference in
the panel’s report gives any consideration to the support
these developments derive from the MRET scheme.
The relevance of the consideration of that scheme is
borne out by the content of the panel’s report,
particularly at page 28, where the panel made its
conclusions, having examined the two options it then
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had before it on the revised consideration of its original
proposals. The first option was a general increase in the
quantum to be paid of a flat figure of $950 per
megawatt, and the second was a stepped payment
schedule, with the possibility being a minimum
payment of $40 000 and then $900 per megawatt. The
report goes on to say that in the end the panel members
opted for the second alternative, and that is the option
that has been adopted by the government. The panel
observed that:
Ultimately, any choice of the numbers will be somewhat
arbitrary.

How true that is. The panel has been called on to
employ an inexact science, but it is very much the case
that it comes down to an arbitrary consideration of the
numbers. Likewise, the panel goes on to say:
Given the diversity of local government rates, any standard
proposal will have varying comparability across the state. In
considering possible amounts, the panel has attempted to
meet three criteria:
the payments for larger generators should be broadly
consistent in aggregate with general rate increases
between 2000 and 2005 for other ratepayers;
they should provide, as far as possible, discounts on the
full local government rates for all generators;
they should minimise possible inequity anomalies.

What the panel has endeavoured to do is strike an
equitable outcome in the various considerations on this
issue. I believe this is not an equitable outcome because
in no way has the support given to the development of
wind farms by way of the MRET scheme been taken
into account. The other generators, in their various
forms, have to wear it as they are, because they are not
aided and abetted or supported by schemes of this
nature. If you were going to have a truly equitable
scheme that applies to these wind farms and in turn to
the shires and ratepayers, the panel should have taken
into account the amount of money the MRET scheme
provides for these forms of development. That flaw in
the process is what has ultimately brought this bill
before the house.
At least the industry has been called to account by the
use of the ‘installed capacity’ definition. It just goes to
highlight the stupidity of this government’s blind policy
in its pursuit of this industry when you find that the
installed capacity is 65 megawatts, but it materialised at
the panel hearing recently concluded at Foster that the
actual production — with this thing going flat chat and
doing the best it possibly could — is about 28
megawatts. It explodes another of those urban myths on
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the extent to which these things can make a
contribution to the power requirements of Victorians.
A further issue for concern is the prospective problem
regarding monitoring of the actual output, because the
government has to confirm how this is to happen. The
formula that has been recommended to and adopted by
the government provides for discounts on the amount of
rates payable. Those discounts will amount to 50 per
cent if the output is 10 per cent of capacity or 25 per
cent if the output is 10 to 20 per cent of capacity. Wind
farms, by their very nature, fluctuate enormously in
their output. As I remarked earlier, about 40-odd per
cent is all they can achieve at their absolute best.
Somehow or other someone is going to have to monitor
the output of these things, otherwise councils will again
face the problem of being dudded. The bill is silent on
that issue and the government is silent on that issue. We
need to hear from the government as to how that is all
going to happen.
The other element in all of this is that it passes over the
dreadful and appalling stress that has been caused and
continues to be caused to the communities that are
subject to these forms of development. I referred a
moment ago to the blind pursuit of this whole exercise
the government is undertaking in the face of the
environmental damage it is causing. I have little doubt
that in time these things will be regarded as testimony
to our stupidity, especially if we continue to build them
in the way this government apparently intends.
The bill before us today is yet another instance of
unforeseen and unintended consequences. We think it
cannot be accepted in the way this legislation proposes.
Equity is a substantial factor in all of this. The result
now before the house is not equitable, and it is for that
reason that we believe the legislation should be
opposed, and we intend to oppose it. I might say in
conclusion that it is at least refreshing that the
government recognises that a wind farm is in fact a
power station — that is precisely the definition which
the government gives to wind farms in the amending
legislation now before the house. These things are
power stations.
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — I rise in support of what
is essentially an omnibus bill, in that it makes a number
of changes to various energy acts. As we have heard
from previous speakers, it is essentially in four
parts. There are four major areas of amendment, three
of which seem to cause no controversy, and I will
outline very briefly what they are, but the one that has
caused a bit of steam in this place is the one that deals
with the rating issue. We have heard the continuing
opposition to wind turbines of the Leader of The
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Nationals, and that is very unfortunate given the
commitment of this state government to renewable
energy and reducing greenhouse gases. It is a
disappointment.
In terms of the areas that are clearly not controversial,
the first amendment is to the Electricity Safety Act to
clarify the level of safety to be provided by the safety
management scheme submitted to the Office of the
Chief Electrical Inspector. It is very practical and
operational. The second amendment is to the Gas
Industry Act to allow a review of VENCorp to be
undertaken before 2007. The fourth amendment — the
third one concerns the rating issue — is to the Fuel
Emergency Act of 1977 to provide for the declaration
of a state of emergency due to a fuel shortage. That was
precipitated by a fire in a briquette factory that reduced
the number of briquettes that were available and
demonstrated some weaknesses in the principal
legislation. As the member for Box Hill pointed out,
essentially the legislation had been set up to deal with
industrial disputes and not so much to deal with other
events that threaten fuel shortages. This is basically an
operational amendment which will ensure timely and
effective responses to fuel shortages.
The part that has caused a little bit of controversy
concerns the issue of rating for generators. I personally
want to commend the work done by the review panel,
which reported to the Minister for Local Government.
The panel looked at the rating issue as it affected the
Electricity Industry Act 2000. As the member for Box
Hill pointed out, in 2000 an agreement for a payment in
lieu of rates was struck with the generators in the
Latrobe Valley. That agreement was to expire this year,
and there was no established methodology for setting a
rate in lieu, so the panel looked at the various options.
The panel presented four options. It went out and spoke
to industry, local government and the various parties
that had an interest in this, the various stakeholders, and
found that there was no clear agreement. Some,
particularly local government, wanted to amend the
Local Government Act to allow for negotiation. That
act itself does allow for a fair level of negotiation —
under the act you can strike a deal for a rate that is
25 per cent of the average rate. That level of negotiation
often happens with large commercial activities. The
options ranged from that type of option to having a base
charge followed by a per megawatt charge. I will go
through the details of that later. So there were various
opinions, and the panel did a terrific job in trying to
come to some sort of agreement. The panel went out
and sought those opinions, firstly, to give the industry
certainty and ensure that the people who were prepared
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to invest in the industry were clear about what the
methodology was.
It finally recommended an option which allows for
negotiations, and in the event of the negotiations not
working sets out an arbitration system and a clear
methodology to be followed. That is very important,
particularly with the support that this state government
is giving to wind farms. It is seeking new investments
in Victoria, and it wants to give investors certainty. It is
for that reason that it has sought to provide an
acceptable methodology. The government has provided
something which not only ensures that local
government gets a fair payment in lieu of rates but also
equally gives certainty to the industry to encourage
investment in the state of Victoria.
The panel recommended that the generators should still
have the option of making payments in lieu of rates but
believed there could be a mutually acceptable
agreement between the generators and local
government to establish a rate — in fact that was
encouraged. But in the event that that does not happen,
it is possible to make payment through an arbitrator,
and the methodology that will be applied is the base
figure of $40 000 plus $900 per megawatt. That figure
is to be discounted by 50 per cent for generators
operating at less than 10 per cent of capacity and by
25 per cent for generators operating at between 10 and
20 per cent of capacity. The importance of having those
discounts is so we have a series of gas-fired generators
that are able to meet the peak loads — they are a
backup to the system. It would be extraordinarily unfair
to them if they were forced to pay the same amount as
other generators in order to meet the base load.
So clearly it is a good option in terms of ensuring that
the big generators pay a fair amount and the wind
generators pay a fair amount and that there is a discount
factor for those gas operators. I think it is in everyone’s
interest to see that there is a discount factor, given the
role gas operators have in meeting the peak demand for
electricity in the state.
The arbitrator can also consider other issues presented
by the parties which may be of relevance, so that goes
beyond just the issue of the methodology. Those issues
include the age of the relevant generator and whether
the age has a demonstrable effect on the efficiency of
its output, and also the impact of the generator in the
local area, both positive and negative. The material
effect on the proposed payment level, based on the
impact of that generator, can also be looked at. It is a
scheme which gives certainty to the industry and to
future investors in the industry, provides for a
reasonable and fair payment to the local government
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areas and, most importantly for this side of the house,
has a methodology that supports wind farms. After
listening to the Leader of The Nationals and his
continued attack on wind farms, I think it is important
that we have a clear message for Victoria that we
support renewable energy sources, particularly wind
farms. I think we do that with this legislation, and I
wish it swift passage.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — This
government just cannot get its act together with utility
policy initiatives when it comes to sensible outcomes
for private sector charges. In the state budget we saw
announced a new $100 million-plus brown coal levy, a
new tax take on greenhouse gas emissions. However,
this new source of funding will not be used for other
forms of renewable energy such as geothermal or solar
but just for more investigations and more research into
drying out the good old brown coal. We then saw the
geothermal legislation put belatedly through this
Parliament, way after similar legislation in other state
jurisdictions had already come about. That legislation
imposed fees and charges on private sector operators
that put their capital on the line to explore for
geothermal energy sources.
The interesting point there is that those operators have
to pay certain fees and charges for the right to explore
for potential geothermal energy sources across rural
Victoria, but then they have no guarantee under that
legislation that they will actually be able to exploit the
resource they have paid money for, both upfront to the
government by way of fees and charges and also in
terms of the exploration costs. They have no guaranteed
right to be able to follow through and gain a contract to
actually tap into that resource for the benefit of all
Victorians. Those are just two examples of where this
government cannot get its act together when it comes to
setting up the appropriate regulations for developing
renewable energy sources in this state. I will not even
delve into the issue of what it has done with the Rheem
company when it comes to the requirement to retool its
factories for more solar — —
Mr Jenkins — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
although this bill is clearly an omnibus bill, it does not
go to any of the issues that have been raised by the
member. There are specific issues involved here, and I
ask that you return the member to the bill.
Mr HONEYWOOD — On the point of order,
Acting Speaker, a moment ago we heard from the
apologist for the government, the member for
Brunswick, who went into great detail about other
renewable energy sources. If he can do it, so can we.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! There is no point of order.
Mr HONEYWOOD — Rheem Australia is just
another example. It was told that all new developments
on Melbourne’s outskirts would require Solahart hot
water services. The government again messed up those
negotiations, and we now find those Solahart hot water
services can instead be traded off for other things such
as water tanks and grey-water piping. This is another
example of where a company has been done in the eye
by a government that just does not understand how to
negotiate and work with the private sector. But then of
course it thinks it knows how to deal with local
government.
The Victorian Local Sustainability Accord — Summary
for Consultation May 2005 has just been released. This
accord waxes lyrical, as do so many of the glossy
publications that come out of the Minister for
Environment’s media machine. It states in part:
The Victorian local sustainability accord seeks to recognise
existing joint efforts between state government and local
governments, extend and deepen these relationships and
provide leadership to the wider community.

It goes on to say it will work together with local
councils to:
Enhance environmental sustainability across Victoria through
local community action.
Recognise the leading and innovative roles local governments
play in pursuing environmental sustainability.

Again they are raising the high-jump bar. Here we have
an attempt to allow local government to increase its
rating revenue, and the opposition does not oppose that.
But we have a situation in which, again, a differential
rate — for want of a better description — will be
applied not by the councils but in terms of the amount
the larger wind generators will have to pay because of
the legislation being pushed through by the state
government and therefore imposed on local
government.
That raises the question of whether this is merely a case
of a state government again looking after its Labor
mates in its business fundraising arm, Progressive
Business. Is this just another deal so Mike Fitzpatrick
and the boys can get a discount that other smaller wind
energy operators may not be able to get? And is this,
again, a two-tiered system — one for the mates and one
for the others?
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Mr HONEYWOOD — I take up the interjection.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! I ask the member for Warrandyte to ignore the
member for Narracan and speak through the Chair.
Mr HONEYWOOD — Acting Speaker, the
recently retired apologist for destroying the mountain
cattle grazing initiative, the member for Narracan, has
claimed in statements he has made that this legislation
is the same for everyone. But if he bothered to read the
bill he would find that the larger wind energy
generators and companies will have a discount applied
to the rates they pay, compared to those paid by the
smaller wind energy operators. That is the reason why
the opposition is not supporting this bill as such. We are
not opposing it, but we are not officially supporting it,
because we are sick and tired of this government
coming in here without clean hands and attempting to
ensure that it looks after a group of mates while
mistreating another group. This is not a level playing
field. What is being proposed here is not an equitable
rating arrangement. That is why the opposition cannot
fulsomely support this bill.
We look forward to seeing what actually transpires with
the Victorian local sustainability accord. Despite all the
rhetoric in this document about working in partnership,
if this legislation is any example it is all about telling
local government how to go about its own business. I
would have thought the way in which local government
applies its rates would be one area in which there could
be a partnership approach, instead of a dictate from the
state government telling the third tier of government
how to rate the various operations inside municipalities.
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — I rise this afternoon
to speak on the Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill, which covers a number of issues.
However, as I am an electrician and a member of
Parliament who represents part of the Latrobe
Valley — Moe and Newborough in particular — you
can imagine that electricity and electricity generation
are pretty close to my heart. In fact, coal-powered
electricity generation is even closer to my heart. I am
sure the member for Morwell will express similar
sentiments.
Clause 6 of this bill amends the Fuel Emergency Act by
extending the time period for emergency
proclamations. This is really about ensuring that we get
a more effective response if we have a fuel emergency.
It was disturbing to hear some of the comments made
by the shadow minister, who spoke before me. He is
probably not aware that $83 million of the
$100 million-odd package that we put up is to drive the
development of new technology to dry coal. That will
improve the efficiency of power generation, enabling us
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not only to bring on stream new coal-generating power
plants that will be far more efficient but also to reduce
the greenhouse emissions of the existing generators. It
will guarantee the long-term future of the Latrobe
Valley and our future generating capacity while at the
same time delivering a better environmental outcome
for our environment. This is what the Bracks
government is all about — implementing the right sorts
of initiatives that will drive the future development of
the Latrobe Valley and the coal industry.
Of course there is the issue of rates, and certainly that
has been a matter of significant debate within the
Latrobe Valley. As we know, the local council in the
Latrobe Valley is required to deliver significant services
to the power industry. I refer to the agreement that was
put in place by the Kennett government during the
disastrous and massive privatisation of the power
industry, which threw many people out of work and
damaged fragile communities. The rate regime was
inequitable, and after significant discussion and
investigation — and I know there was probably some
disappointment within the Latrobe Valley at the final
outcome — this bill will ensure that the Latrobe City
Council will have additional funds which it can use to
deliver services to the Latrobe Valley community and
to the power industry as a whole. It will set up a
framework which will go forward into the future as the
power industry develops and grows. I certainly
commend this bill to the house.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — The member for
Narracan obviously could not go the pace — he just ran
out of steam and ran out of power! I join the debate on
the Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Bill. There are various components to this bill, some of
which we are very supportive of. The VENCorp
provisions and the fuel emergency provisions are
sensible, and they are supported. We are not opposed to
the bill as such, but we have major concerns,
particularly with clause 4, which other members have
spoken about already.
Clause 4 goes to the provision of rates in lieu for power
generators. In particular, this bill is established for the
benefit of wind farms. The government’s approach to
wind farms has been interesting, and I have commented
on it many times in this place. We have no legislation
dedicated to the establishment or provision or
regulation of wind farms, unlike the legislation that was
introduced earlier this year for geothermal resources.
There are no regulations as such for wind farms. All we
have are some guidelines. It is now widely accepted
that those guidelines are flawed and do not cover
anything like the range of issues which have been
raised in the community since the government
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embarked on its wind farm adventure. We now have a
pipeline of wind farm developments which is already
full to the brim.
Interestingly on that front, on 4 September last year
Steve Buckle, the chief executive of Wind Power Pty
Ltd, the proponent of a number of wind farms in this
state, was reported as saying in the Age Good Weekend
magazine:
Look, we’re playing this game with no rules. The government
is making rules up as we go.

Indeed that is exactly what we are doing here today,
making up some more rules as we go. The pipeline is
full; most of the applications are up and running; the
secret ones have signed their agreements with
land-holders; and the government now seeks to cover
its tracks and put in place some measures to address the
problems which have been created along the way. We
had a review panel looking at the issue of rates in lieu.
All these rules and all the provisions the government
has undertaken in recent times have, it seems, been
designed to prop up the wind industry, and the prop-up
is substantial. The first item has been the fast-tracking
of planning approvals under this government and under
these flawed guidelines. In fact the guidelines are so
distorted that even the chairman of the panel, as well as
the various panels which have considered these
applications, has remarked that the guidelines are
skewed in favour of approvals. In this state we are still
to see a wind farm knocked back as a consequence of
the application of the guidelines.
Then the prop-up extends to subsidy. It is interesting to
hear what the Minister for Energy Industries and
Resources in the other place said on 26 March 2005 at
the site of the proposed Newfield wind farm. With
regard to the subsidy for wind farms he said:
What makes it capable of working financially is that there is a
subsidy, a commonwealth government subsidy, under a
scheme called the MRET scheme, and so the commonwealth
government is, in a financial sense, more responsible than
anyone else in ensuring that wind energy gets developed
because they provide the funds that make it possible.

It is a classic that the energy minister should be down
there with a bunch of relative innocents who are sitting
around outdoors listening to the minister and seeking
explanations, and the minister is deliberately
misleading that group, because the subsidy does not
come from the federal government; it comes from other
consumers. The quotes — and there are more quotes
along the same lines in his address to that group —
betray the fact that the minister is embarrassed about
where the government has been going on this and is
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seeking to hide the truth behind some reference to the
federal government. Interestingly, he went on to say in
regard to wind farms:
… they do not work without that subsidy.

It is nice to have the minister on the record.
We then saw the government pass legislation to help
prop up these facilities in terms of grid connection. It is
almost 12 months ago now that we saw some
legislation go through to extend the capacity for rates in
lieu in the Electricity Industry Act. Since then we have
seen the wind energy support package and now we see
the government talking about having a state mandatory
renewable energy target (MRET) scheme of its own.
No doubt in due course we will see provisions to
further prop up the industry with land tax concessions,
but now we have a methodology for an arbitrated basis
for these rates-in-lieu agreements, which have been
described by other members. I do not want to go into it
at any length other than to say we are looking at a
stepped arrangement with a $40 000 flag fall per wind
farm, however that is defined, and a $900 per megawatt
rate on top of that.
That is going to provide substantial discounts on rates
otherwise based on the capital improved value. I will
mention a couple that I have previously referred to in
this house: Challicum Hills in the Ararat shire, with an
89 per cent discount from approximately $770 000 to
just $88 000, and the Portland project in Glenelg shire,
with a reduction from over $1 million down to about
$190 000. These are substantial discounts, and they will
apply to all these wind farms. In that context it is
interesting to note that we are talking pretty much about
the same rate levels for the coal-fired generators. This is
a discount which is going to apply substantially to wind
farms. Interestingly the discount is going substantially
to two companies which are Queensland and New
Zealand government companies — Stanwell and
Meridian. We are giving rate discounts to other
governments so they can provide industrial
developments here which local communities in many
cases do not want. It is a fascinating concept that we
should be subsidising other governments.
The member for South Gippsland also referred to the
failure of these discounts to take into account the
subsidy present in the MRET scheme itself. It is
interesting to contemplate how we got to these rates in
lieu. Previous contributors to the debate have referred to
the privatisation of Latrobe Valley generators and how
we then move to a rates-in-lieu situation.
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The comparison is not valid in itself and there will be
inequities that flow. I note that the member for
Narracan interjected before and suggested that
everyone will be paying the same. That is not in fact the
case. Some wind farm generators will pay much more
per megawatt than others and it is not the same at all —
for instance, I mentioned the Wonthaggi wind farm
which will pay about $2000 per megawatt compared to
the Ararat wind farm which will pay more like
$1600 per megawatt.
A lot of unknowns remain. How will the remainder
land be treated? How will the wind farm be defined?
Will there be a definition of the land that is the wind
farm footprint? How will the chute and vent of the wind
farm and each turbine be considered? How will that be
treated across properties where those properties are in
different ownership and where it is integral to the wind
farm itself? How will Crown land be treated? We were
advised at a previous briefing on this subject that there
would not be a rate or a rate in lieu on Crown land. In
fact, some turbines will be located on Crown land. Are
we now to assume that there will be no payment for
those? How will land tax apply? I have raised this many
times. The Treasurer is in the house; he has still not
explained to Victorians how land tax will apply to these
generators.
I also need to point out that councils are not happy with
this methodology. It has been conducted in secrecy.
Indeed, a document that I received before this was
announced had attached to it the words ‘Insisting on
confidentiality’. No-one was to know about this. Let me
quote a couple of remarks from the documents. On
17 May, the Pyrenees Shire Council mayor, Lester
Harris, told the ABC that the method was ‘puzzling and
unfair’, and the chief executive officer of the
Moorabool Shire Council told a parliamentary
committee on 15 May that his shire was unhappy with
the methodology and described it as ‘a dangerous
precedent’. Needless to say the community is unhappy,
ratepayers are unhappy. There are major problems with
the government’s approach to wind energy in this state
and this is just another indicator of it.
Mr DONNELLAN (Narre Warren North) — It is
an honour to speak on this bill today. It covers many
aspects of the energy industry including new safety
management schemes, a new method for the
assessment of rates or payment in lieu of rates from
generators to local councils, a review of VENCorp, the
gas industry authority, and the ability of the minister to
proclaim an emergency.
Safety management schemes enable the industry
network operators to manage risks when carrying out
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electrical work without line-by-line regulation. Such
schemes are approved by the Office of the Chief
Electrical Inspector. The bill requires that risks be
minimised and the chief electrical inspector’s office
must consider the severity of the risk, ways of
removing or minimising that risk and also the
associated costs of doing so. This change will bring it
more into line with the gas industry whereby safety risk
is relative to the installation or facility under
consideration.
Probably the most important part of the bill is the new
rating arrangements under the Electricity Industry
Act 2000. Section 94 of that act enables electricity
generators to directly negotiate with local councils for
the payment of rates, or in lieu of that certain payment.
If there is currently no agreement an arbitrator
determines the amount payable having regard to the
benchmark methodology. This methodology was set up
in 1992 under the Loy Yang B agreement. I believe that
the minister undertook a substantial, independent
review. From what I understand, it struck the right
balance between the needs of the generators and the
local councils. It was certainly an extensive
consultation that took in all industry players, which had
not previously been done, and I congratulate the
minister for doing so.

1421

allows the minister greater flexibility to proclaim an
emergency. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I want to make a
few brief comments on the bill from the point of view
of the electorate of Lowan. Looking through the bill I
note that it has various purposes, and four are noted on
page 2. I want to focus on clause 1(b) which states that
its purpose is:
to amend the Electricity Industry Act 2000 in relation to the
methodology for determining amounts payable by generation
companies for land use;

This will change the way that generators pay rates or
the amount of money they will pay in lieu of council
rates. Most councils in Victoria rate on capital
improved value and they can strike a differential rate.
At this stage most councils do that in relation to wind
farms to try to encourage the establishment of these
industries in appropriate areas, but more importantly
negotiations have gone on in many places. I know that
even down at Portland the big aluminium company
strikes an agreement with the council in relation to the
payment of rates.

Mr DONNELLAN — I do not think so, in Narre
Warren. The new benchmark set up by the minister
following the report will provide greater uniformity and
certainty for the industry. From what I understand,
some generators will pay less and some will pay more.

This bill will set the methodology. From The Nationals
point of view — and I think the member for Gippsland
South raised a relevant point — the big issue is about
who is going to monitor the output of the generators to
determine the rates to be paid. For that reason alone we
will oppose this legislation. The other three parts of the
purposes clause are not controversial. But how this is
going to be monitored is a big issue for many councils
across country Victoria. More importantly, they want to
know who is going to be the umpire in relation to it.
Some councils are not happy, and some of the
generators are not happy. Challicum Hills in my
electorate is part of the Ararat Rural City Council. The
wind farms have gone in very happily. The generators
are happy because the council has not collected rates
for the last couple of years — since the commissioning
of the wind farm. But as a result of this proposed
legislation I believe the council has come to some
agreement with the generators not only to pay rates
from now on, but also for the rates since
commissioning. So I believe the Ararat Rural City
Council is, as they say, a happy chappie in relation to its
rates.

Further and above all else, this bill keeps Victoria
competitive with other states where there are discounts
on rates paid to councils and so forth. The bill also
covers reviews under part 8 of the Gas Industry
Act 2001. Currently VENCorp is to be reviewed some
time in 2007. It also deals with the proclamation of
emergencies under the Fuel Emergency Act 1977. It

It has been an arduous task. Both the Ararat council and
the Moyne Shire Council have been involved in trying
to come to some agreement with the generators, as have
a lot of other councils. I do not believe that they are all
happy. It comes back to the main issue of who is going
to monitor the generator outputs, because that will
determine the rates they will pay or the amount of

I notice that the Leader of The Nationals made mention
of his concerns over wind power, which seemed
insubstantial. He seems to be captive to a noisy
minority and in a sense he should really be standing up
for jobs in the local area.
Mr Baillieu — 1500 objectors!
Mr DONNELLAN — Fifteen hundred is small
relative to the population down there, and at the end of
the day I call on him to support jobs and the local
industry, which is more important for his local
community.
Mr Baillieu — They are coming your way.
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money they will pay in lieu of rates. Those reasons
alone give us grounds to oppose this legislation.

associated with each wind turbine going back into the
communities.

Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — I am pleased to
speak on the Energy Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill. As we have heard from previous
speakers, some aspects of this bill are particularly
uncontentious — that is, those in regard to safety
measures that are being further developed within the
electricity generation industry and those clarifying
issues associated with VENCorp.

In my region the wind farms are generally well
supported. I believe the legislation will see us continue
to strike the right balance in encouraging electricity
generation and I look forward to seeing us further
develop renewable energy generation across this state.

The issue which most speakers seem to have addressed
and which I will also address relates to trying to set the
right balance for rating of electricity generators. As we
have heard, in attempting to ensure that there is greater
certainty and greater consistency across the electricity
generation industry in terms of how much the rates
should be and how they may be paid, the government
did set up an independent panel. That panel took
submissions from generators, councils and other
community groups, weighed up all the issues and came
up with a sensible balance whereby electricity
generators continue to be encouraged in this state,
recognising that now across the country electricity
generation is a quite competitive business. We need to
ensure we get sound electricity generation in this state
and we particularly need to encourage renewable
energy producers as well. Members would be aware
that wind generation is one of the main areas under
which we are gaining renewable energy generation in
this state now.
We have heard from the member for Lowan that in my
region Challicum Hills has now been established as a
significant wind farm, strongly supported by Ararat
Rural City Council. At the moment there is before the
minister another application relating to the Waubra
region, which is very near where I live. I understand
that the vast majority of residents in that area are
generally supportive of that wind farm going ahead, as
is the Pyrenees shire, in which it is mostly situated.
They see that great benefits can be achieved from
supporting wind energy as an alternative form of
energy. They also see that benefits will be returned to
the communities in the Waubra area.
In terms of the economic benefits to the landholders
upon whose land wind farms are being placed, some of
the farmers in my region, who will be getting up to
perhaps 10 wind generators on their properties,
suddenly see that they are going to get from their
properties an additional income of the order of $70 000
annually, which will make a significant difference to
their overall income. Also the wind generator will be
supporting community activities, with funding

Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Community
Services) — I would like to thank the many members
who spoke on this bill: the members for Box Hill,
Brunswick, Warrandyte, Narracan, Hawthorn, Narre
Warren North, Lowan, Ballarat East and Gippsland
South. I think we can say that a lot of wind and energy
was expended during the debate and the issues have
been well talked out. I wish the bill a speedy passage.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 73
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms

Kotsiras, Mr
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Mulder, Mr
Munt, Ms
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pike, Ms
Plowman, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 9
Delahunty, Mr
Ingram, Mr

Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
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Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clause 1
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I refer to clause 1(b)
and to the methodology for determining amounts
payable by generation companies for land use. Given
that this methodology impacts on local councils, I invite
the government to advise what response local
government has provided, especially the affected local
councils, in regard to this methodology.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — I want to
pursue, particularly in relation to clause 1(b), the issue I
raised in the debate — that is, the extent to which, if
any, the government considered the application of the
mandatory renewal energy target (MRET) scheme in its
ultimate decision to apply the proposals outlined by the
panel in its final report.
As I said in the course of my contribution to the debate
on the second reading, one of the intentions of the panel
was to get what it termed an equitable outcome.
Without a consideration of the benefits which the
proponents of these developments have derived from
the MRET scheme there cannot be an equitable
outcome. That is logically so because the other power
generators — the coal fired and the gas fired — do not
receive any semblance of a benefit from the federal or
state governments under any scheme, whereas the wind
farm developers draw enormous benefits through the
application of the federally funded MRET scheme. If
there is going to be an equitable result, then the
government surely needs to have regard to that issue
insofar as the application of these rating principles is
concerned.
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relation to clause 1 we are really dealing with the
legislative mechanism. Queries have been raised in
relation to process issues rather than the legislative
mechanism and what the intention of it is. I will draw
those matters to the attention of the Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources while the bill is between the
houses.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — This
legislation has far-reaching consequences so far as local
government rating arrangements, particularly in country
Victoria, are concerned. I say ‘particularly in country
Victoria’, because I am sure that being based in
Bendigo the Minister for Agriculture has an enormous
empathy with and sympathy for the difficult position
local councils face in dealing with this rather
contentious issue. I say with the greatest respect to the
minister and the government that it is not good enough
for this legislation to pass through the Legislative
Assembly of the state of Victoria when a critical issue
the nature of which I have raised here remains
unanswered.
Surely to goodness something as fundamental as this
has been considered by the government. I cannot accept
that this legislation has made its way into the house
without this element having been taken into account by
the government in its deliberations. While in some
senses the notion of leaving these things to lie over until
they are considered in the other house can be
appropriate, surely that cannot be the case with a matter
of such fundamental concern.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — It seems that the
government does not wish to respond on these issues. I
think the Minister for Agriculture is embarrassed by the
lack of information and lack of preparation in this bill. I
again raise clause 1(b). In the second-reading speech
the Treasurer referred to discounts for generators
operating at low capacity factors. In regard to wind
farms in particular, I invite the minister to advise the
house which generators are operating at low capacity
factors and what those factors are.

I would like to hear from the government about what it
has taken into account in that specific regard. What
were the bases of its considerations? What amounts of
money were involved, and insofar as the government is
aware, what amounts have the developers of the wind
farms been able to derive through the funding of the
MRET scheme? Consequently, did the government
take all of those factors into account before bringing
this legislation before the house today?

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
government thanks the honourable member for
Hawthorn for his support for the bill. As I indicated
previously, the details sought go beyond the legislative
intention. They go back to process and to detailed
matters, which I will advise the Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources of while the bill is between
the houses.

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank honourable members for their comments. In

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I suggest to
the house that debate be adjourned. Clearly the purpose
of the consideration-in-detail stage is to actually
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consider the bill in detail. Genuine issues have been
raised on behalf of people in the community. The issue
in clause 1(b) will have an impact in my electorate.
There are significant wind farm developments in the
Shire of Glenelg, of which I am a great supporter. I
support the wind farms, I support the jobs they create
and I support the environmental benefits that come
from them, but I need to have some questions answered
on behalf of members of my community. They are
asking me why under the proposals in this legislation,
and clause 1(b) goes to the nub of it, rather than paying
$1 million in rates the wind farm developers will be
paying $190 000 in rates — a discount of 80 per cent or
more.
That requires some explanation. It is not adequate for
this minister to merely say that he has not been properly
briefed. He does not understand the legislation and is
out of his depth. It will be considered by the minister in
the other place. This is the house where government is
formed. This is the house that has to consider this bill
before it is determined whether it should pass it on for
consideration by the other house. It is important that the
minister responds to these issues. I can understand that
this bill is not his direct responsibility. If the minister is
not fully briefed at this stage, I suggest that debate be
adjourned so that a proper briefing can be obtained and
so that the appropriate minister who understands the
legislation can come before the house at a future date
and deal with the issues that members legitimately wish
to raise.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I wish to add my support
to the remarks of the member for South-West Coast and
others. I noticed two government members rose; I
thought they were about to contribute to this discussion
on this clause. Then they resumed their seats.
I am concerned that no member of the government is
prepared to respond to the very legitimate issues that
are being raised by the opposition in this
consideration-in-detail stage. I was also disappointed
that the Treasurer, who has carriage of this bill in the
house, was present during the division that concluded a
few minutes ago and promptly left the house even
though it was clear to him at that stage that the bill was
to be considered in detail. The Minister for Agriculture
is here instead. He has not been adequately briefed and
is not capable of responding on behalf of the
government.
The Parliamentary Secretary for Treasury and Finance,
the member for Burwood, is present. I thought he was
going to seek the call a few moments ago. The member
for Brunswick, who led the debate on behalf of the
government in the second-reading stage earlier in the
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day, is present in the chamber and will hopefully be in a
position to contribute.
This government repeatedly claims to be a government
that aims to be open and accountable. But this
afternoon, when it is being put to the test, is failing
lamentably yet again. I would urge that at least one of
the honourable members I have referred to — or the
member for Morwell who presumably has a close
interest in this bill — be prepared to take part in this
debate and show that there is some vestige of
accountability and responsibility in the government and
some capacity of this chamber under this government to
still examine legislation in detail on behalf of the
community.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — The government
adopted the recommendations of the review panel in
total. The review panel looked into the capacity factors
of all those generators. Those that are going to be
receiving discounts over and above the $40 000 flag fall
plus the 900 megawatts would in the normal course be
peaker plants — gas plants — which are there to ensure
the security of supply in times of high demand, which is
when they are brought into action. In the normal course
of events, wind farms would be operating in the region
of 30 per cent or more and would not be subject to
those sorts of extra discounts.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 and 3 agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — One of the
most critical ones that arises insofar as much as this
amendment is concerned is the question of the
monitoring of the output. This tracks back to a matter
which has been the basis of discussion during the
course of this debate — namely, purposes clause 1(b),
which in turn is the rating provision.
The difficulty with the proposals contained within the
panel report, which has in effect been adopted by the
government and which forms the basis of the bill, is
that discounts are provided to generators based around
their actual output. Those discounts apply to the rates
which would otherwise be charged. The discount is
50 per cent if the actual output falls below 10 per cent
of the installed capacity. It is 25 per cent if the actual
output falls between 10 and 20 per cent of the installed
capacity.
The problem in terms of wind turbines is that on the
face of it there is no mechanism for the measurement of
the actual output. The panel report is silent on that
point. Of course by definition the legislation itself is
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silent on that point. This could have a profound effect
upon the actual rate which is returnable to local
government — for example, as the situation now stands
we have this issue in a vacuum without any formula or
proposal for its solution. It might well be that the
council takes a stab at what it thinks the output has
been, on whatever bases it comes to the conclusion that
it does, and the operator of the wind farm simply says,
‘No, that is not the case’, and there is a disagreement
between them. This unseemly position is unresolved by
the proposals in the panel report and unresolved by the
legislation, and someone somehow has to determine the
actual output from the wind farm which is going to be
the basis of the rates which are rendered.
Local government is in an invidious position because
this government has seen fit to remove the capacity for
local government to have any involvement in terms of
planning arrangements for these wind farms once the
installed capacity is more than 30 megawatts. Surely it
cannot be that the government proposes that local
government — having been rolled over and removed
from the process in the sense of the planning
arrangements — is somehow going to be accosted by
this government with the responsibility for developing
some mechanism for the measurement of output.
That surely cannot be right. If it is the case that local
government is not to have that responsibility, and surely
that must be the situation, then you move to the next
option, and that would contemplate the actual owner
and operator of the facilities — the power stations, as
the legislation terms them — having a responsibility for
somehow providing details of the actual output. Of
course there are issues of scrutiny that come in relation
to that. How is it to be audited? How is it to be
produced in the first instance? How are you ever going
to accommodate the variabilities that arise from the fact
that of necessity the actual output from the power
generator — power farm, wind farm, whatever you
want to call it — will vary perhaps minute by minute,
hour by hour or day by day?
Will we have something in the nature of the situation
that applies with Nemmco in the market at large, where
some sort of spot figure is picked from time to time,
and is the local government rate supposed to apply to
that? Just how is that supposed to be done? Then from
the perspective of the government, which ultimately of
course under the Local Government Act has
responsibilities here, surely the minister will want to
know under some appropriate audit system how this is
running and that it is running properly and equitably for
everybody. This is a very important issue, and I seek
direction from the government as to its resolution.
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Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I raise a matter
concerning clause 4. In the matter that I raised in my
contribution earlier, which is the difference between the
amounts per megawatt being paid by different
generators, and particularly wind farms, I gave the
example of the Wonthaggi wind farm paying an
amount over $2000 a megawatt, and Ararat paying
more like $1600 a megawatt. I invite the minister at the
table to advise the house how that could be considered
to be equitable under this methodology.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — In addition to the matters
that have been so legitimately and effectively raised by
the member for Hawthorn and the Leader of The
Nationals, I would like to ask the minister in the
response that he is hopefully about to provide to us to
address three matters that I raised during the course of
the second-reading debate.
How is it that the amendments to the definition of ‘land
used for generation functions’ are intended to resolve
the issue of what constitutes a power station — in other
words, how does one identify whether a collection of
turbines constitutes a single power station or a series of
individual power stations? How is it determined which
parcel of land leased for a wind turbine purpose forms
part of the land used for generation functions and which
remains part of the underlying farm — is it based on the
terms of the agreement between the landowner and the
lessee or is it determined on some other set of criteria?
And is the government satisfied that the reference in the
bill to the party being liable to pay rates under the
agreement is adequate to achieve what it is seeking to
achieve in relation to wind farms?
I ask the minister also if he could address the two issues
raised in items 5.3 and 5.4 of the report of the review
panel — namely, whether there should be a
three-to-five-year phase-in for larger increases in
payments to be made, and whether the new system that
is being implemented following the recommendations
of the panel should be subject to review in 10 years or
any other time.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
Leader of The Nationals raised a matter on which I am
advised that the actual output is based on sent-out
generation. That is measured for the purpose of the
national electricity market, so the data asked for is
available and measurable as part of the national
electricity market regime. The honourable member for
Hawthorn raised a matter which goes to a detailed
question. I will have to refer that matter to the Minister
for Energy Industries and Resources and draw it to his
attention. The honourable member for Box Hill raised a
couple of matters in relation to how a collection of
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turbines will be defined to constitute a power station.
That will be defined by way of an order in council. He
raised matters in relation to the review panel. As that is
a detailed question rather than a legislative question, I
will have to draw that to the attention of the minister.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I am disappointed
that once again the government has demonstrated that it
does not know the answers to these questions. I refer to
the comments that the minister just made in regard to
the order in council. The question is about the definition
of the land associated with the rates-in-lieu payments. It
can be a question raised in regard to wind farms or
indeed gas-fired plants. For instance, if there is a
20-hectare property and a gas plant occupies only
2 hectares of that, how much of the land would be
considered ‘land used for generation functions’ as
defined in clause 4(2)(a) of the bill?
I ask specifically in regard to this order in council: who
will determine what land will be included in the order
in council and how will that be determined? In regard
to wind farms, will the land to be assessed include the
chute and vent associated with each turbine? Will it
include all land between each turbine? Will it include
land across adjacent properties or will it include only
the footprint of the turbines? These are absolutely
fundamental issues to the methodology raised in this
legislation, and the government clearly must address
these issues and address them in detail.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the honourable member for Hawthorn, and while
thanking him for his support for the bill I point out that
he does not recognise that while we are in the
consideration-in-detail stage it is one thing to consider
in detail something in relation to the legislative
operation of the bill, but it is another, entirely different
thing when it comes to how a particular clause may
actually apply to a particular detailed circumstance.
That is a different scenario. However, notwithstanding
that, I can advise him that my advice is that the
payments will be made on output — that is, on the
output rather than on the land area — when we are
dealing with this situation. But in relation to any
particular example that he may choose to give, I will
draw that to the attention of the Minister for Energy
Industries and Resources in another place.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I wish to
pursue this issue in terms of the definition of ‘land used
for generation functions’. I understand what the
minister is saying about the applicability of it, but I
want to refer specifically to what the actual legislation
in front of us says and what it actually means. It says
that:
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‘land used for generation functions’
means land on which a power station is situated …

This is very relevant to my area of south-west Victoria,
because we have both proposed gas-fired power
stations and wind farms. The gas-fired power station,
for example, is likely to be on a fairly large piece of
land so the operator of the gas-fired power station is
likely to purchase a very large piece of land and then
situate the power station on a small part of that land and
use the other area as a so-called buffer zone or even for
agricultural purposes as part of its buffer zone. The
question is: do these rules apply to the 1 to 2 hectares
on which the actual power station is situated or the 40
or 50 hectares which the power station owns and which
it has as a buffer zone and for other reasons? The
analogy I draw is with the Portland aluminium smelter.
I know it is not a power station, but it has a very large
area of land of which the smelting facility occupies
only a relatively small portion, although the company
owns a large parcel of land.
Then I come to the more difficult situation on which I
seek an explanation, and that relates to wind farms
where the actual wind tower has a very small footprint
on an agricultural farm. The experience at Codrington
and what will be the experience at Challicum Hills, at
the Portland wind farm project at Cape Bridgewater, at
Cape Nelson, at Cape Sir William Grant and at
Yambuk is that the remaining parts of those farms will,
for the most part, continue to be operated as farms. The
nub of the issue is whether the wind generator is to pay
the equivalent of rates or its share of what is determined
to be the payment to the local council based only on the
footprint from which the towers operate or whether it
takes in a greater area of the farm. What is the impact of
that on the rates the farmer then pays on the remaining
area of the land? Does the farmer exclude only the
footprint from their 1000-acre property and then pay
rates on 973 acres — —
Mr Baillieu — Does he include the chute and the
vent?
Dr NAPTHINE — Yes, does he include the chute
and the vent? These are the issues that need to be
clarified with regard to the exact definition of the land
on which a power station is created. Is it absolutely only
the land on which the generating plant, be it a wind
tower or a gas-fired plant, is situated, or does it include
an appropriate area around it that is seen as a service
area or a buffer area — the chute and the vent in the
case of wind towers?
I seek clarification from the minister as to the impact on
the remainder of the land on which a wind farm is
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situated where the farm continues to be used for
agricultural production. What happens to the rates that
the farmer pays? Does he pay a normal agricultural or
rural rate, less an amount for a certain area of land
which is considered to be the footprint or the land on
which a power station is situated? Or do we have an
extraordinary scenario where the whole of the farm is
considered part of the land on which a power station is
situated and therefore the farmer is exempt from paying
any other rates whatsoever? I would find that an
extraordinary situation, and I cannot imagine that that
interpretation is intended to be applied.
I seek clarification on behalf of my local council and
local landowners who have wind farms on their land,
those who intend to allow wind farms on their
properties and other people in the community on whom
this whole process has an impact because of the total
rate revenue.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — In respect of clauses
5 and 6 I note that the minister declined absolutely to
respond — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! Is the member speaking on clause 5 or clause 6?
Mr BAILLIEU — On clause 5. The member for
South-West Coast raised matters to do with
gas-powered plants, and clause 5 goes just to that issue.
I note that the minister refused absolutely to respond to
the serious issues raised by that member. This reflects
the fact that the government is making up the rules as it
goes along. It does not actually know what it is going to
do.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — The
intention of clause 5 is to omit the words ‘in 2007’ from
section 205(1) of the Gas Industry Act 2001.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I appreciate that the
Minister for Agriculture, who is at the table, has been
left in an invidious position because the Treasurer, who
has responsibility for the bill in this chamber, has not
been prepared to take part in the consideration-in-detail
stage. Nor has his parliamentary secretary or the
member for Brunswick. However, I hope the Minister
for Agriculture is able to shed some light on clause 5,
which removes the time constraint of having to
commence the inquiry under the Gas Industry Act 2001
in the year 2007, meaning it can be commenced earlier.
It would be helpful if the minister were able to give an
indication to the house on the government’s intention as
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to when this inquiry will commence and what its time
frame will be.
Mr JENKINS (Morwell) — Clause 5 refers
specifically to the provisions for the review of
VENCorp and no other part of the legislation.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member very much. We are totally in
command of what clause 5 means on this side of the
house, and I am surprised that honourable members
opposite do not understand what it means. I will explain
it to them very minutely.
The way the legislation — that is the Gas Industry Act
2001 — is framed, there has to be a review of
VENCorp. The way clause 5 reads and the way it has
been interpreted is that that review has to be done in
2007. What we wanted to do by omitting the words ‘in
2007’ is leave open the option for the government to
conduct the review before then. That is one of the
options that can then be considered. I suspect there is a
fair bit of angst and agitation in the industry for a
review to be done earlier than 2007, and this clause
provides the opportunity for that to occur.
Clause agreed to; clause 6 agreed to.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Loney) — Order!
The question is:
That the house agree to the bill without amendment.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 69
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Beattie, Ms
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Carli, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Dixon, Mr
Donnellan, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Green, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr

Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Mulder, Mr
Munt, Ms
Napthine, Dr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Perton, Mr
Pike, Ms
Plowman, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
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Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Kotsiras, Mr

Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 9
Delahunty, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Powell, Mrs

Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Walsh, Mr

Question agreed to.
Bill agreed to without amendment.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

EMERGENCY SERVICES
SUPERANNUATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 May; motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — This is a bill the main
purpose of which is very straightforward — namely, to
amend the provisions relating to the emergency services
superannuation scheme so that that scheme will pay
taxed benefits as defined under the commonwealth
Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 rather than untaxed
benefits. There are also two minor amendments
contained in the bill.
The first clarifies the circumstances in which the
Emergency Services Superannuation Board is released
from making further payment of a temporary pension
for illness or injury. This amendment corrects a
cross-reference to another subsection of the act. The
second minor amendment reflects changes to the
federal government’s superannuation legislation and
will enable the scheme to accept contributions from
members until the age of 75. However, as I said, the
main purpose of the bill is to the change the fund’s
current untaxed status to a taxed status from 1 July
2005. The actual mechanical provisions of this bill are
quite complex.
The opposition expresses its appreciation to the officers
of the Department of Treasury and Finance, which gave
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the Honourable Chris Strong, an honourable member
for Higinbotham in another place, and me a
comprehensive and thorough briefing on the various
provisions of the bill and took us through each of them
in turn. The briefing enabled the Honourable Chris
Strong and me to satisfy ourselves, as far as we are
able, about the operation of those provisions, which
seem to us — again as far as we are able to tell with a
complex piece of legislation such as this — to
adequately give effect to the policy objectives of the
legislation and to make a series of required
consequential changes.
In particular it specifies the differential provisions and
rates of benefits between those members who may in
the future take taxed benefits and those who may in the
future take untaxed benefits, and it includes a series of
provisions that seek to ensure — and to all the
interested parties, as far as we are aware, they do seem
to ensure — that no detriment will be suffered by any
member of the fund as a result of the changes being
made by the bill.
As we understand the situation, if a scheme such as this
is untaxed — in the sense that tax is not paid on
employer contributions made to the scheme at the time
that those contributions are made — then the
beneficiary of the fund pays a higher rate of tax on
withdrawals from the fund, and that is a rate of 30 per
cent plus the Medicare levy. However, if the scheme is
made a taxed fund so that tax payments are made on the
employer’s contributions, the beneficiary pays a 15 per
cent tax plus the Medicare levy on the withdrawals.
The restructuring of this scheme as a taxed scheme has
been calculated in almost all instances to provide
greater benefits to beneficiaries. We are told by the
officers of the department that the commonwealth in
policy terms considers that the operation of schemes as
taxed schemes is preferable to the operation of such
schemes as untaxed schemes. The actuaries and other
experts have done their calculations in relation to this
change of status from untaxed to taxed, and I think it is
fair to say that their overall assessment is that this
change provides win-win outcomes. It is a win in the
sense of generally better results for beneficiaries, and
with the no-detriment provisions in the bill, it is
intended there be no worse outcome for any
beneficiary.
It is a win also for the state, in that the actuarial
calculation is that the contributions the state will need
to make in future when the scheme moves to a taxed
basis are going to be less than they would have been in
order to provide the requisite defined benefits had the
scheme continued to be untaxed. The win to the state in
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that respect comes directly from the fact that the scale
of benefits being paid to members who take their
benefits on a taxed basis are reduced; therefore, the
amounts that need to be contributed to the fund to
provide the requisite finances to make those payments
to members taking their benefits on a taxed basis are
also reduced.
Of course when you get win-win outcomes — a win for
beneficiaries and a win for the state government — then
given that the money flow is effectively a zero-sum
game, someone ends up with less. On this occasion it is
the commonwealth government, and that, I believe,
follows on from the fact that when the scheme moves
from an untaxed to a taxed basis, the payment of future
benefits funded out of past contributions to the scheme
on an untaxed basis will be treated as if the scheme had
been on a taxed basis. My understanding is that the
commonwealth does not take exception to this, given its
policy preference for schemes to be on a taxed basis.
There was at some stage during the course of the
government’s deliberations on and its consultation with
the parties interested in this legislation a considerable
degree of concern expressed about the potential for
some members of the fund to suffer a detriment, either
now or in the future. I understand it was estimated that
there were 198 members who would have been
potentially worse off had the scheme proceeded in the
form in which it was previously proposed. The Police
Association and others have made strong
representations on this score both to the government
and the opposition, and on this occasion it is pleasing
that the government appears to have responded to those
representations and has included some additional
provisions to specify that no detriment is to be suffered.
The opposition has received a letter from the Police
Association, dated 16 May 2005, which states in part:
As you may be aware, the change to the taxation status of the
emergency services superannuation has been the subject of
lengthy and detailed negotiation between all of the emergency
services unions (the association, United Firefighters Union,
Ambulance Employees Australia). The association believes
the final result represents a fair outcome for our members.
The particular concern of the association in relation to the
original proposal was its potential to see our members
disadvantaged as a result of the change.
The association notes that the legislation now contains a no
detriment test in the new section 25AA, which provides that a
member cannot receive a lower after-tax benefit under the
changed proposals than he would have received as an
after-tax benefit under the existing provisions. Further, the
capacity remains for members to continue to receive the
previous maximum benefit of untaxed 8.4 times final average
salary if rolling over their benefit into an ESSS beneficiary
account.
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As I indicated … the association believes this is a fair
outcome and the final legislation provides an adequate safety
net to ensure there is no reduction in entitlements to
emergency services workers in the state.

That letter was from Bruce McKenzie, the assistant
secretary of the association.
The opposition notes that both the election by the
government to move over to a taxed basis and some of
the elections made by members as to whether to take
advantage of certain provisions are irrevocable. The
opposition also notes that clause 10 of the bill amends
the Emergency Services Superannuation Act 1986 to
insert after section 27 a new section 27A relating to
unpaid lump sum benefits and the deemed yielding of
net earnings on the unpaid benefit if the lump sum is
not paid within 14 days of the date of termination of
service. That provision is being inserted in consequence
of the fact that members will now have 60 days to make
some of the elections that they are required to make
under the bill, and therefore the nexus between the time
after which it is considered fair that earnings should
accrue on unpaid benefits and the time within which
elections must be made is being split.
Having made those observations, I indicate that the
opposition does not oppose the bill.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I am pleased to rise
on behalf of The Nationals to speak on the Emergency
Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill. I will state
from the start that The Nationals will not be opposing
this bill. This bill has many purposes, but the one I want
to focus on is its purpose to amend the Emergency
Services Superannuation Act 1986 to enable the
payment of certain benefits as a lump sum on a taxed
basis and to enshrine the 8.4 times multiple for benefits
on an untaxed basis.
In layman’s terms, this bill provides for benefits paid as
from 1 July 2005 to be on a taxed basis instead of being
untaxed. The Honourable Bill Baxter in another place
has provided a briefing for The Nationals, and I thank
the government for the briefing provided to me by
Jamie Lowe and Caitlin Phillips. I asked for a list of the
organisations and the number of staff that could be
impacted on because of the changes. I have gone
through the bill, and it will impact on people in the
police force, the ambulance service, the Country Fire
Authority, the State Emergency Service and the
Department of Sustainability and Environment
firefighters — and I think the Department of Primary
Industries also has some firefighters. I do not believe
there are any others, but there could be. They are the
ones that I understand come under this Emergency
Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill.
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As I said, The Nationals will not be opposing this
legislation. A reason for us coming to this position is
that I looked back at some of the changes that have
been made to superannuation legislation. In 1995 the
then coalition government amended the State
Superannuation Act along similar lines to this
legislation. That made provision for the Emergency
Services Superannuation Act to be amended likewise.
The surprise to us is that it has taken 10 years for that to
happen — six years by this government. I am not sure
of the reason for that to have been slowed down or why
it did not take place. But I had a discussion with my
former colleague the Honourable Roger Hallam. He
told me that one of the great success stories of the
coalition government was a reform of public sector
superannuation.
It is interesting to note that this was not opposed by the
Labor opposition at the time. In fact on 7 June 1995 the
Honourable Theo Theophanous in another place said
when questioned, and I quote, ‘We do support it’. He
supported that legislation of the previous coalition
government. It would have been one of the few pieces
of legislation he supported.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DELAHUNTY — The one that is hitting the
headlines for you people — —
The SPEAKER — Order! Perhaps the member for
Lowan could return to the bill.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Yes, I will. In talking about
superannuation, when the coalition government came to
office it was told that it had an unfunded liability of
$18.5 billion in the state superannuation scheme, and
that was increasing at an alarming rate. After an
extensive process of consultation, the coalition
government reached agreement with the public sector
unions on a range of changes. I am pleased to see that
that has taken place with this legislation, as was
highlighted by the member for Box Hill, who quoted
the Police Association.
Those changes reduced the cost of public sector
superannuation and placed the scheme on a more
sustainable footing. It was in the autumn statement of
1995 that the then Treasurer highlighted that the level
of the unfunded liability as at 30 June 1994 had been
reduced by $3.6 billion to $14.9 billion and was still
being reduced. It might be interesting to hear, if the
Parliamentary Secretary for Treasury and Finance, the
member for Burwood, can tell us, what the level of
unfunded liability in the state is at this stage.
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Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — But it is — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not think he meant
now. The member for Lowan, to continue.
Mr DELAHUNTY — I appreciate that it is a
similar scheme. The reality is that what we are going
through with the changes here is what happened with
the state superannuation scheme at that stage. We know
that the 1995 amendments to the State Superannuation
Act improved the administration — that is the same as
what will happen with this bill — rationalised a number
of funds and also standardised the legislative
provisions. Back at that stage there were some
95 schemes and 60 of them were closed without
disadvantaging the employees or former employees. I
am pleased that the member for Box Hill has
highlighted that the changes we are making here today,
which will no doubt go through, do not disadvantage
those employees.
What I want to highlight with these changes is the City
of Melbourne Superannuation Fund, which was merged
with the Local Authorities Superannuation Fund. I have
to put my hand up and say that many, many years ago I
was a member of the Local Authorities Superannuation
Fund. It was when I was working for the Shire of
Donald for the few years that I worked in that area. I
left and moved to a commonwealth department, and
unfortunately at that stage I could not roll over my
funds and so I had to take them. I am sure my wife and
I would have made good use of those funds. I would
like to think of what for — probably a trip overseas or
something.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DELAHUNTY — I am sure she would have. I
believe there were at least four defined benefit schemes
in the metropolitan water industry. I know from looking
back through the records that those changes caused
some concern to the staff, as the changes we are talking
about today have some concern for people. But, as I
said, back in those days all those changes were made
with no member receiving a lower net benefit.
The Victorian Superannuation Fund made provisions to
offer investment choices to members of that fund,
which now means that members can select options
suited to their perceived needs. The many changes
included improvements to the quality of the records that
members receive. As we all know, we get this
information on an annual basis. I am sure the
Emergency Services Superannuation Scheme would
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also provide very up-to-date information to keep its
members informed. All of these changes help not only
the members but also the government’s bottom line.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.01 p.m.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Before dinner I was
speaking about the Emergency Services
Superannuation (Amendment) Bill, and after the very
good dinner we Nationals all had tonight, we will not
be opposing this legislation!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Did you not hear? We are
not opposing it. Many changes were made to
superannuation by the previous government, and I want
to highlight those again. They include the quality of
members records and the information they receive. As I
said, we all appreciate getting that letter from the
superannuation authority explaining how much we
have in there. More importantly, the changes made by
the previous coalition government have helped not only
members but also the bottom line. On my
understanding, the changes in this bill will mean that
from 1 July 2005 members will be able to elect to
receive their benefits as an allocated pension or a lump
sum, or they can roll the benefits over into another
fund, and they will now pay a reduced amount of tax on
their benefits. I am sure all members who are in this
fund will appreciate that.

I note that there are a couple of minor amendments.
One is that the board is to be released from making
further payments of temporary pensions for illness or
injury. The amendment is of a technical nature, and I
am sure there are many other MPs in this room who
understand the technical nature of this bill. Another will
allow members to contribute until they are 75 years of
age. I am not sure if many members in this place will
get to 75, but you wonder whether people working in
the emergency services area would still pass the fitness
tests and the like at that age. But you never know: given
the way medical technology is going, that could
happen. That is in line with what the commonwealth
government has done.
As I said, The Nationals will not be opposing this
defined benefits scheme, which from 1 July 2005 will
move from being an untaxed to a taxed scheme —
though we are surprised that this bill has taken 10 years
to come into this house. Sometimes we wonder who is
driving this ship. Again, The Nationals will not oppose
this bill.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr STENSHOLT
(Burwood).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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Mr Robinson — I am listening to you, Hugh.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Thanks! The member for
Mitcham is listening. The changes made by the
coalition government reduced the unfunded liability,
and the changes we are debating tonight will also
reduce the government’s superannuation liabilities by
about $180 million. That is good for the state, and if it
is good for the state and good for my electorate, we are
not opposed to it. Also it will reduce employer
contributions by about 1 per cent, and we know that all
government departments now have to be accountable
for their expenditure.
I am informed that this bill provides beneficiaries with a
slightly enhanced payout, but I am also informed that
no-one will receive a windfall gain. Clause 9 of the bill
inserts new section 25AA, which is headed ‘No
detriment provision’, which we think is very
appropriate. We are informed that about 198 people
would have been disadvantaged if the legislation had
gone through without that clause. I am sure those nearly
200 people will be happy with that change, as it will
mean they will not receive lower net benefits in their
superannuation payouts.
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Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
following amendments:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, line 22, omit “Part.” and insert “Part;”.

2.

Clause 1, page 2, after line 22 insert —
“(c) to amend the Constitution Act 1975 in relation to
an amendment made by this Act to the Transport
Act 1983.”.

3.

Part 3 heading, page 88, line 1, after “1983” insert
“AND THE CONSTITUTION ACT 1975”.

4.

Clause 16, omit this clause.

5.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 15 —
‘AA. Constitution Act 1975 — amendment of
section 85
After section 85(13) of the Constitution Act 1975
insert —
“(14) Section 246CZC of the Transport Act
1983 (as inserted by section 15 of the
Transport Legislation (Further
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Amendment) Act 2005) alters or varies
this section and has effect as a direct
amendment of this section.”.’.

6.

Long title, after “1996” insert “, the Constitution Act
1975”.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
inform the house that the third reading of this bill was
passed with an absolute majority and I am of the
opinion that the adoption of these amendments
therefore requires an absolute majority to be obtained.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

The amendments that are currently being circulated
have been passed by the Legislative Council. There is a
necessity to move these amendments in the Assembly
to ensure that the bill that has previously been dealt
with, passed and referred to the other place, continues
to deliver the intended outcome that the Assembly has
already determined. It is required to be undertaken to
correct a procedural issue that arose in the upper house.
Mr Plowman — How has that happened?
Mr BATCHELOR — I will tell you. The
procedures of the upper house are a little different to
ours. It is the standard procedure for second-reading
speeches to be tabled in the upper house, and if there
are any section 85 statements the standing orders of the
upper house require them to be read. When this bill was
introduced into the Council, there were two section 85
statements in the second-reading speech, as members
will recall having heard them read out in the Assembly.
But when it was dealt with in the Council only one of
these section 85 statements was read out. The impact of
that meant that if the bill had been passed without the
reading out of the second section 85 statement, it would
have been invalidly presented for use later on.
The Council moved an amendment that in effect
removed that clause, which was inadequate, from the
bill and moved a subsequent amendment to the
Constitution Act that achieved the same outcome. So it
was an amendment not to the Transport Legislation
(Further Amendment) Bill but to the Constitution Act.
It relied on the precedents and practices of the upper
house to overcome that oversight. Accordingly, the
Assembly is required to respond in the same way in
order to put into place the intention that the Assembly
has already agreed to.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! As
the amendments require an absolute majority to be

Wednesday, 25 May 2005

obtained and there is not an absolute majority of the
members of the house present, I ask the Clerk to ring
the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

EMERGENCY SERVICES
SUPERANNUATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer).
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to support
the Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment)
Bill, which reflects our commitment to fiscal
responsibility and prudent financial management. It is a
reminder to Victorians that Labor has the economic
credentials and that the Liberal opposition is still unfit
to fill the Treasury benches, with its promises to rip up
contracts and commit to a list of unfunded foolish
liabilities like the $7 billion roads black hole and the
quixotic proposals to underground all powerlines and
build a Gilligan’s Island floating dock off Flinders.
This bill moves to reduce unfunded superannuation
liabilities by some $180 million while at the same time
looking after all the members of the emergency services
superannuation scheme. I should say what a great job
our emergency services do, and I am sure we all agree
with that. I am glad the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services is in the house, because we want
to acknowledge them. The Bracks Labor government is
happy to strongly support them. There can be no
argument that the Bracks Labor government puts
community safety high on the agenda. We are the ones
who have made our community safe, unlike the
opposition, which actually sacked police. It promised a
whole lot of extra police, but what did it do? It got rid
of them and ran the service down. What have we done?
We have been building it up.
We are also a government that makes sure we have
fiscal responsibility, and this bill does that in great
measure. It moves from paying untaxed benefits to
paying taxed benefits, and that is very much in line with
the majority of superannuation funds across the
country. I know the member for Scoresby thinks I have
not been talking on the bill, but the member for Lowan
took 8 minutes before he got onto it, talking about
every other superannuation scheme in the country
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except this one. I am talking about this bill, which is an
excellent bill.
Mr Wells interjected.
Mr STENSHOLT — Very many of the firefighters
working in the Country Fire Authority support their
local footy clubs. They are part of our community and
provide a very valuable service, as indeed do our
police. I am sure the member for Scoresby would
endorse that 100 per cent. I am sure the member would
also agree that the Bracks Labor government is one that
underlines the importance of community safety here in
Victoria. We have made it a hallmark of our
government and a hallmark of Victoria. When you go
to the police barbeques, let me tell you what they
say — that the Bracks Labor government supports
community safety. They say it again and again, as do
the firefighters and all the other people working in
emergency services.
What we are going to do in this bill is making sure that
all those people working in emergency services will not
be disadvantaged. In fact most of them will be highly
advantaged by moving from an untaxed to a taxed
benefits scheme. On average they will receive an extra
$10 000 each in their superannuation benefits. That is a
lot of money, but it means we are looking after them.
What is the benefit to the Victorian government? The
benefit is that it takes around $180 million off our
unfunded superannuation liabilities. What do the
members of these superannuation schemes get?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
There is too much audible conversation. It is rude to the
member on his feet, and it means Hansard has difficulty
hearing.
Mr STENSHOLT — Thank you, Acting Speaker,
although I do not think anyone has very much trouble
hearing me! I should also mention that the members of
the scheme will get, over a 40-year period, somewhere
between $180 million and $240 million as well. There
are a small number — 198 of the 15 000 members, as
the member for Box Hill and as the member for Lowan
have already mentioned — who stand to be
disadvantaged by this. I was also asked a question by
the member for Lowan. If the member is actually
listening, the answer is $3 billion. I know the member
for Lowan asked a wider question about all the other
superannuation schemes, but I can only talk about this
scheme and this particular bill, and the answer is
$3 billion.
We are making sure that 99 per cent of members of the
scheme will be better off, and the 1 per cent that may be
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affected by the changes will come under the
anti-detriment provisions, which have already been
explored by the member for Lowan. This will mean
that no existing member will be any worse off.
Members on average will receive an increase of around
2.2 per cent in their after-tax benefits. It is, as the
member for Box Hill has already said, a win-win
situation. This is one of those beautiful bills where
nobody is a loser and everybody is a winner.
I am both very surprised and very disappointed by the
opposition and The Nationals. They were so churlish in
saying, ‘We will not oppose the bill’. I am very
surprised that they are not out there supporting the
emergency services and saying, ‘We support this bill
wholeheartedly’. I am ashamed of the opposition for
not saying it, and I hope the member for Scoresby will
redress this. I actually pleaded with the member for
Lowan on a number of occasions, asking him to
support the bill, but he said, ‘No, I can only say I am
not going to oppose the bill’.
We on this side of the house support our emergency
services; we do it wholeheartedly, and we do it in full
measure. That is why I am happy that we will achieve a
saving in unfunded liabilities, which the opposition is
playing merry hell with given its policies, and that we
are making sure that 99 per cent of the 15 000 members
of this scheme will benefit by an average of
$10 000 each. This is a marvellous bill and is very
sensible, and I commend it to the house.
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — I want to make only a
couple of comments on the Emergency Services
Superannuation (Amendment) Bill, and I reiterate that
the Liberal Party will be not opposing it. The reason we
are not opposing the bill has to do with the build up to
get to this position and the amount of concern it caused
police officers and their families, who ran the strong
‘Hands off our super’ campaign. It was only at that
point that the government backed away from some of
the points it intended to put into the emergency services
superannuation scheme (ESSS).
The purpose of the bill is to change the status of the
fund, which will move from its current untaxed status
to become a taxed fund from 1 July. The other main
provisions in this bill change the payout ratio to reflect
the change of status and ensure that no beneficiary now
or at any future date will be disadvantaged by the
changes — and I think that was one of the concerns the
Police Association had. The association ran a very solid
campaign, and I know a lot of police officers were very
concerned, along with the United Firefighters Union
and some of the other associations that were tied up
with the ESSS.
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All MPs received letters headed ‘Hands off our super’
and it is worth reading this into Hansard:
I am writing to you in relation to the state government’s
intended changes to the Emergency Services Superannuation
Scheme (ESSS).
I have been a police member for the past 35 years, and my
family and I have always relied on the knowledge that my
superannuation was there to support us in the future.
ESSS was established in 1987 in recognition of the work
performed by police, firefighters and ambulance officers. The
scheme recognises the dangerous and stressful nature of our
work and the contribution of emergency service workers to
the community.
To date the Emergency Service Unions have received
incorrect and misleading information regarding how these
changes will affect my superannuation.
It has been revealed that the state government will save more
than $200 million through its proposed changes to ESSS.
However, if I chose to roll over my benefit into a beneficiary
account under the new scheme I could potentially be worse
off.
I am outraged that the state government intends on making
changes that potentially could be detrimental to 15 000 others
and I without confirming the true implications of the
proposed changes.
I will be attending a meeting of members on Thursday,
19 April 2005, at Dallas Brooks Hall to show my disgust at
these changes, and I am encouraging my union to campaign
against the government up until election day in November
2006 if necessary.
I am requesting your support as an elected member of
Parliament in contesting these proposed changes to the
scheme.

At that stage the letter meant we had a good battle on
our hands. Fortunately good sense prevailed, and at the
end of the day there was a good working relationship
between the union movement and the government. The
result was the inclusion of a provision saying that no
beneficiary now or at any time in the future would be
disadvantaged by these changes. That was the right
decision. With those few comments, as I said at the
start, I indicate that the Liberal Party will not be
opposing the bill.
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — I rise to
speak on the Emergency Services Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill 2005, and declare that I do not have
a pecuniary interest in this legislation any more. The
member for Lowan waxed lyrical about his many
superannuation contributions but I had one major
superannuation contribution and that was the
Emergency Services Superannuation Scheme (ESSS).
It is a wonderful fund. I see there is bipartisan support
for benefits to its members.
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The member for Scoresby, who has left the chamber,
only mentioned the police. Just to quickly educate the
member for Scoresby because he is the shadow
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, the ESSS
encompasses far more than just the police. It covers
firefighters, ambulance officers or paramedics —
depending on how long you have been in the
emergency services — and other people such as
permanent employees of the State Emergency Service.
The fund encompasses far more than the police and I
am sure the member for Scoresby will be illuminated
by that explanation.
If you discuss anything with people in the emergency
services, you discuss the ESSS with some degree of
caution. That happened when this was discussed and it
has ended up being a win-win situation. The member
for Scoresby told half the story about discussions
between the emergency services associations, or unions
if we can call them that, and the government. I want to
be upfront in congratulating the Minister for Finance in
another place and the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services for their very professional
endeavours to discuss the changes to the ESSS. I want
to reaffirm that nothing makes firefighters, police or
other members of ESSS more nervous than discussions
about the fund. I do not want to make this a political
debate because I note that there is support for this bill
but changes to firefighters’ conditions in the ESSS were
mooted in the Kennett years. I want to congratulate my
union secretary in particular, Peter Marshall, who will
celebrate his 10th anniversary as branch secretary in a
week or so. One of the things he reaffirmed to all of us
as union officials was that you do not trade off
conditions you have earned as union members.
There is no doubt that there was some discussion with
the unions about the anti-detriment provisions. I want to
focus on clause 9 of the bill. The spirit of the
anti-detriment provisions for existing members has
been extended to cover future members through this
new section. In conclusion, as I am getting wound up,
this means no future or, as we have heard from other
members, existing member will be worse off. The
majority will be better off to the tune of some $10 000,
and the government will be better off in terms of a
reduction in the unfunded liabilities it has to pay. I
congratulate both the ministers and the unions
responsible for their very professional and mature
response to this.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — It is a pleasure to
follow the member for South Barwon because I know
his past experience in this area means he has an
understanding of it and realises that this is a very
important part of the employment attraction for
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positions in police, firefighting, ambulance paramedics
and the State Emergency Service. That is as it should
be. It is almost like us coming into this place. If we did
not have a superannuation package that made up for the
fact that we are not paid very well, very many members
on the other side of the house would have been
reluctant to come. I can say that it had absolutely no
bearing on my coming in, because I did not have a clue
what it was worth when I came in. I have to admit that I
was in sheer ignorance.
Getting back to the bill, the member for Burwood made
the point that this is a win-win situation. However, to be
honest it is not always a win-win situation. It is of
concern to me that this is the case. A constituent came
into my office, sat down and said to me, ‘I am a young
man. I am a married man but I was recently divorced’.
He said that through a Family Court settlement he is
required to pay a substantial amount of his
superannuation benefit to his ex-wife. His
superannuation fund has now advised him that he is
required to pay an interest payment on the money that
has been paid out to his ex-wife.
Ms Neville — It is commonwealth law — it is a new
law.
Mr PLOWMAN — This is an extraordinary
situation because it is a commonwealth law in respect
of the Family Court but it is a state law in respect of the
way the super fund is administered. The problem is
once that payment has been made to the member’s wife
the interest payment is required from the person who is
the beneficiary of the superannuation until his
retirement. In this case the constituent who came to see
me said that this will substantially reduce his final
payment by the time he is 65. Had this happened to him
at an earlier age, as it could well have — we have seen
many marriages between people of an early age fail —
he could have gotten to the age of 65 with virtually
nothing left for him as a superannuation payment. It is
important that government members reflect on this and
determine whether a change can be made to the
administration of this fund in order to make it fairer for
those people caught up in this bind. I do not see
anything wrong with a substantial portion of that super
fund going to the member’s spouse on the basis of a
Family Court settlement. The thing which is really
wrong is that it encourages that member to leave his or
her employment at an early age. If he or she does not,
he or she relinquishes virtually all the superannuation
payment due to him or her. It is a failing in the system.
Although the member for Burwood said this legislation
is a win-win situation, and I tend to agree with him — I
think the legislation effectively provides that end
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result — there are cases which need addressing. It is
easy to blame it on the federal government but the state
government should be working with the federal
government to overcome what is an anomaly.
Therefore if the state government is prepared to do that,
I would like to give my support, because I know how
this is affecting my constituent. With that contribution,
I am very happy to have taken part in this debate.
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — I do not think the
state government will ever be supporting any process
that endorses a non-custodial parent not paying his or
her financial responsibility to an ex-partner and
children. It is as simple as that. The member for
Benambra better take that on notice now.
I am more than happy to stand up here and support the
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment)
Bill. It is good to see it has bipartisan support, albeit
that that support was presented in a weird manner here
tonight. The main purpose of the bill is to amend the
Emergency Services Superannuation Act 1986 to allow
the Emergency Services Superannuation Scheme to
move towards paying tax benefits. As we know, if we
move to paying taxed benefits, it means that when it
comes to accessing a lump sum superannuation payout
or a rollover or going into an arrangement that has a
prescribed payment process, less tax is paid at that
payout time. As other members have pointed out, this
will do two things. It will reduce the government’s
superannuation liability, which is good prudential
financial management, and it will in the long run also
enable the members who are coming out of the scheme
upon resignation or retirement to look at opportunities
to remain financially independent by giving them a
greater lump sum. That can only be good news for the
government, Victorian taxpayers and the employees
themselves.
I would also like to acknowledge the paid employees
covered by this scheme. Most other members have
talked about the police, paramedics, our firefighters and
emergency services people. I would also like to
mention the paid coastguard representatives as being a
part of the emergency services as well. They do a great
job protecting our coastline, rescuing wayward
seafarers and people who have a hard time out on the
water both along the coast and on inland waterways.
This bill is important. As I have said, it has been done
to ensure that employees have every opportunity to
remain financially independent and have a good lump
sum — which is what we are all being encouraged to
do at this stage in time. It certainly helps us to reduce
the unfunded liabilities. It is good prudential
management and brings the scheme into line with most
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of the other major superannuation schemes that are
operating at the moment. I would also like to
congratulate the union representatives, who have
negotiated a very good outcome for their members. At
that point, I commend the bill to the house.
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) — I want to put on
record that I celebrated the changes to the
commonwealth law that enabled superannuation and
interest to actually be provided to custodial parents
fairly quickly after settlement. Today I am very pleased
to speak in support of the Emergency Services
Superannuation (Amendment) Bill. It is really
important that we very clearly outline what this bill
does. It is a win-win situation. It is a win for taxpayers
and a win for members of this fund.
I want again to make it very clear — because it
becomes very unclear when you listen to members of
the opposition — that no member will be detrimentally
affected. Most will benefit, but no-one will be worse
off. This is a win-win outcome. There is no doubt about
it. We can dredge over it and make it all seem a bit
unclear and fuzzy, and somehow the opposition can
claim to be working on behalf of emergency services
staff after apparently having stood up for them in the
past, but that is not my memory of it. That is not my
memory of what happened when they sacked police
and did not properly fund ambulance services et cetera.
I want to put on record again that this government
remains committed to supporting and enhancing our
emergency services and our emergency service
workers. We have done that by improving facilities and
staffing right across the state.
It is unfortunate that the member for Scoresby is not
here. I wanted to remind him of the situation in
Bellarine prior to the 1999 election. I think Bellarine
would have had zero police if the previous government
had remained in office, yet he has stood up here over
the last few weeks, in the media and in Geelong
claiming that Bellarine residents are being dudded. I
want to put on record again that there is a 24-hour
police station which is a new station and which has
24-hour coverage across Bellarine. What have we got?
We had 7 police in Ocean Grove. How many do we
have now? We have 22 police in Ocean Grove. How
many do we have across the peninsula? We have
35 police across the peninsula. We have one of the best
police-to-population ratios in the state. We have a crime
rate that is declining faster than the average for Greater
Geelong. It is declining at a rate of around 15 per cent.
The figures are continuing to improve, which is a
fantastic effort. I want to acknowledge the great work
the local police do there.
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We have also funded significant equipment — new
trucks, new vehicles et cetera — for the State
Emergency Service and the Country Fire Authority.
The SES does a great job; it is always out there at
community meetings showing people what work it
does. It does some very difficult work at car accidents
and in storms. The SES played a big role in the recent
storms in Geelong, which flooded houses and destroyed
homes. The SES did a great job. The Country Fire
Authority constantly does admirable work. In the
2003 bushfires the Bellarine patrols were out there
supporting the rest of Victoria. I was pleased to
acknowledge that at a function in 2004. And our
paramedics have done a great job.
We have just recently committed to a new ambulance
station in Ocean Grove because we know the valuable
work the ambulance service does. We know how
necessary paramedics are to keep our communities safe
and healthy. It will be a 24-hour station servicing
Barwon Heads and Ocean Grove, but it is likely to be
located in Ocean Grove. There are new vehicles
including a new mobile intensive care ambulance unit
in Geelong and a new facility. It goes on and on. We
have also legislated to offer protection for paramedics
against members of the public who may interfere with
their work.
We are constantly supporting emergency workers, and
this bill is another example of that. They deserve our
support. Through our funding, policies and legislation
this side of the house will consistently show that
emergency workers have our 100 per cent support, just
as this bill has our 100 per cent support. It is a shame
the opposition has not indicated that as well.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave) — I am pleased to rise
to make a brief contribution in support of the
Emergency Services Superannuation (Amendment) Bill
2005. It is an important bill, and as my friend and
colleague the Parliamentary Secretary for Treasury and
Finance indicated, it demonstrates the financially
responsible actions of this government in this specific
instance to bring emergency services superannuation
into line with the vast majority of other super schemes.
This is an important step for our dedicated emergency
services staff. As other members have observed during
the debate on this important bill, we are blessed to have
such dedicated and hardworking emergency services
staff right across our state. They do a great job. For my
own part I am pleased to play a small role in
coordinating ambulance policy, and a more dedicated,
hardworking, outcome-focused group of people you
would not find than our ambulance paramedics here in
Victoria.
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These amendments and changes will be of benefit to
99 per cent of emergency services staff with a
guarantee that no-one will be worse off. This is a
win-win outcome for ambulance workers, and it is a
great outcome for emergency services personnel right
across the board. That is obviously the case in relation
to ambulance paramedics and other staff. Just as these
amendments are of benefit to ambulance paramedics,
so too is this government’s practical commitment and
quite massive reinvestment in ambulance services since
it came to government in 1999.
We have heard from the member for Bellarine and
others just how appallingly the previous government
ran down ambulance services in this state. We came to
government in 1999 with a clear policy agenda to
rebuild ambulance services, and not just physically but
to rebuild confidence. We have not just talked about
rebuilding our ambulance services; we have in fact
employed 353 additional paramedics, put in place new
ambulance vehicles and spent an extra $91 million —
that is, 93 per cent more funding, or $1.93 for every
dollar spent by the previous government. That is real
and substantial.
Ms Neville interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — As the member for Bellarine
said, it is a great record — a great record of
achievement and of putting back all that was taken
away and more. Ambulance paramedics are better off
for that, and so is the Victorian community, which
relies upon that wonderful service provided by our
ambulance paramedics.
The government has upgraded or established
16 metropolitan stations and 29 rural stations. It is a
great story. Time is against me, and I could go on and
on. This bill is an important part of supporting our
paramedics and supporting the best possible ambulance
service. I finish by mentioning, as did the member for
Bellarine, that the government introduced legislation
last year to protect ambulance paramedics. That is an
important step forward. I thank them for the important
work they do and commend this important bill to the
house.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — It is a
great pleasure to make a brief contribution about the
importance of our emergency services personnel. I
certainly know what a fantastic job they do in the
electorate of Bendigo West. I look back to the seven
dark years of the Kennett government, which imposed
that black hand and closed the ambulance station of
Kangaroo Flat. That very much reflected the policy of
the then Liberal and National party government, but we
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have gone about reopening an ambulance station at
Kangaroo Flat. When you look at the increases in the
resources of the State Emergency Service and the fire
stations you see the enormous changes, which are
fantastic.
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr CAMERON — As the honourable member for
Burwood said, you only have to look at the new police
stations. There is not a one-man police station in my
electorate that is not going to be rebuilt. In Bendigo an
enormous $20 million-odd complex is to be built.
Comparing this government and the former coalition
government is like comparing chalk and cheese. The
Nationals and the Liberal Party had a policy of slashing
police, not worrying about crime and not caring about
our community. Of course we have to appreciate the
personnel who have to do that, like the staff of the
ambulance helicopter, the air ambulance service we
have created at Bendigo, which never would have
happened under the Liberal and Nationals regime.
It is a great pleasure to speak on this bill and to
recognise the enormous contribution that our
emergency services personnel play in our community,
not only in regional communities but across the state.
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — I
am delighted to join my colleague the member for
Bendigo West and a number of my other colleagues in
this chamber who have made contributions to the
debate on the Emergency Services Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill, and I include the members for
Burwood, South Barwon, Hastings, Bellarine,
Mulgrave and of course that contribution from the
member for Bendigo West. Contributions were also
made by the members for Box Hill, Scoresby,
Benambra and Lowan. Certainly this bill demonstrates
once again this government’s financial responsibility by
addressing the issue of emergency services
superannuation, and I am very pleased to commend this
bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2005/2006) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 May; motion of
Mr BRACKS (Premier).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — The Appropriation
(Parliament 2005/2006) Bill is the bill that provides
Parliament with the appropriation necessary for its
operations in the forthcoming financial year. This bill is
being dealt with separately from the main appropriation
legislation in recognition of what should be the
important and distinct status of the Parliament. I would
like to thank you, Speaker, and the President of the
Legislative Council for the speedy way in which you
arranged for the officers and staff of the Parliament to
brief the opposition on the contents of the bill.
Even more so than similar bills of previous years this
bill largely continues the status quo in terms of the
funding of the Parliament. It provides for total expenses
in the forthcoming financial year of $107.7 million, as
is set out at page 43 of budget paper 4. It provides for
total capital expenditure — that is, purchases of
property, plant and equipment — of $6.1 million in the
forthcoming financial year, as set out on page 47 of
budget paper 4. Under the bill itself there is a total
appropriation covering both expenses and the purchase
of property, plant and equipment of $77 792 000, with
the remainder of the funding required for Parliament
coming from special appropriations.
The new outputs provided for Parliament in this year’s
budget are limited. There is a new output totalling
$400 000 over two years for the 150th anniversary of
democratic government, and there is a further $400 000
provided in two separate years to fund a performance
audit of the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office. The
only new asset initiatives are $1 million in total
estimated investment (TEI) funding for the
Auditor-General’s office for the in-house development
of new audit software and $9 million in TEI for the first
stage of a maintenance program under the
parliamentary heritage asset management strategy.
It is worth making the point that within existing funding
Parliament is undertaking some additional new
activities. Parliament is proceeding to implement some
upgrades to the parliamentary information technology
system which are expected to bring new and improved
capabilities to that system. A new internal management
structure for the Parliament is also being established.
Under that structure the wide range of services that are
provided within the Department of Parliamentary
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Services are being grouped under three new directors:
the director, organisation development and finance; the
director, precinct and property management; and the
director, communications and information technology.
There are going to be 10 units in total reporting to these
three directors.
Departments of the Parliament which were formerly
independent, such as the Department of the
Parliamentary Library and the Department of
Parliamentary Debates, which is more commonly
known as Hansard, are to become units answerable to
the director, communications and information
technology, who in turn will answer to the Secretary of
the Department of Parliamentary Services, who
answers to the Speaker and the President. This looks
neat on an organisational chart.
However, there are two aspects that cause concern. The
first is the downgrading of the standing and
remuneration of the heads of the parliamentary library
and of Hansard, who have been people of the highest
professional ability, capable of running their own
departments with minimal supervision. The concern
relates to what advantage there is in diminishing the
standing of these positions, thus diminishing the calibre
of the people the Parliament is able to attract and retain
in those positions. In other words, are we downgrading
the role and status of professionals within the
parliamentary structure and upgrading the role of
generic managers?
The second and related question that needs to be asked
is what value the new directors will add. I do not know
these new directors personally, and I make absolutely
no comment on their individual abilities, but the
question that I believe needs to be addressed is why
should we not have highly professional and capable
people such as the head of the parliamentary library, the
head of Hansard, the head of the information
technology (IT) department and others reporting
directly to the Secretary of the Department of
Parliamentary Services?
There is a fair point to be made that some of the new
service functions within the Parliament that have
evolved in recent years — and I cite as an example the
information technology area, which was non-existent a
couple of decades ago — may well deserve to be given
a similar professional standing within the parliamentary
structure to that of the heads of the library and of
Hansard. The argument has to be: why would it not be
better to elevate the standing of the head of the
information technology unit, rather than downgrading
the standing of the heads of the parliamentary library
and Hansard?

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT 2005/2006) BILL
Wednesday, 25 May 2005

ASSEMBLY

On examination of the new organisational structure it
also seems to me that some of the 10 units that have
been created need not necessarily be separate units with
their own managers. I cite as an example the units of
budget and risk, organisational development, and
accounting and administration. If that is the case it may
well be that we could have less than 10 units under the
Secretary of the Department of Parliamentary Services.
This would strengthen the case for us not needing a
new layer of management in the form of the three new
director positions. These new positions are being
funded internally within the Parliament out of existing
resources, but clearly, if three new management
positions in the form of these directors are being
created, that is consuming resources that could be
deployed for other purposes.
With the exception of those remarks, as I indicated at
the outset, this bill very much continues the status quo
as far as the Parliament is concerned. Given that fact,
our deliberations on this bill provide an opportunity for
us to step back from day-to-day issues and look at some
larger questions. It provides an opportunity to ask
ourselves more broadly what value the people of
Victoria are getting for the $113.8 million being spent
next year on the running of Parliament.
It should go without saying that Parliament can and
should have a valuable role in a vibrant democracy. We
have to recognise that the 18th century model and that
of previous centuries where Parliament was a chamber
of decision making have in many respects been
superseded by the party structure under which parties
have generally made decisions prior to matters coming
on for debate in the chamber. But that in no way
diminishes the vital role of each house of Parliament as
a chamber of accountability. In other words, members
of the government, the opposition and other members
of Parliament must be able to stand up in this chamber
and the other place and articulate, justify and defend the
positions they have taken on legislation and other
public issues. They must be able to spell out the future
direction in which they say the state should go. This
remains an invaluable role that Parliament can and
should have.
There are many other vital roles that a well-functioning
Parliament should provide for the community. Firstly, it
should go without saying that the parliamentary
legislative process should be far more open and far
more staged than the alternative of simply making laws
by administrative fiat. It should recognise the
importance of the legislative function in the overall
structure of government because of the ability of laws
to coerce citizens and to specify the rights of citizens
vis-a-vis each other. Therefore the process of
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law-making should allow citizens far more time to
become aware of such proposed decisions and to alert
fellow citizens about their concerns and raise
objections. Even in a situation where one party has
control of both houses of Parliament, this more open
and staged formal process remains a vital protection of
the rights and liberties of citizens.
Secondly, the electoral structure for Parliament can give
electors the power to limit the ability of governments to
make laws by not giving control of the upper house to
the government party or by not giving any one party or
coalition a majority in its own right in the Legislative
Assembly. Parliaments should, if they are functioning
well, require elected governments and individual
ministers to subject themselves to the public scrutiny of
non-government MPs and also — and certainly not to
be underestimated — the private scrutiny of
government backbench MPs, as well as to the need to
retain the ongoing support of government backbench
MPs and, one would hope, the prior agreement of those
MPs to many types of individual proposals. In other
words, the government of the day has to be accountable
to its own backbench, as well as to other members of
Parliament.
Parliament should also, if it is functioning well,
scrutinise the performance of the machinery of
government with a degree of detail that is not usually
possible for individual citizens, which should both
assist an elected government in formulating its
decisions and carrying out its functions and to hold an
elected government to account for the good
management of the machinery of government.
Parliament should also provide a forum in which
different views can be put on record and in which some
of the abilities and arguments of various MPs and
political parties can be seen in action.
Parliament should resource a number of MPs,
particularly non-government MPs, so that they can have
the time to develop the expertise to examine, learn
about and critique the activities of government,
formulate alternative policies and build an alternative
team capable of forming an elected government in a
way that is not practicable for most citizens to
undertake. In the absence of Parliament, it would be
virtually impossible or certainly extraordinarily difficult
for any alternative government to establish itself in the
form of an organised opposition or other parties.
Last but certainly not least, Parliament through
individual members of Parliament should give citizens
a local source of advice and assistance in their dealings
with government and act as a channel for citizens to
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make their views known to government and to those
who may be able to influence government.

community and contributes to the diminution of the role
of Parliament in the eyes of the public.

It may be considered that some of these matters are so
obvious that they do not need stating. Nonetheless I
think it is important that we do from time to time go
back to the fundamental principles and ask ourselves
from scratch why it is that we are here, what it is that
we are doing that adds value for the individual citizen,
perhaps what it is that we do that does not add value,
and how well it is that the current operations of
Parliament are functioning in order to achieve as
effectively as possible the various roles that I have set
out.

Perhaps worst of all, or certainly right up there amongst
the worst features of what has happened under the
current government, we find a government backbench
that can only be described as supine. It was striking to
hear some of the remarks made by the
Honourable Dianne Hadden, an honourable member for
Ballarat in another place, which revealed exactly how
the government party room operates. Her reference to
indoctrination sessions was striking enough, but what
stunned many of us on our side of politics was her
pointing out that under the processes of the current
government the government backbench has virtually no
say on the content of legislation. What she said was that
members in the government party room were simply
presented with a one-page summary of a bill by the
minister and asked to make a decision on that basis.

When we move on to that question — how well are we
performing the roles that a well-functioning Parliament
can valuably and meaningfully carry out? — we realise
that we are in many respects falling well short and that
Parliament has become significantly degraded under the
Bracks government. The public is entitled to be angry
at what is happening under the current government,
especially given the current government’s promise that
it would be open and accountable. We have seen the
dumbing down of this Parliament. We have seen the
imposition of crippling time limits, with 30 minutes
speaking time being allowed on most bills for lead
speakers of the opposition, 20 minutes for the lead
speakers of The Nationals and 10 minutes for other
members of Parliament. We have seen the government
business program mechanism now being imposed on
both houses of Parliament, meaning that legislation can
go through this Parliament without any debate
whatsoever.
What has been done by the current government is in
stark contrast to what happened under the previous
government. The government business program
mechanism was introduced in the Legislative Assembly
due to the obstructionism and the attempt to frustrate
the legislative program led by Tom Roper as the then
leader of opposition business. I must say that even
under the government business program mechanism of
the Kennett government opposition members were
given far more opportunities to speak on legislation in
this chamber than members of the opposition currently
have, and the opportunity of members to speak in the
other place, the house of review, was never curtailed in
this way under a Liberal-National government.
We see the spreading out of sitting dates in this current
year in a way that disrupts the attention that is given by
the community to what is happening in Parliament. It
breaks up the flow of legislative business, degrades the
central role of Parliament as a place in which we
assemble to deliberate on the significant issues for the

That certainly stands in stark contrast to the process
followed when the Liberal and National parties formed
government. There was a conscious and distinct
separation of the process of formulating legislation
away from ministers and it was put into the hands of a
backbench committee.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr CLARK — As the Leader of The Nationals
says, under our government legislation was subjected to
rigorous scrutiny by a backbench committee. I chaired
the backbench committee for treasury and finance
legislation. We would quiz relevant officers in detail.
We would go through the bill clause by clause, and I
would have to say that significant improvements were
made to about 70 per cent of the bills. They were not
necessarily earth-shattering ones, but they were ones
that led to better legislation coming into this house. It
meant that within the government process ministers
were internally accountable to their backbench for their
bills, and the bills were reported to our party room not
by the minister but by the chair of the backbench
committee.
These were all internal checks and balances that created
some rigour in the legislative process when our side of
politics was in government. It seems to be a rigour that
is lacking under the current government, and we are
seeing it in the legislation that comes to this house, with
the constant stream of fix-up bills and the inability of
even senior ministers, such as the Treasurer, to front up
in this house during the consideration-in-detail stage of
bills and understand and defend the legislation for
which they have charge. When there is more rigorous
internal scrutiny ministers are far more knowledgeable
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about their legislation and far more able to defend it in
the public arena as well as within the party forums. I
know that under the previous government ministers
were proud of the fact that they had mastered the detail
of their bills and were perfectly able and willing to
defend it at the committee stage in either this or the
other place.

Hospital Services Report being scrapped and replaced
with a six-monthly report full of glossy photographs
and a colour photograph of the Premier, but very
limited information being made available to the public.
We have a government that, when it decided to
automatically increase virtually all fees and fines across
the state, refused to make — —

The final aspect of degradation of the Parliament that I
will refer to is the deterioration in the standards of
debate. That is manifest not only in the dumbed-down
speaking times that I referred to earlier but in the
dumbed-down content of debate. It is hard for anybody
to make more than a few compressed points in the
course of a 10-minute speaking time or a 30-minute
lead speaking time. On occasions there are certainly
some bills which can be adequately dealt with in 10 or
15 minutes, but there are other bills that deserve an hour
or even more to do them justice and to cover the
multiplicity of issues they raise.

The SPEAKER — Order! I remind the member for
Box Hill that we are discussing the parliamentary
appropriation bill.

One need only read through the debates in Hansard
from 10 or 15 years ago in this place and compare them
with the standards of debate and deliberations in
Hansard today to see the stark contrast. From this side
of the chamber we see briefing notes being passed from
government backbencher to government backbencher,
and that many government backbenchers are struggling
to put together even 10 minutes worth of speech within
their allotted time, even though they repeat the same
clichés as the previous government speakers.
So we do have a degradation of the ability of
Parliament to perform the roles it should be serving in
benefiting the community. The ability of Parliament to
function effectively is also being restricted and
constrained by the fact that the government is depriving
both Parliament and the community of the information
needed to make informed decisions and to have
ownership of the direction in which the state is heading.
I cite just one example of that. The previous
Liberal-National party government commenced the
introduction of a system of accounting and reporting to
the Parliament that would tell Parliament and the
community what was actually being obtained and
achieved for the money that was being spent. The
Bracks government has failed to carry through with
those reforms. Those reforms remain like a half-built
factory standing gaunt on the horizon and now starting
to rust. The performance indicators that actually tell the
Parliament and the community what is being
achieved — or, more often, what is not being
achieved — by the government are routinely being
deleted from the budget papers. We have had vital
indicators of hospital performance, such as the quarterly

Mr CLARK — Thank you, Speaker; I appreciate
your guidance. The point I am making is that the ability
of Parliament to perform its role, the role for which it is
being funded under the appropriation bill, is being
constrained by the limited information that is made
available to it to carry out its deliberations. The point I
was moving on to was the restriction on the ability of
Parliament to perform roles such as the disallowing of
increases in fees and fines, or its ability to have tabled
before it a list of fees and fines that are being increased
under automatic indexation measures, and the
abandonment of safeguards in legislation of that sort,
which were present even in the Tasmanian legislation
on which the corresponding Victorian legislation was
based.
For all of those reasons we are in need of far-reaching
reforms to ensure that the Parliament and the
community have the information they need to
understand what the government is doing on their
behalf and what the options and trade-offs are for
government service delivery for infrastructure
provision, taxation levels and legislation. These are
reforms that we on this side of Parliament in the Liberal
Party are prepared to make. We were not afraid when
we were last in government of being accountable for
what was being done with public money. We believe
the accountability to Parliament and the provision to
Parliament and the public of fundamental factual
information on the performance of government should
be strengthened, and we propose to do so if the public
sees fit to re-elect us.
We believe the role of Parliament needs to be restored
after the degradation of recent years. We need to see an
increase in the number of sitting days to a minimum of
60 days a year. We believe the Speaker should be
provided with additional powers to direct ministers to
give relevant answers at question time; we believe the
minimum number of questions being asked and
answered at question time should be increased from 10
to 12 each day; we believe the standing orders should
be strengthened to improve the behaviour of members;
and we believe government departments should not be
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restricted from giving evidence to parliamentary
committees.
In conclusion, Parliament can and should be an
institution of which we are proud to be members and in
which the community has pride as the embodiment of a
flourishing democracy in which citizens can play a full
and active part and have ownership of the taking of
decisions and the setting of priorities. Unfortunately we
have a long way to go in order to achieve that goal, but
it is a goal well worth achieving.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — This is
obviously important legislation in the sense that it
makes the appropriation of the funds which enable the
Parliament to operate. The member for Box Hill has
given a pretty fulsome analysis of the manner in which
those various allocations occur. I would like to direct
my comments in two broad areas. One of those is in
regard to this building itself, its future and issues of
maintenance and capital expenditure with regard to it;
the other area is insofar as the operations of the
Parliament are concerned.
In terms of the first issue, it is timely — on the verge of
our 150th year — to be making assessments of this
building and what its future might be, not only in the
sense of the physical structure as it now stands, but
what we will do to ensure that the magnificence of this
place is not only preserved but enhanced for future
generations.
It is about 10 years, I think, since the scrapping of the
proposals which were developed by the former
government for the completion of this building to its
original magnificence. That happened because the
Labor Party chose a course of action which meant that
the intentions of the then government were foiled. Now
that Labor has government here in Victoria, I would
invite the Labor Party to consider the prospect of
reinvigorating those arrangements to have this building
concluded in the way that was originally intended.
I make that proposition also at this time when issues of
heritage and culture are very much in the public eye.
Coincidentally, this happens to be the week when the
government has absolutely butchered one of the great
iconic heritage aspects of Australia by destroying the
right of alpine graziers to be able to run their stock on
the high country. When issues such as this are thrust
before the public eye, albeit in a most unfortunate way,
it at least focuses people’s minds on the things that are
important insofar as these heritage issues are concerned.
It concerns us as a party that when we have the great
honour to be able to come into this chamber, with all its
historical aspects, and make our respective
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contributions — from all sides of politics, be it party
politics or as Independents — it is important that this
chamber and the building of which it is part is able to
be completed in the way that our forefathers intended.
That is not only the case, of course, for those of us for
whom today is our time; very importantly it is the case
for our future generations.
At a time when 2006 is almost upon us — it is some
seven months away but it is almost upon us; the seven
months will go in a blink and 2006 will be here — I
think it behoves the current government to dust off the
arrangements which the former government almost had
in place before they had to be scuttled because of the
Labor Party’s efforts, and do something which will
bring about the completion of this building to the
magnificence originally intended.
I say to the house tonight from the perspective of The
Nationals that we would support a proposition whereby
the government gave consideration to that issue. I think
the public of Victoria would be receptive to it. It is also
a fact that in this day and age, given our overall position
as a state, there is a greater prospect of this being able to
be managed within the financial constraints which quite
properly operate upon all of us. Nevertheless it could
happen in circumstances that would not prove too
taxing — pardon the pun — upon the total resources of
the state of Victoria. The idea bears re-examination by
the government, and I would encourage it to consider
that course of action over the seven months prior to
Christmas this year.
On the broader issue of the operation of the Parliament,
as the member for Box Hill has outlined, many millions
of dollars are dedicated through the process in the
legislation which is under debate to the functioning of
this place in all its forms. There are things that need to
be considered by the government in terms of the way
the Parliament functions. One of the greatly disturbing
features about the way Parliament functions now is that
in practical terms it probably has less of a position in
the scheme of things than ever before in the history of
the state of Victoria. There is a growing tendency on
the part of the government to govern the state from
outside the walls of this place.
The most extreme example in recent times was the
leaking of the budget, and the reaction to that by the
government was unfortunate. The way in which an
inquiry was apparently launched — and we have heard
absolutely nothing about its outcome — is just
reflective of things at large, where the spin is run for the
day and the actual outcome ceases to be a matter of any
concern. One of the things we have to be very careful
about, in an environment where an enormous amount of
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the state’s resources is being dedicated to its operation,
is to ensure that the Parliament continues its primary
function as a forum where people who have all sorts of
points of view about the variety of things that make our
communities tick and who collectively have the honour
to represent their respective constituencies can come
together and be the focus of public commentary that is
important to the future of the state of Victoria.
I see an increasing diminution of that role occurring
through the operations of the current government. The
events of last weekend, for example, are a terrible
shame in terms of the Victorian public and the matters
under consideration here. Given the amount of money
being dedicated to the functioning of this place, seeing
such unsavoury events unfold at the Labor Party state
conference in the course of the warfare between
factions, where the only person who did not get a
mention was the poor, long-suffering voter, is a terrible
shame.
If we are going to do justice to the running of this
Parliament, it is very important that the issues of the
day come on here for debate. It is crucial to the future
of the state that the things that make this place tick and
are important to people come on here. It is one thing for
the government to continue to line up as it does in here,
day after day, with a backbench that is made mute by
the processes that apparently apply to it; it is another
thing altogether to ensure, if the allocations being made
through this legislation are to be seen to have their
proper effect, that the Parliament runs appropriately and
the government is beholden to the people of Victoria —
and to in turn assure them that those processes operate
properly. This is not a plaything of the Labor Party or
anybody else of any political persuasion at any moment
in time. Collectively we have an obligation to make
certain that we carry out the sorts of responsibilities that
go with all of us having the honour to be elected to this
place to represent our constituents.
That carries through to the various issues that were
mentioned by the member for Box Hill. The constraints
which are imposed upon the way the Parliament
operates, particularly regarding speaking times, are one
of the sadder aspects of the way the Parliament now
functions. Increasingly there is a tendency for the
running of the place to be in the hands of the
government of the day. As it happens it is the Labor
Party which has made an art form of developing
various initiatives, which I agree readily the former
government introduced, in a way which curtails debate
to a dangerous degree. I would like to think, Speaker,
that through the agency of this legislation and the
enormous amount of money, comparatively speaking,
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that comes with it, we can see an improvement in the
standards of the operation of the Parliament.
I conclude by saying that so far as the first issue is
concerned, there is an opportunity for the government
to initiate a process which would see this magnificent
building completed in a way that the people of Victoria
would regard as being appropriate not only to our
present point in time but, more particularly, for the
future. As to the other issues I raised, there are many
ways whereby the government can properly address the
fact that the Parliament as an institution does not
function in the way our forefathers intended. When you
are dealing with the sorts of appropriations that come
with this legislation, there is a clear responsibility to
make a variety of changes in the way this place
functions.
Mr LONEY (Lara) — It is indeed a pleasure to
speak on the parliamentary appropriation. There are a
number of items within this appropriation that deserve
some comment, and I would like to go to those first in
my contribution. The first important item that we need
to look at is the allocation for a heritage asset
management strategy for the Parliament, which shows
the acceptance by government of the need for a
properly funded strategy. I guess that fits in with, at
least in some way, the remarks of the Leader of The
Nationals.
The allocation will ensure that this building is treated
not simply as a working Parliament, which it should be
treated as, but also as one of Victoria’s prime heritage
assets, which it also is. It recognises the dual role of this
building in Victorian life. This is one of the most
significant public buildings in the state, along with the
Exhibition Building. They are probably the two most
important public buildings in the state. Over recent
years Parliament House has become an important
tourist attraction. Even at dinner time this evening there
were still large groups coming through the place. So
there is an allocation of $9 million over three years to
ensure a proper heritage asset management strategy is
put in place for the Parliament, and that is indeed
welcome.
The other significant item of funding that requires
comment is the allocation for the 150th anniversary of
democratic government in Victoria. It is interesting that,
with all the eulogising of participatory democracy we
have just heard, nobody really commented on the fact
that the 150th anniversary of democratic government in
Victoria is taking place this year and will be a major
feature of parliamentary life this year, and the funding
is in the budget for it. One of the elements of
recognition of the anniversary will be a travelling
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exhibition that will go the length and breadth of
Victoria. It will be launched in Castlemaine on
23 November. It will then travel on to Portland, Ararat,
Mildura, Warracknabeal, Shepparton and back into
Queen’s Hall for Parliament’s open day in June 2006,
when everybody will be welcome and there will be free
entry. It will then go to Wodonga, Bairnsdale and the
2006 Royal Melbourne Show at the wonderful new
showgrounds — and the member for Essendon played
a significant role in bringing them about. The exhibition
will then travel on to Morwell.
Another element of the celebrations will be the regional
sittings of Parliament that will be taking place in
November, with the Legislative Assembly sitting in
Geelong and the Legislative Council sitting in Colac.
Again the Parliament is going outside Melbourne, and
that is a very important thing. There will be a number of
other activities around the anniversary. They will
include celebrating the 150th anniversary of the secret
ballot and the 150th anniversary of the 8-hour day — a
significant achievement that was won on this building.
Unfortunately, it is in severe danger of being lost again
in Canberra. At this stage we should pass on our thanks
to Sharon Morris, who is doing a wonderful job in
pulling those activities together.
The 2005–06 allocations in our budget are not directly
comparable to the 2004–05 figures, and, I hasten to add
given the member for Box Hill’s remarks, not because
of changes of performance measurements. It may give
the impression that there is less funding, and that
deserves an explanation. The explanation is actually
that there has been an increase in parliamentary
allocations in all areas other than employee benefits.
This comes about as a result of changes to the
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
(Amendment) Act which brought the Victorian scheme
into line with the provisions of the federal scheme. That
is why there is an apparent reduction in the funding for
Parliament. Funding for all other aspects of
parliamentary life have in fact been increased in the
budget.
I should also express thanks to all the staff in all the
departments of the Parliament who serve this place and
the members of Parliament so well — without
individualising anyone, those people within the
Department of Parliamentary Services and the various
parts of the parliamentary service and the staff of the
two chambers of the Parliament whose work around
this place is really terrific. While commenting on that I
might say that the new One Parliament structure has
worked very well over the past year in spite of some
controversy around its introduction. It has stood the test
of time, and we would now all say that it is improving
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parliamentary efficiency and the level of services to the
members around this place. Again, congratulations to
our staff for that.
In concluding I want to comment on what has been said
by lead speakers on the other side. I think the first thing
I would say is that the change of view you get in the
short walk across this chamber is amazing.
Mr Cooper interjected.
Mr LONEY — I might admit to that as much as
anyone else! Certainly one side has a much more
joyous view than the other — this is all true! But I
cannot let some of these things go. I was surprised by
some of the comments of the member for Box Hill. I
am not quite sure what he was getting at with some of
his suggestions about the parliamentary departments,
but I would say to him that structural change in the
departments has been called for for years by the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, of which he is a
member. A number of annual reports of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee have in a bipartisan
manner called for changes to the parliamentary
structure. He talked about the government nobbling the
Parliament. We could debate that, but I should point out
to him that it was his government that nobbled the
Auditor-General, the Director of Public Prosecutions
and a whole host of others.
Mr Cooper — Rubbish!
Mr LONEY — As I say, the view changes on the
other side. I might also say that the high water mark of
executive control of the Parliament was very much
demonstrated under the former Liberal-National party
government. The member for Box Hill went on to
quote some remarks made by the Honourable Dianne
Hadden, a member for Ballarat Province in the other
place. I am not going to enter into a spat with her, but
we remember the remarks of the Honourable Roger
Pescott and what he had to say about the way decisions
were made in a certain government. We can swap these
comments if that is the path members want to go down.
He talked about things like judging legislation by the
number of in-house amendments. I remember having
responsibility for energy bills that came into the place,
one with — I think — 280 in-house amendments. I
remind the member for Box Hill that the record can be
looked at from both sides. He also made comments
about debate, and I say to him, ‘You should never
confuse quantity with quality’. It is good that the
Liberal Party now has a policy on the minimum number
of sitting days. I remember a party that had less than
30 sitting days in a year in this place, and the member
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for Box Hill now wants to lecture about minimum
sitting days. I also remind him that his party introduced
the government business program. It brought it into this
place. He says now that the minimum number of
questions in question time should be 12. I remember
sitting in this place when we had a question time
containing 4 questions. We now have a minimum of
10 questions, so he should not lecture us about these
things.
Regarding the comments of the Leader of The
Nationals, I simply do not recall the day on which the
Labor Party somehow miraculously had the numbers in
this place!
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired!
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — Thank goodness for that!
I would like to make a couple of comments on the bill
for the appropriation for the Parliament of Victoria. I
note the overall appropriation for the Parliament has
been reduced from the 2004–05 budget to the 2005–06
budget, down from $118.9 million to $107.04 million.
In percentage terms that is a decrease of 9.7 per cent.
As has been commented on earlier, there is increased
funding for parliamentary services, for parliamentary
committees and for the Auditor-General’s office, but
there is an overall decrease for both this chamber and
the upper house.
Again, as has been alluded to earlier, the reason for the
decrease in the appropriation for the Assembly and the
Council are alterations to the funding arrangements for
the Parliamentary Superannuation Fund. I will not go
into why they have occurred but just note that that is an
explanation for a reduction in funding.
I also take up the comments of the member for Lara in
relation to the restructure of parliamentary services and
again place on record that this side of the house debated
and called for autonomy in particular for the
parliamentary library because that is an issue that is
fundamental to the amount of resources available to
oppositions. We have always said we are open to
restructure; we have never argued for the current
restructure that has occurred in legislation over the last
few years.
I want to turn to parliamentary services. I note with
some concern, and I seek a response from the minister
on the key performance indicators listed in budget
paper 3 at page 256, that under ‘Service requests
satisfied’, in 2003–04 for example, it shows
9412 service requests satisfied; it is now down to 8500
as the target for 2005–06. Similarly in regard to
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information access under ‘Items processed for
retrieval’, that particular target is down. I seek from the
Speaker and the President in the other place —
presumably via my own party members at Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearings —
explanations for the reason those targets are down.
I also note as regards Hansard — and I have the
ultimate respect for both Hansard and the library as I
think most members here have, and from both Hansard
and the library we receive an outstanding service —
that all the satisfaction levels required from Hansard are
99 per cent. As I look through the key performance
indicators for any other portfolio or any other minister’s
responsibility there is no other area of government
administration which has as a target for 2005–06 a
99 per cent satisfaction rate. I expect Hansard will reach
that level of satisfaction because they are outstanding.
Again I place on record the comment that there is no
other minister, no other area of government prepared to
target a 99 per cent satisfaction rate.
I want to make a couple of brief comments also on
‘Support Services’ at page 258 of budget paper 3.
When we move to support services for members of
parliament, the key performance indicators there, the
satisfaction rates, are targeted at a far lesser degree. I
note in terms of members, staff and officers satisfied
with the services provided by the Parliament, the target
level there is 73 per cent. That is a distinct difference
between the levels of satisfaction targeted by both
Hansard and the library and again, there would be some
explanation by the Speaker and the President as to why
these services are targeted at a much lower level.
I also wish to take up the matter of the output initiatives
listed at page 317. The member for Lara referred to the
funding allocation for the 150th anniversary of
democratic government in Victoria — an allocation of
$300 000 in 2005–06 and $100 000 in 2006–07. Part of
that funding will go to sittings of the Parliament, as the
Premier advised, for the Assembly on 17 November in
Geelong and for the Council in Colac. I note that that
date is the last sitting date for this year, and I note also
from my 12 years in Parliament that the last sitting day
is not always the day when members show the most
exemplary behaviour. I look forward to a meaningful
debate in Geelong and good behaviour during those
particular celebrations.
I also want to take up the comments of the member for
Lara in speaking about the 150th year celebrations, and
in fact bemoaned the alleged fact that members of the
opposition had not made much comment on that. I
think the 150th year celebration will be an interesting
one. The member mentioned the issue of secret ballots.
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Mr Andrews — We all support that.
Ms ASHER — Well, that is not what the minister
said over the table. I wish to also make the comment
that manhood suffrage did not come in 150 years ago.
Albeit that Victoria was one of the first states to
introduce the ballot for women — and one of the last
states in Australia to allow women to stand for
Parliament — initially our democracy, as you would
have it, excluded women from the vote. Interestingly
enough, initially our democracy had one vote per
university degree, which is a little-known fact about the
initial form of manhood suffrage we had. I will be
interested in looking at those celebrations and seeing
what aspects of our so-called Parliamentary democracy
during the 150 years we actually do celebrate.
I wish to also make a couple of comments in relation to
the parliamentary heritage asset management strategy at
page 317 which was also touched on by the member for
Lara. Indeed, he referred to funding of $10 million
throughout the forward estimates in relation to a
maintenance program for Parliament. This maintenance
program will cover repair and upgrade of the building’s
front steps, external stonework, electrical systems,
ventilation systems and lifts.
I take this opportunity to echo the comments of the
Leader of The Nationals in relation to the completion of
this building. This building has a superb historical
value. The public areas of this building are magnificent.
This chamber is magnificent. The Legislative Council
is even more magnificent — of course, funded fully
from the gold rush era. Other public areas such as the
library and Queen’s Hall are stunning areas of a
wonderful, wonderful building. However, the members
working areas are below standard. I would be surprised
if any member of this chamber thought the members
areas were excellent. I hope that over time this
government will pay some attention to restoring this
building to its former glory. I was well aware of the
costings before the Labor Party put the kybosh on the
restoration program. I hope the Labor Party has a look
at this issue over time.
I am well aware that the clock was mucked up for me
and I thank the chamber officers for initially giving me
20 minutes, but I will play ball in terms of the time.
However, I want to refer to the performance measures on
page 404 of budget paper 3 where the Parliament has no
discontinued performance measures. I well recall in 1999
when the Independents put forward their compact with
the Labor Party to form government. One of the things
the Independents wanted was an explanation for
discontinued performance measures in the budget
because they wanted to compare one budget paper with
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another. I have to say that as a minister in the previous
regime I thought that was a fair call. It is very difficult to
compare like with like in the budget papers when you
change the key performance indicators. It is often in the
interests of government — —
Mr Holding interjected.
Ms ASHER — You do, and that is the problem.
You have so many discontinued — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) — Order!
The honourable member will speak through the Chair.
Ms ASHER — I will do so, Acting Speaker. That is
the problem. While this government signed up to have
budget papers that enable us to compare like with like,
there is a raft of discontinued performance measures at
the back of every budget paper which makes it very
difficult to compare one year with another. I note in
relation to the Parliament that there are no discontinued
performance measures. It is the only area of
government where you can compare what happened in
a previous year with what is going to happen in the
future year. I congratulate the Parliament for being the
only area in the whole administration of government
that is prepared to be compared year on year.
In conclusion, I wish to endorse the opening remarks of
the member for Box Hill in his comments on the
performance and operation of the Parliament. Under the
previous government it was always fifty-fifty. There
has been a lot of discussion about who had how many
questions and so on and so forth, but it was always
fifty-fifty. The tradition was government, opposition,
government, opposition, fifty-fifty in terms of who had
the questions, who had the calls, who had the
adjournment issues and all of those features.
One of the appalling elements of this government is the
fact that that fifty-fifty rule has been broken. The
speaking times in this place for questions, for
adjournment issues, for 90-second statements — which
I acknowledge were not in existence under the previous
government — those areas of parliamentary debate are
not allocated fifty-fifty government and opposition,
they are allocated in accordance with the numbers of
the house. That was never a feature of the previous
government. The feature of the previous government
was it was a fifty-fifty debate.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms ASHER — Questions are not fifty-fifty,
questions are in accordance with the weight of numbers
in the house. I endorse the comments of the member for
Box Hill that there has been a dumbing down and a
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complete stacking of the numbers against the
opposition parties. With those few comments, I support
the bill but bemoan the changes to the Parliament.
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I thought it was the
electorate that stacked the numbers our way, that it was
the electorate that decided that the numbers were going
to be stacked on this side of the house.
I am pleased to join the debate on the Appropriation
(Parliament 2005/2006) Bill. As a member of the
House Committee I particularly want to concentrate my
comments on the Department of Parliamentary Services
and especially IT. However, before I do that I would
like to respond generally to the other side. I have been
in this place long enough to recognise when porkies are
being told and I saw a few noses grow tonight on the
other side.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Jasper) — Order!
If members wish to have a conversation, they should go
outside the chamber.
Mr LEIGHTON — I saw a fair bit of rewriting of
history tonight. It was the Kennett government which
sacked judges, which got rid of the Equal Opportunity
Commissioner, which nobbled the Auditor-General,
and had us sitting as little as five weeks in a sitting
period — it had to rely on the all-night sittings of 1992
and 1993 to say it had sat a reasonable number of
hours. It was the other side which brought in the
business program. It should be remembered that in
refining the business program we have brought in new
opportunities for members in this place, particularly
members statements, but also in this parliamentary term
an opportunity to speak on committee reports. There are
more opportunities for members.
In fact, one reason we are having this debate tonight is a
previous Labor administration brought in the whole
concept of a parliamentary appropriation bill.
Previously it was just a line or a paragraph in the
overall appropriation. A former Labor Speaker, Dr Ken
Coghill, pioneered the whole concept of a
parliamentary appropriation and that is why we are
having this debate tonight. We are the side which has
opened up the Parliament.
In my nearly 17 years in this place this is the time I am
seeing the Parliament operate the most professionally. I
pay tribute to the staff across the departments. There
has been pain for some staff in implementing One
Parliament but I believe it is working well. With respect
to IT, Hansard and the library, I believe it makes sense
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to have them all in the one division under the one
director.
As members of Parliament we should not forget that the
reason we are provided with resources and we have the
support of staff both in this place and in our electorate
offices is to enable us to discharge our responsibilities
both as legislators in this house and in respect of our
role in the community. As one of the longest serving
members I have to say that we have never been able to
operate more professionally than we do now. The
generation of parliamentarians prior to mine operated
out of their homes and had maybe a part-time staff
member. When I was elected I inherited one phone line
in my electorate office and every time I wanted to make
a phone call I had to ask my electorate officer to switch
the phone line through. One of the first things I had to
do was go out and get a fax. It was not even accepted in
those days that something as simple as a fax machine
was a standard piece of equipment which should be
provided to allow a parliamentarian to better service his
local community.
In this term I have been devoting myself to my role on
the House Committee and in particular the provision of
information technology and communications. The
Parliament has come a long way on IT in the past
couple of years. The rollout of Parlynet 2 unfortunately
commenced on the same day as the state election in
2002. Those members who were around then would
remember the madness of that week. My office was one
of the first to experience the rollout.
One only needs to go to the Report of the
Auditor-General on Parliament’s Information
Technology Upgrade dated September 2003 to see
what a basket case IT was in the Parliament at that time.
A number of issues were highlighted — the cost
overrun of the IT system, equipment that did not work,
very unhappy users. That was not surprising because
there was a failure of governance, there was a failure to
maintain a proper paper trail as to how decisions were
made.
There was no attempt to define what a business unit is
or to identify the needs of particular users. Quite
seriously, they broke the fundamental rules of
information technology by not piloting and testing
equipment and technology before it was rolled out.
Considerable advances have been made over the last
couple of years. I would like to particularly single out
the previous information technology manager,
Mr Grant Inwood, and the current acting manager,
Mr John Lovell. One of the happy problems for us is
that the standing of our information technology staff
members is now such that they are being headhunted by
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the private sector, which is something that would not
have been conceivable a couple of years ago. While
that causes problems in here, I think it shows the
improvement in the standards.
I would like to stress that I think we are now starting to
do things smarter and we are also meeting customer
needs. You only need to look at the uptake of the
BlackBerries as an example in point. In terms of
operating smarter, I believe we can come up with
technology that enables us to operate more effectively
but at the same time saves money. For instance, the
telecommunications purchasing and management
strategy is one example of a very effective program that
has been saving millions of dollars across government.
I would also urge local government take that up. That is
leading to savings inside the Parliament and has the
potential to provide greater bandwidth to our electorate
offices at less cost.
I believe if we were to take up videoconferencing,
including the capacity of parliamentary committees to
be able to meet electronically through
videoconferencing rather than country members having
to come to Melbourne, that would not only enable
country members to participate more fully in
parliamentary committees but would have the capacity
to save the Parliament money. Another way we can
operate smarter is by making an investment to increase
the bandwidth in our electorate offices which could
enable us to do away with the need for a server in each
electorate office. That would save money. I would like
to see the Parliament seriously examine a number of the
recommendations of the report on electronic democracy
tabled earlier in May. It recommends things such as the
webcasting of Parliament. That is technically quite
simple.
If we are to embrace webcasting what we need to be
prepared to do as a Parliament is to also invest in
archiving, because it is unlikely that people are just
going to happen to be tuned to their computer at a
particular time to watch a debate. More likely they will
hear afterwards that there was an interesting debate or a
particular debate or a particular member had something
to say. If we provide webcasting as a Parliament we
need to be prepared to resource it through proper
archiving. I would like to see the Parliament also invest
in electronic petitions. It is a way that we can bring
ourselves to the people we represent and provide people
with another way of communicating with their elected
representatives.
I think we have come a long way over the last couple of
years, but there is more work to be done. It is an
exciting time because of some of the things that are
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about to be provided in the information technology
area. I would hope that in the next few months we will
be able to roll out new notebooks to members at a
saving rather than a cost. There is a review of printers
going on. The introduction of the new version of Lotus
Notes will enable us to communicate more effectively.
The archiving of our emails will bring a financial
saving to the Parliament because of a reduction in the
need for server capacity. I welcome the developments
we have had and look forward to the continuing
developments. It has been a pleasure to speak in
support of this bill.
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — The member for
Preston is quite right about the extraordinary
improvements that have been made over the years with
regard to the equipment that has been supplied to
members of Parliament. He talked about the fact that he
had a single phone line and then got a fax machine.
When I came in I was lucky to get a phone! I remember
well the single-page photocopier and the golf ball
typewriter that I inherited from my predecessor. My
predecessor was so unhappy when I defeated him that
he left with the golf ball. The typewriter did not work.
That was soon corrected, but things have certainly
changed over the years. They have changed for the
better.
As we now look at the rapid progression of the
equipment supplied to members of Parliament, there is
no doubt that MPs these days have no excuse for
ignorance about what is going on, because you are
being assaulted from all sides, whether it by your fax
machine, emails coming through your computer or the
telephone. Those of us who are not technologically
challenged have BlackBerries. I notice that a lot of
members of this house and members from the other
place have BlackBerries. We are virtually carrying our
computers with us at all times.
I want to address a number of issues in regard to the
Appropriation (Parliament 2005/2006) Bill. Some of
those matters have been touched on tonight. One issue
that I believe is very important has not been touched on.
No doubt when I get around to dealing with it, it will be
tomorrow. With only 1 minute to go, I expect that the
Acting Speaker is going to close me down very shortly.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr COOPER — I note the groans of
disappointment from members on the government side
who have been sitting here anxious to hear my words. I
will say to them: if you can just restrain yourselves and
wait until tomorrow morning all will be revealed to
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you. I am watching the Acting Speaker, who is about to
leap in and — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The time appointed by standing orders for me to
interrupt business has now arrived. The honourable
member for Mornington may continue his comments
when the matter is next before the Chair.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Summer Lane, Ringwood: waste dumping
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — The matter I
wish to raise is for the attention of the Minister for
Environment. I request that he take action to investigate
the type and quantity of refuse that is being dumped
and has been dumped over recent time on EastLink
reservation land set aside for the tollway and located at
the rear of Summer Lane, Ringwood. There are many
issues associated with the impact of waste material
being dumped in this vicinity. One key concern is the
amenity of the residents and their quality of life as they
are affected by high levels of noise, dust, traffic
congestion and visual pollution in this general vicinity.
I might add that those residents have been putting up
with this for some years, and it is getting worse because
of the Thiess contract with EastLink.
We have found illegal dumping of material over a
period of time on this tollway reservation. A group of
volunteers — referred to as the Heatherdale Road
Action Group — which the members for Mitcham and
Bayswater and I have been involved with and tried to
provide advice to, are fighting a losing battle because
they are up against some fairly big heavyweights when
it comes to this industry. Whether it be Southern Cross
Metal Recyclers, SPI PowerNet or the Eastern
Recycling group, some of those neighbouring and
abutting operations are impacting heavily on the same
vicinity of tollway reservation land. One associated
issue is allegedly Eastern Recycling’s run-off from its
recycling centre into the stormwater drains, which then
finishes up in Heatherdale Creek.
There is any number of issues that the Minister for
Environment needs to grapple with and take action on
when it comes to a full investigation of what is going
on. I might add that this type of issue is across party
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lines. It has to be actioned because there are major
concerns about both the type of waste and indeed the
amount being dumped in this vicinity. These pollution
issues, be they visual or environmental, are of major
concern to residents in my electorate, as they are in
abutting electorates. Something has to be done and we
particularly do not want to have highly contaminated
material being put onto a reservation for a tollway only
to find that that has to be dug up subsequently because
people have not checked in the first place what is being
legally and in some cases illegally dumped on this
tollway reservation.
I call on the minister to take action, to get the
Environment Protection Authority more involved than it
has been to date and to assure the local community that
there is enough testing being done and that the type of
dumping that is occurring is being done in an orderly and
agreed fashion, rather than all the abutting users of land
adjacent to this land having their involvement — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Gold Museum, Ballarat: funding
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — I wish to raise an
issue for the attention of the Minister for the Arts. The
action I seek from the minister is in support of the
Ballarat Gold Museum. The museum, which has been
built on a site over the road from Sovereign Hill and
nowadays is managed as part of Sovereign Hill, has
been operating since 1978 to provide visitors with
experiences relating to the history of gold discovery in
Ballarat and more broadly across Victoria, and also to
provide exhibitions that relate more historically to
human interest in gold and uses of gold. The Gold
Museum also includes a range of other exhibitions
which relate to a number of areas, including the
Aboriginal history of the region, and more
contemporary history exhibitions relating to Ballarat.
The Ballarat Sportsmen’s Hall of Fame has also been
included in the Gold Museum to add a new dynamic
and it also interests many people who attend.
As well as that the Gold Museum regularly has
temporary exhibitions, which have ranged from the
Spiders Alive exhibition to exhibitions on Chinese art
and the history of Antarctic exploration. In order to
attract new visitors and provide an interesting, ongoing
dynamic these exhibitions need to be varied and
changed and, as is the case with any museum, the
whole presentation of all the exhibitions within the
museum needs to be regularly upgraded to ensure that
the museum does remain dynamic, fresh and relevant to
the visitors who attend.
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The action I seek from the minister is to provide
ongoing support to the museum. Certainly under this
government the Gold Museum has received significant
funding, but although the museum is supported in part
by Sovereign Hill and also by many volunteers who
work in the museum to do curatorial work and assist
with display work — and certainly there is a lot of
material held by the museum in specialist collections —
it is important that the museum gets ongoing support
funding to assist with its activities. I seek from the
minister further funding to support the activities of the
Gold Museum so that it can continue to meet the needs
of Ballarat people and the many visitors to our region. I
trust the minister will be able to provide this ongoing
support to the very valuable Gold Museum.

Strzelecki Highway: upgrade
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — I wish to
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Transport. It is to do with the work presently being
undertaken on the Strzelecki Highway. I am sure that
all members in this place know that the Strzelecki
Highway runs from the Princes Highway in the north
across the magnificence of the Strzelecki Ranges,
through Mirboo North and on to Leongatha. It is a total
distance of about 56 kilometres. The government, to its
credit, is presently funding work on that road to the tune
of about $9.9 million. The first part of the work has
been concluded — that is, the stretch from the highway
in the north to the township of Mirboo North over a
distance of around 36 kilometres. The second part of
the work is to be undertaken by about the end of this
year.
The matter I raise for the consideration of the minister
is that concerns have been raised by people in the
general region, but particularly at Mirboo North, about
the nature of the work that has been undertaken thus
far. The problem is that no passing lanes have been
installed in the first 36-kilometre section. To put that in
context, in that particular area of the Strzelecki Ranges
there are a lot of difficulties with the topography of the
landscape. The road was originally quite narrow in
places. It has only two lanes, one lane each way, and to
compound the issue there is an enormous amount of
traffic which is ever increasing and dedicated to
commercial movements of transports. That traffic is in
the form of the milk tankers that take the milk back and
forth from the Murray-Goulburn factory at Leongatha,
the timber trucks which are continually traversing that
particular stretch of road, and various other forms of
commercial activity that occur. I might say that all that
is added to by people who live at Mirboo North or
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Leongatha and who on a daily basis travel to work in
the Latrobe Valley, and vice versa.
The net result is that with the growing amount of traffic
on that section of road — and that is just between the
highway and Mirboo North — the fact of not having a
passing lane is unfortunate and that has the potential to
represent added problems in time to come, because
there is no doubt that the roadworks undertaken thus far
have made an improvement overall.
What we would like to see through the agency of the
minister is that, when this next section of the road from
Mirboo North running across the balance of the ranges
to Leongatha is completed, we do have a passing lane
or passing lanes incorporated. It would be an enormous
safety measure. The community is calling for it and I
ask the minister to intervene to make sure that it
happens.

Geelong Performing Arts Centre: funding
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for the Arts. The action I seek
relates to the future funding and development of the
Geelong Performing Arts Centre (GPAC), which is
located in the heart of my electorate. I would like to
take this brief opportunity to wish all the best to the
Geelong Performing Arts Centre’s managing director, a
lady by the name of Sally Beck, whose first child is due
imminently. Having said that, the action I seek from the
minister is not to act as a midwife but to ensure or
provide future funding priority to the Geelong
Performing Arts Centre to assist it in achieving its goal
of vigorously contributing to the cultural, economic and
social vibrancy of the greater Geelong region.
For the information of the house, the Geelong
Performing Arts Centre was opened in 1981. It consists
of two theatres, a box office, meeting rooms, a
cafe/restaurant and other catering facilities. I know the
Serjeant-at-Arms, who happens to be a constituent of
mine, has enjoyed a number of nights at the arts centre.
All in all the Geelong Performing Arts Centre is an
iconic institution in my electorate. Importantly, it
provides the people of Geelong and the wider regional
community with the opportunity to participate in and
enjoy performing arts in a first-class facility. I also
enjoy the hospitality of this facility whenever I attend
stage performances at the centre.
The Geelong Performing Arts Centre is led by a very
active and dynamic board under the guidance of its
chairman, Tim Orton. The centre itself enjoys a very
rewarding and proactive relationship with the Bracks
government, with me as the local member and with the
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Minister for the Arts. Only last Friday the minister was
again amongst friends at the Geelong Performing Arts
Centre to perform the enviable task of presenting a total
of $217 000 in grants to Geelong-based performing arts
recipients, including the arts centre itself. For example,
more than $80 000 was awarded to the GPAC, in
partnership with Diversitat and the G21 alliance, to
employ an arts community liaison officer. The purpose
of this officer is to focus on giving isolated
communities in the region, including younger and older
people and people from culturally diverse backgrounds,
access to the region’s art and cultural opportunities.
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Kennett government, Melbourne became a very
exciting place. It was very easy to sell a raffle ticket for
a weekend away in Melbourne because of its great
restaurants, its theatres, its shopping, its public
buildings and its range of architecture, from Federation
Square to its Victorian buildings. Along with its range
of sporting activities, its trams and its gardens,
Melbourne is anything but boring.

The Geelong Performing Arts Centre serves the region
of Geelong well, and I look forward to the Minister for
the Arts taking ongoing action to ensure that it
continues to play an important role within my
electorate.

Being a positive member of the opposition and not a
negative member, I suggest that there are a couple of
things the minister could do. Perhaps he could
encourage the drawing up of a blacklist of offending
businesses that use these cups, and they could all be
transported to the penal colony of Tasmania. They
could spend some time over there, certainly longer than
a weekend. Or perhaps we could have a ‘Dob in a
traitor’ — —

Tourism: Tasmanian campaign

Mr Pandazopoulos — Name them in Parliament.

Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I raise a matter for the
Minister for Tourism regarding Tourism Tasmania’s
Short Breaks campaign. I am asking the minister to take
appropriate action against Victorian businesses that, it
has come to my attention, are promoting a negative
view of Melbourne and encouraging Melburnians to
holiday in Tasmania. How could this be happening here
in Melbourne? The answer is that Tourism Tasmania
has a Short Breaks campaign which is invading our
shores. It has come to my attention that a certain cafe in
Carlton is serving drinks in a cup that on one side bears
a Tasmanian Tourism logo, a 1800 telephone number
and a web site address. On the reverse side it has the
word ‘Melbored?’
I wonder how many other traitorous businesses are out
there promoting this very negative view of Melbourne
and encouraging people to holiday elsewhere? I also
wonder if the Minister for Tourism actually knows
about this situation, and if so, whether he has been
doing something about it — if he did, I am sure he
would. But I have an idea that the minister does not
know about this, and it would be interesting to know
why he does not. I hope Tourism Victoria is on the ball
and is doing something about it.
Melbourne is anything but boring, although I remember
that during the 10 dark years of the Cain and Kirner
governments my sister, who lives interstate, was a
member of a rugby club — although she did not play
rugby, she was a member of the club of which her
husband was the coach — and it held a competition.
The first prize was a weekend in Melbourne, and the
second prize was two weekends in Melbourne! Things
have changed since then. In the great years of the

Mr DIXON — ‘Name them in Parliament’, the
minister suggests. We could have a ‘Dob in a traitor’
1800 phone number, and the people who dob in those
businesses could have a short break in Victoria. I ask
the Minister for Tourism to take some action on this
situation, because it is just not good enough.

Detention centres: Australian citizens
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — The matter I
raise is for the attention of the Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs. The action I seek is
that he raise the issue of an immediate, full and open
judicial inquiry into the detention and deportation
practices of the commonwealth Department of
Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs
at the Ministerial Council on Immigration and
Multicultural Affairs and through any other appropriate
body or mechanism where the state engages with the
commonwealth on migration issues. I am absolutely
outraged at the continuing revelations of the
incompetence and lack of compassion — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Speaker,
this is a totally federal jurisdictional issue. It has
nothing to do with state government administration.
The minister has no powers whatsoever, and the
member knows that. It is a complete furphy when it
comes to the ability of a state minister to take any
action on this issue. The member is just using this as yet
another excuse to whack the federal government. There
is no facility for a state minister, under the federal
constitution, to have any involvement on this issue.
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Mr Pandazopoulos — On the point of order,
Speaker, the fact is that we have ministerial councils at
which the states participate with the commonwealth.
There is a joint state-commonwealth multicultural
ministerial council at which we discuss many areas of
federal migration policy. At this committee there are
cooperative approaches to migration, and there are
cooperative approaches to detention issues as well as
settlement issues.

road is in very poor condition and needs to be upgraded
urgently. I have raised this matter in the Parliament
eight times. Unfortunately VicRoads has not given a
positive answer. Even though the member for
Brunswick has visited the electorate and seen King
Street for himself, the minister has yet to come out. I
ask the minister to come out and provide the funding to
ensure that King Street is upgraded so it is safe for
everyone to use.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I am not going to uphold the point of order. The
member was asking whether there was some interface
between the federal government and the state
government — —

There is a King Street Residents Action Group, which
meets in its own time to try to assist the government in
upgrading this road. The residents action group was
hoping that there would be some money in the last state
budget announcement for the upgrading of King Street.
The Labor member for Templestowe Province in the
other place led the group to believe some money might
be in the budget, but unfortunately that has not been the
case. The action group put out a press release on 5 May
2005. In the press release it says:

Ms ECKSTEIN — And to raise the issue, Acting
Speaker.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Ferntree Gully, continuing.
Ms ECKSTEIN — Firstly, we had the situation
where a long-term Australian resident was wrongfully
detained for over 10 months in an immigration
detention centre when it was clear even to other
detainees that she had mental health issues and needed
medical assessment and treatment rather than
incarceration. The case of Cornelia Rau is a shameful
example of the systemic failure of the department to
provide a duty of care to detainees. Then we had an
Australian citizen deported for over four years. Again
the department failed to properly investigate the case.
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, can you explain to us this evening how the
state minister has any involvement whatsoever in
foreign affairs and the deportation of illegal migrants?
If you can, we will support your ruling that there is no
point of order.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I have already ruled on the point of order. The member
has 15 seconds.
Ms ECKSTEIN — A simple passport check should
have confirmed her status as an Australian citizen. It is
an absolute disgrace and a complete bungle by the
commonwealth department.

King Street, Templestowe: upgrade
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport. It has to do with
the appalling condition of King Street, which borders
my electorate and the electorate of Doncaster, being
between Williamsons Road and Blackburn Road. The

The King Street Residents Action Group has been advised by
the office of the Labor member for Templestowe Province …
that the government has made no specific funding in the
2005–06 budget for urgent safety and public transport work
for King Street.
The group’s spokesman, Edward Parker, has expressed anger
and disappointment that, despite many years of neglect and
funding denial, the government has yet again relegated the
concerns of the community to the category of ‘you are not
important’.
This latest rejection comes despite large numbers of residents
lodging petitions and expressing their strong views in the
recently conducted questionnaire, copies of which were
forwarded to the government.
…
Mr Parker asks ‘why the apparent discrimination’ and
reminds the government, particularly the Premier and the
Minister for Transport, that they claim to govern for all
Victorians. Let them also be reminded that King Street
residents/taxpayers/voters and all those who use this unsafe
and long neglected road also are Victorians.

I urge the minister to come out to Bulleen and walk
down King Street to look for himself at the poor and
dangerous condition of the street.
As I said, I have raised this matter eight times in the
Parliament before, but as yet no action has been taken.
It is a shame that the government has decided to ignore
Bulleen and Doncaster in the budget. I urge the minister
once again to provide the funding to ensure that the
road is upgraded.
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Multicultural affairs: funding
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister assisting the Premier on
Multicultural Affairs. I raise it on behalf of Australian
Croatian Community Services, which has written to me
expressing its great concern about the proposed new
guidelines under the federal government’s community
settlement services scheme. It points to the increased
cost shifting to the state and the potential for a far
greater reliance by these community groups on state
funding rather than on the constitutionally more
appropriate federal funding, and a consequent loss of
services. At this stage, if its discussion paper is to be
believed, it will mean the loss of core funding,
restrictions on its use of fee-free language services,
prohibition from providing migration advice and
restrictions on running multicultural events.
This is part of a consistent pattern of incremental shifts
in costs and responsibility for settlement services from
the commonwealth to the states and the erosion of
services provided by the migrant resource centres. As
we noted in the fantastic state budget that has been
brought down, the state has had to increase its effort in
this area to step into the gap.
These are huge issues in my electorate, with over 40 per
cent of the electorate being either born outside Australia
or certainly from non-English-speaking backgrounds.
As the member for Ferntree Gully said, the leadership
on this whole issue across the nation has been
absolutely appalling. The federal administration is
deporting our own citizens, locking up mentally ill
people, locking up babies and doubling the size of the
detention centre in my area, when lives have been lost
and at a time when the Liberal backbenchers are in
open revolt and saying, ‘Let the kids out and stop
indefinitely detaining people’. Yet it is doubling the
size of the detention centre.
It lied about the children overboard affair, and it closed
the migrant resource centre in my area. It has been an
absolute disgrace, and I call on the minister to redouble
his efforts in advocating on behalf of our citizens.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Wodonga: driver training education centre
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Education
and Training. The issue relates to the need for a driver
training education centre in north-eastern Victoria, and
where better to have it than in the city of Wodonga? It
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needs to provide a much-needed service not just for
learner drivers and other young drivers but for all
drivers who need to upgrade their skills.
I request that the minister consider favourably the
proposal that is being put forward by the Wodonga
Institute of TAFE to introduce a driver education centre
to work in with the existing programs delivered by the
institute. It is proposed that the motor sports and driver
education centre to be provided by the institute of
TAFE will be built on the outskirts of Wodonga so that
a driver training track can be incorporated. However,
the Wodonga institute already delivers driver training
for the road transport industry via the National Industry
Skills Training Centre. In the past five years this centre
has grown phenomenally, with a growth factor of
125 per cent. We have a fast-growing city, and as a
consequence this facility needs to be relocated. Chain
saws cannot be used early in the mornings and learner
drivers with B-doubles should not be turning into traffic
where housing now exists and families are using their
streets to go to and from schools in the mornings and
evenings.
The proposition is to relocate the National Industry
Skills Training Centre to a site that can incorporate a
driver training track and education centre. Ideally this
would be located relatively close to the Woolworths
Distribution Centre, which is not far from Wodonga,
between Wodonga and Barnawartha, locally known as
the LOGIC centre. Driver training for truck companies
would be available. Driver training would also be
available for fork-lift operators, front-end loaders,
backhoe operators and for all the other items of
machinery used in industry and in country areas.
The stakeholders particularly interested in the
development of this include Victoria Police, Rural
Ambulance Victoria, the Army Logistics Training
Centre, the Wodonga West Rotary club, the Albury
Wodonga District Car Club, the Wodonga City
Council, Tallangatta Secondary College, VicRoads, the
Wangaratta Courthouse and the Wodonga Institute of
TAFE.
Both phases of this development, which includes a
major expo to promote this concept, will include the
target groups, which are the pre-learner drivers, learner
drivers, probationary drivers, repeat offender drivers,
street racing drivers — who are predominantly down
here rather than up there — truck drivers, disabled
drivers, motorcycle drivers, four-wheel drivers — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
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Mordialloc electorate: drain removal

Responses

Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I call on the Minister
for Environment to ensure that work by Melbourne
Water continues to swiftly and efficiently investigate
the 11 drainage outlets identified by Melbourne Water
around Port Phillip Bay as requiring environmental and
aesthetic improvement. I am particularly interested in
the drainage pipe outlets identified at the Marina Road
main drain in Mentone and the Ashmore Avenue main
drain on the foreshore at Mordialloc. Melbourne Water
has confirmed that its investigations of the Marina
Road drain in Mentone will also include the removal of
the council’s beach drains on Charman Road, Sea
Parade and Mundy Street.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
Leader of The Nationals raised with me his request to
have overtaking lanes included in the works that are
currently being undertaken on the Strzelecki Highway
between Morwell, I suppose, and Leongatha. These
works are currently under way in a $9.9 million
upgrade. It is one of the projects being funded under
our Arrive Alive Safer Roads program, which is funded
under an allocation by the Transport Accident
Commission. The Safer Roads program is designed to
fund identified problems and to reduce identified risks.
The program has started on the Strzelecki Highway,
and upgrades will be undertaken along that entire
length of highway. As he accurately indicated, a large
part of that work has already been done.

The community and the No Pipes 4 Shore group and I
have worked together for the past 18 months to have
these pipes fixed. I have previously tabled in this
Parliament a petition signed by 1500 people, including
local school students, who have asked for action to be
taken as these pipes are an eyesore and no longer in
keeping with today’s environmental or recreational
standards for our local beaches. Our local beaches are
much loved by our local community and are
extensively used not only by locals but by the wider
community and local schools for a variety of
recreational and educational purposes.
Kingston council today put out a press release
welcoming the initial Melbourne Water survey and
supporting the further planning and technical work that
will now be required to be done. It quotes Kingston
mayor, Topsy Petchey.
An honourable member — Who?
Ms MUNT — Mayor Topsy Petchey, the mayor of
Kingston.
‘This is welcome news for two reasons’, said Mayor Petchey.
‘It shows that Melbourne Water has agreed to take the lead
role in addressing unsightly beach pipes. It also has the
potential to allow council to redirect $200 000 it had
earmarked for removal of its Mentone beach pipes for other
community priorities’, said Mayor Petchey.

I would like to thank No Pipes 4 Shore, the group that
pressed for this work to be done, our local community,
Melbourne Water and Kingston council for their
support of me in putting this issue on the horizon. I look
forward to the further work being done and a resolution
for the unsightly old pipes on the beaches of Mentone
and Parkdale in my Mordialloc electorate.

On the Strzelecki Highway there have been some
48 run-off-the-road crashes in the past five years,
including 4 fatal and 14 serious injury crashes. So on
this stretch of our road network — through some very
beautiful country, I must add — the topography raises
some very special challenges of its own, and clearly a
great deal of care is required when driving on the
Strzelecki Highway. The crash history and in particular
the types of crashes that have occurred there indicate
why we have taken that particular action in this part of
Victoria.
We needed to find out the sorts of treatments that had to
be undertaken to address the sorts of accidents that have
happened. Hopefully these treatments will reduce the
types of accidents or their severity. We will seal the
shoulders of some 41 kilometres of road, and will use
tactile edging, guardrails and wire rope barriers where
they are appropriate. All of these are proven methods of
dealing with the identified risk that is ever present on
the Strzelecki Highway — that is, run-off-the-road
crashes — and that risk is manifested in the very large
number of accidents, including the number of fatalities
and serious injuries. The tactile edges will alert drivers
that they are straying off the side of the road, the sealed
shoulders will provide drivers with a greater chance of
regaining control of their vehicles should they stray
from the pavement and the guardrails and the wire rope
barriers will protect motorists from hitting roadside
objects or veering off into very unsafe places.
I am giving a great amount of detail of what we are
setting out to achieve because this is a program that is
designed to specifically improve identified safety risks.
There is no scope in the project at the moment for
overtaking lanes as the Leader of The Nationals has
requested. This is a nearly $10 million project — a
$9.9 million project — to improve road safety and
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reduce the number of those run-off-the-road crashes.
That is the focus of this program. There is no scope at
the moment for overtaking lanes. Notwithstanding that,
I will ask VicRoads to see whether opportunities might
be provided in the future — if not for overtaking lanes,
perhaps the other option that could be looked at is the
slow vehicle turnouts, which might assist. But the
priority at this stage with the Strzelecki Highway is to
address the identified risk that I have mentioned.
The member for Bulleen raised with me his desire to
see further upgrades to King Street in, I think,
Doncaster. There are no plans at the moment to
undertake that. We understand that the needs in the
outer metropolitan area are great. Through our
metropolitan transport plan we have provided for the
implementation of a program to upgrade poorly
performing outer metropolitan road links, and we will
do that on a priority basis. This outer metropolitan road
program targets improved access to activity centres and
efficient access to the principal road network, it
supports planned growth patterns and the efficient
movement of freight and public transport, and it also
supports improved road safety.
Over the last few years the government has funded and
is implementing more than 30 major projects in the
outer metropolitan area. So we are addressing that
backlog which was left behind by the previous
government. Indeed in this year’s budget we have
committed a further $97 million to the outer
metropolitan road project, and we are committing the
resources we have available to us to that important task.
It is based on a priority program that identifies various
needs. We have already announced two programs: the
widening of Ferntree Gully Road between
Cootamundra Drive and Jells Road and the extension of
South Road past Warrigal Road over to Old Dandenong
Road. During the course of this year there will be
further elements of that $97 million funding. This is on
top of the Safer Roads program. That is a $130 million
program that is funding the upgrade of the Strzelecki
Highway. It is being funded by the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC). It commenced in June 2004 and
will be completed by December 2006.
Under that program there have been some 56 projects
that target run-off-the-road crashes on high-speed rural
roads. Some 6 projects are targeting run-off-the-road
crashes on high-speed outer metropolitan roads;
12 projects are designed to improve safety at dangerous
intersections in the outer metropolitan area; and there
have been 3 major road upgrades, again in the outer
metropolitan area. As can be seen, we have committed
large amounts of money. More money has been
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committed by this government than previous
governments to upgrade the metropolitan and rural road
networks. We are doing it to improve the safety of the
road network, to improve freight efficiency, to assist
public transport and to make it generally easier to get
about. No-one could criticise this government for not
addressing this important matter.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for
Tourism) — First I will reply to members in relation to
my ministerial portfolios. The member for Nepean
raised the outrageous Tourism Tasmania campaign,
Melbored. I am very much aware of it. It is in its second
phase, and the advertisement was there prominently on
top of that great Melbourne icon, Young and Jackson’s
Hotel, opposite Flinders Street station. That is where I
first noticed it, so the member did not have to bring it to
my attention. I knew it was there. I have been attacking
Tourism Tasmania in its own media. I think it is a lazy,
sloppy campaign, and it reflects the fact that when you
have got no money you try to use cheap gimmicks.
The reality is, as a former Tasmanian Premier who was
a former tourism minister there explained to me, ‘You
guys in Victoria keep spending up big, keep bringing
on those events, keep bringing Jetstar down. Do all that
international marketing, because as you do that you
actually bring visitors to our state’. That is the absolute
practical reality. Whatever we do in Victoria, we are
bringing visitors closer to Tasmania and making
Tasmania accessible.
I am sad to say, though, that the campaign won an
international marketing award, a Pacific Asia Travel
Association award, which I think is particularly
outrageous, but even more outrageous is that we have
traders in our midst, scabs in our own hospitality sector
who are freeloading on the good work of the tourism
industry here in Victoria. It is quite frustrating. Tourism
is a benefit that is spread across the community. People
think it is about attractions and accommodation, but it is
about cafes and restaurants; it is about taxis and a whole
lot of the services sector as well.
A whole lot of people gain benefits from it and do not
contribute one cent back. They are not members of their
own industry groups, such as the restaurant and caterers
associations, their local tourism groups or the Victorian
Tourism Industry Council, which is part of the
Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry, and I think they should be. They should not
freeload, and they should all be contributing, because
the reality is that we have had the fastest rate of growth
in both international and interstate tourism out of all
states every year since the Olympics, so we have
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actually got the runs on the board, and our marketing
campaigns are showing that it is working.
This is a cheap shot. The reality is that Tasmania
without Victoria is nothing. It is our southern suburbs,
and it is fair to say — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — Well, it is, and it is
fair — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — I have been quoted
like that in the Hobart Mercury, and I am not
disappointed about that, but the reality is that
Melbourne is a happening place. When you look at our
brand health surveys around Australia, what do you
find that Australians say about Victoria? We are the
no. 1 food and wine destination, the no. 1 shopping
destination, the no. 1 cultural — theatre and
entertainment — destination, the bars and restaurants,
the night-life capital of Australia, the romantic city of
Melbourne, the no. 1 car touring destination. That is
what they say about us. Do you know Sydney? Sydney
is actually no. 2 in all those areas — absolutely
amazing! When Australians have to make the hard
decision about destinations on key experiences, they are
putting Victoria no. 1. That is not what Tasmania
recognises, but that is what the punters recognise
because we have a record number of tourists.
The reality is that if it is boring in Melbourne, you must
be comatose in Tasmania. There is no doubt about that
at all. I guess tourism is broadly bipartisan, and I
appreciate the member raising this in good faith, but the
key challenge is to stop those scabs, and I am happy to
assist the member and to work with him. Let us name
them. Whoever has got these free coffee cups — they
are not even prepared to spend money on coffee cups,
they got them free, which shows how scabby they
are — should be taught a lesson. No loyal Victorian
would visit those establishments. They will visit those
that support Victorian tourism. We will name them if
we get the chance.
The member for Ferntree Gully raised a very important
matter, and that is the role the state has in relation to the
outrageous situation that is occurring in detention
centres at the moment. The member is right; we do
have a role. We have a multicultural ministerial council,
and it was actually held just recently in Adelaide. What
happened is that the states put to the commonwealth
that there should be a royal commission in this area. It
was quite interesting that at the time we raised that we
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believed there were up to 100 people who had been
illegally detained in detention centres. Minister
Vanstone said, ‘That is outrageous. At the most we
know of 30’. I am saddened to report to the house that
at a Senate committee tonight the minister has revealed
that up to 200 Australians have been illegally detained
in detention centres. That is absolutely outrageous, and
there is a role for us as a state. Why is that? It is because
we have a great reputation to keep as a multicultural
state, as a preferred destination for migrants, as the
skilled migration and business migration destination for
Australia.
Its outrageous actions are giving us a bad name around
the world. The ambassadors and diplomats that I have
been speaking to since this issue came up, originally
involving Cornelia Rau and now Vivian Alvarez Solon
and all these other ones, say that we are getting negative
attention in the global media. It is a shame. Most of the
time the only things people hear about us are the
negatives. That is what tends to happen. We hear a lot
of negatives about other countries, but when you want
to compete economically and in migration, in tourism
and in attracting overseas students, all these things
reflect very poorly on us.
There is no doubt that people like Petro Georgiou, the
federal member for Kooyong, are absolutely right. I
commend Petro Georgiou, along with other federal
members of Parliament including Russell Broadbent,
the member for McMillan — another Victorian who is
prepared to stand up — Bruce Baird from New South
Wales, Senator Marise Payne, also from New South
Wales, and Judy Moylan, from Western Australia.
They are all standing up to the federal government. I
also include John Forrest, a Nationals member, who is
also talking about ethics and detention. We should be
supporting these people. They are not on my side of the
fence, but they are doing the absolutely right thing in
calling for the release of detainees — and also, as Petro
Georgiou said, they want at least a judicial inquiry.
I would go further and call for a royal commission.
Why do I think that is important? The reason it is
important is that I want to know if any of those
200 people are Victorians. I also want to know if any
parts of any Victorian government agencies have not
done the right thing. We know with the Rau and the
Solon cases not only that the immigration department
has abjectly failed in its key duty to protect Australian
citizens but also that the federal police, the state police
in Queensland and the mental health authorities have
questions to answer. I have respect for Mick Palmer,
the former federal police commissioner, but the reality
is that his inquiry is not set up to take evidence. The
only way people will give evidence without fear or
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favour is, at a minimum, at a judicial inquiry and, at
best, at a royal commission. That is when we are going
to get all the details. We want to know where all the
systemic failures are across the country.
This is giving us a bad name around the world, and it is
a shame that while so many members of the Liberal
Party and The Nationals up in Canberra will stand up
with us on this side, the other side of this house is not
prepared to do so. I am saddened by that. God forgive
us. It is a disgrace that we are seeing this in our own
country. It is outrageous. I am ashamed that this is
happening and that we are not standing up and
explaining what we are doing. We are trying to sweep it
under the carpet, which is not the Australian thing to
do.
I support the member for Ferntree Gully, and we will
continue raising this in whatever forums we can. At the
end of the day we have a great settlement program that
has worked well for migration. We need to continue
that. Eventually the people in detention centres will end
up staying here — we know that — but the bottom line
is that we should not be detaining our own citizens. Let
us get it right!
The member for Footscray also raised another
important issue about cost shifting by the federal
government and again its abject failure to appropriately
fund settlement services at a national level. He is right:
in this budget we have had to contribute refugee
support funding because the federal government will
not do it. It is interesting that we have been applauded
for that, and I want to thank the federal minister, Peter
McGauran, for his recognition of what we are prepared
to do. But there are implications in what is happening
now for migrant resource centres and community
settlement support scheme (CSSS) funding. They have
been areas of federal government funding — —
Mr Honeywood interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member for Warrandyte will cease interjecting
across the table!
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — I have great respect
for the member for Warrandyte, but sometimes he goes
over the top.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — No, I agree. We have
some responsibilities in settlement areas, but as he well
knows, migrant resource centres are a federal
government responsibility, and the CSSS scheme is a
federal government program. What the member is
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referring to is a longstanding community group,
Australian Croatian Community Services. It has been
funded by the CSSS to support the many refugees who
have come from Croatia in recent years. It has an
uncertain future. How do you run programs for a
community in settlement when you have an uncertain
future? The change in guidelines that have been
announced by the federal government mean annual
funding. They also mean tying it down to people who
have been here for less than five years and who do not
speak English. Some refugees can actually speak
English but that does not mean that they do not need
support.
What is happening as part of this program is the
removal of settlement funding from longer established
ethnic communities. Part of the review said that they
had to continue funding long-established ethnic
communities through a program. Following the review
that the member referred to they failed to do that as
well. In order to support one sector of humanitarian
entrants, which is appropriate, they are taking resources
away from other sectors. Rather than growing the level
of funding, as we have more diversity, more refugees
and more complex areas, they are robbing Peter to pay
Paul.
At the end of the day the community still needs that
settlement support. What the federal government is
doing at the same time is removing funding for
interpreters, as the member said. How do you provide
the support in settlements when people do not have
access to interpreters for that settlement process? This
is the deficiency. We have put a submission to the
federal government about this community support
settlement scheme, indicating that basically we want to
go back to the previous system. The previous system
worked, but it needed better resourcing. That is all we
want. We are not asking it to do a whole lot more than
basically meet its responsibilities.
There is no doubt that if the federal government does
not change its policies, many of the ethno-specific
welfare groups that have been funded under the CSSS
will receive funding no more. Guess where they will
come? They will come to the state government to fund
something that used to be funded by the federal
government. We should always fund our bit, but we
should not be funding the bit that the federal
government has responsibilities for. That is where cost
shifting is occurring. Those on the other side should not
play politics as Liberals first and Victorians last. We
should be cheering and saying, ‘We have a good record
in this area. Let’s keep that good record but
acknowledge that we need more resources’. We have
more diversity, we have more refugees from countries
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than we have ever had before, and we have refugees
from countries we have never had them from before.
There are more complex problems, including more
complex settlement problems, so do not rob Peter to
pay Paul. That is the view we have put to the federal
government.
The member for Warrandyte raised a matter for the
Minister for Environment about refuse build-up on the
EastLink site at Ringwood. The only thing I can say to
the member is that the quickest way to clean up rubbish
on the site is to fix that road, get it started and get it all
happening. That is exactly why we have taken the
policy decision we have — because a government-built
road will take 10 years to build and a private
sector-built road will be open for the community in
2008. Under the Liberal policy, rubbish and refuse will
remain on that site for up to 10 years potentially and
under the Labor policy we will get it fixed very soon.
We have taken the advice on board already.
The member for Ballarat East raised a matter for the
Minister for the Arts about the Ballarat Gold Museum. I
agree with him that it is an absolutely brilliant facility
that requires ongoing support from the government. I
will pass that on to the minister.
The member for Geelong raised another matter for the
Minister for the Arts about the Geelong Performing
Arts Centre. I have also been there on a number of
occasions. It is a great venue, and I know the member is
working very hard to support the performing arts centre
there.
The member for Benambra raised a matter for the
Minister for Education and Training about a driver
education training facility in Wodonga. I will pass it on
to the minister.
The member for Mordialloc raised the 11 drainage
outlets around Port Phillip Bay managed by Melbourne
Water, but particularly two in her electorate that are
very important, and I will pass that on to the minister.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.54 p.m.
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